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California Tahoe Conservancy
ATfN: Scott CatTOll
1061 Third Street
South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150

Letter A08

April 6, 2013

Re: Upper Tmckee River and Marsh Rest.oration Project Dratl EIR/EIS/EIS
The Sie1i-a Club is pleased to comment on the restoration project for the UTR and Marsh
area. 'l11e restoration alternative I.hat is of most interest to the Tahoe Area Siena Club is
Alternative 3 which provides the greatest amount of biological restoration in an area
sadly deprived of enough water and loss of habitat due to projects such as Tahoe Keys,
expansion of the marina, CalTrans fateful bridge widening on Hwy 50, commercial
development in the 100-year flood plain, the evcr-c:-..'Pru1ding TKPOA corporation yard,
and the intcm1inal incremental fill into the meadow from propc1ty owners, governments,
and developers.

A08-1

Alternative 3 offers the opportunity for nature to help heal the marsh with the least
amount of man-made intetference of any of the alternatives. While not pe1fect,
Alternative 3 provides for connecting the river to its noodplain , and capturing the
biological and physical processes of the fonucr marsh, with its diverse natural swalcs,
holes, shallow areas, diverse vegetation, high and low lying lands, and, in general ,
restoring an effectively functioning tapestry of river, meadow and marsh ecosystem.
However, the document itself is not nearly equal to the task of presenting the project and
iL'l beneficial and adverse environmental impacl<; as one would expect for such an
exciting project. Our detailed comments begin on the next page. "lhe EIR/EIS/EIS will
be rcfoned to throughout these conuucnts as "the document" for case of writing and
reading.
While the impo1tru1ce of the project cannot be completely tmdcnuined by a flawed
document, the failures are many and it is imp01tant to note that, under CEQA Section
15088.5 a document that does not disclose pertinent data, does not accurately reveal the
details of the project that have enviromuental impacts, and uses an amalgam of
conflicting maps, contradictory sections, and outdated facts must be re-circulated with all
conections prior to submitting a Final EIR/S/S lo the public. Our conunenb fo llow.
We look fo1ward to a revised and re-circulated document based on ctmcnt info1mation.
Very truly yours,

Laurel
Laurel Ames
J,wames@hotmail.com
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SPECIFIC CO 1 1E TSO TUE UPPER TRUCEKE RIVER
RESTORATIO PROJECT

DMARSll

1 Environmentallv Superior Alternative. The document selects Alternative 2 as that
altemati ve. Yet EPA requires the altemati ve that causes the least chunage to the
biological and physical cnvironemcnt, and as the document notes, the alternative that
"best protects, preserves, and enhances . .. . .. .. natural resources."
The se lection of Alternative 2 does not meet that criteria, hecause as the document notes,
it was selected due to providing the least amount of recreation facilities . While the
document selects "recreation" and its facilities for various alternatives, the title of the
document gives no hint that this significant restoration project will include compromises
to the restoration on behalf of recreation amenities, those amenities reduce the value of
the restoration. Such a trade-off: tucked into a project objective, is a devious way to
provide unnecessary amenities in an area that has already been subject to almost every
insult imaginable to its ecosystem, and this restoration is limited by many of those insults.
Adding more amenities in this study area is particularly galling lo then be used as the
criteria for selecting the enviromnentally preferred alternative.

AOB-2

TI1c alternative that clearly provides the best bang for the buck in tcnns of restoration of
the marsh, is, in fact, the alternative with the greatest marsh restoration values - alternative #3. It is to be hoped that the agency will scale back the amount of new
amenities it is laying on top of U1is alternative restoration and focus on the core objective
- the greatest amount of natural restoration possible. It is folly to confuse project
objectives in an EIR/S/S by adding in compromises that are not necessary to the
restoration project.
We urge you to adopt a clean restoration project that will be the most effective.
2. Cmnulativc Impacts. TI1e document reveals that there arc a number of Significant and
Unavoidable Impacts, but in reviewing the document there are impacts that have not been
found by the preparers, using outdated data, to be Siignificant. Using up-to-date data, not
four year old data these impacts would be Signifi cant but avoidable by a simp le policy
decision that docs not change the restoration project. Issues such as using neighborhoods
for construction equipment storage and operations are clearly policy decisions that impact
air quality in neighborhoods as well as public health impacts from TAC from diesel
engines operating next door lo residences for numy months at a time. Selection of areas
within 6 feet of residences is merely a policy decision that was made with no thought to
the environmental impacts, public health impacts and their cumul ative effects over the
course of five months for four years. Table ES-1 identifies long tcnn impacts from
criteria air pollutants and for CO also a criteria air pollutant but no mitigation of that
impact is proposed. That is not only a serious error, but also one of agency willfulness.
A second, and Significant bu Unavoidable Impact is the constmction of the maximum
recreational facilities in a restoration project on the habitat of an endangered plant, the
Tahoe Ycllow Cress. While seemingly biza!Tc to even suggest, in a restoration project,
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that an endangerd species would be put at risk by substantial amenity construction of
bridges and boardwaslk on the habitat, the fact is that it is a simple policy decision to not
build in an endangered plant's habitat. "NO feasible mitigation if available" the
document says. But that is just ridiculous. Of course there is a feasible mitigation
provided to the agency decision-makers - - don' t build an unneeded amenity.

A08-4

cont.

We urge you to adopt a clean restoration project that will be the most e.ffective in
restoring the marsh, the river, the meadows, and the 100-yr flood plain.

3. Conflicting Information Provided in Document The issue of conflicting infonnation
is found throughout the document. Parts that are based on scoping in 2006 appear in
some places, while it appears that section 3 in volume I and 2 ( Affected Environment
and Environmental Conscquenccs)was written in approximately 2008, while the second
section Project Alternatives - - was written in the recent past.
A08-5

For example, the maps aren't consistent. Exhibits 2-6 to 2-9 on pages 2- 3 to 2-7 provide
diflerent details as to construction clements, placement of bank stabilization, etc, which
is different from the maps on pages 2-45 to 2-50 which have Exhibits 2-5 lo 2-8.
And, in line with that inconsistency, there is a difference between the descriptions in
Section 2 and in Section 3.
4. Environmental Commitments. TI1c commitments are generally just repeats ofTRPA
and local codes, and ofien have nothing to do with commitments to specifically reducing
adverse impacts on the resources that are being "managed", or the impacts on the nearest
neighhorhoods. Tn fact, one neighborhood, with the greatest number or houses closest to
the constrnction work is not even mentioned in Section 3.
For example, EC 6 provides comfort that the project will conform with
"all pennits required by applicable federal, state, regional, and local statutes and
regulations." While expected, its not clear what or why that statement is needed as an
environmental commitment in the Tahoe basin. But thanks for letting us know one less
thing to wony about.
A08-6

TI1c commitments that the public and especially the neighborhoods bordering the project
w,mt are those that protect U1e residents from unnecessary truck traffic, noise, pollutants,
vibrations, and dangers to their children and dogs.
Fmthcr, the air quality section seems to be written to excuse the use of large pollutantemitting equipment in residential neighborhoods. Pages and pages apply to arnmal
averages, attaiinmcnt in place of the actual transitional status for ozone, and more. At no
time does an environmental commitment offer to use less polluting equipment, smaller
pieces of equipment, haul routes on major thoroughfares such as Keys Blvd and East
Venice vs, narrow neighborhood streeL<; in the su,,-ounding neighborhoods. The fact that
the document selects Cailfomia Ave, a nearly half-mile nanow street fronted by more
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than 35 houses in its short stretch, vs Eloise, on which the agency owns an acre parcel
suitable for storage and equipment, with an immediate connection at the edge of the
commercial area into the southern part of the meadow is not discussed.
5. Key Environmental Impacts (ES.4). 1his bullet is the only actual admission in the
document that there is a "potential for noise and scenic impacts to nearby residences" but
even here the document fails miserably to mention the significant impacts on residences
immediately adjacent to haul routes and sutTotmded by equipment and material storage
sites.

A08-6

cont.

ll1e stance of the agency as to the local residents seems to be captured by the sentence
"All of the reseindtial subdivisions have access points leading into the study area. Some
of these access points and traails arc established and recognized by the Conservancy
while others are user created". Yes, and they were created long before Dillingham started
digging up the marsh, and decades before the Conservancy arrived. Such a blindingly
obtuse statement is wildly inappropriate and quite insensitive to the residents.
6. Initial Cost Analvsis. In these days of limited budgets, the fact that the analysis
highlights the low cost of Alternative 3 at 5.9 million, vs the highest cost for
Alternative 4, must be given great weight by the agency 's board. The fact that the
least destructive, and most beneficial project for restoring the marsh, the river and
the meadow is the least expensive is a definite plus for Alternative 3. lhe biggest
ban for the buck. ll1is cost analysis should also be perfonncd in today's dollars
and all alternatives :hould he costed out at restoration costs, with the amenity
costs shown separately.
ll1ank you for the oppo1tunity to comment. The Tahoe Arca Sie1rn Club would be glad
to meet with you and discuss our conunents. We look forward to a robust and sciencebased response in the Response to comments. However, our advice to you to reconsider
and re-circulate a document that is re-done in tenns of updated information as of 2012 as
compared to 2006, is needed for proper public disclosure.
Laurel Ames
Tahoe Area Sierra Club
laurel@watershednetwork.org
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Jcl1llifer Quaslmick
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Letter
AO8
Response
AO8-1

Sierra Club, Tahoe Area Sierra Club Group
Laurel Ames
April 6, 2013
The commenter states their support for Alternative 3; however, the commenter also states that the
environmental document is inadequate and contradictory.
More specific reasonings associated with this comment are presented in responses to Comments
AO8-3 through AO8- 8.

AO8-2

The commenter believes that the Environmentally Superior Alternative is Alternative 3, that
recreation-access objectives should not be considered along with restoration objectives when
making this finding, and that compromises were made by considering both.
As described in Section 4.5, “Environmentally Superior Alternative/Environmentally Preferred
Alternative,” of the 2013 Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
requires identification of the alternative that is considered environmentally preferable.
“Environmentally preferable” is used to describe the alternative that would best promote the
national environmental policy as expressed in Section 101 of NEPA—that is, it would cause the
least damage to the biological and physical environment. In addition, the “environmentally
preferable” alternative best protects, preserves, and enhances historic, cultural, and natural
resources. Although Council on Environmental Quality regulations require identification of the
environmentally preferred alternative, they do not require adoption of this alternative.
The State CEQA Guidelines (Sections 15126.6[a] and 15126.6[e][2]) require that an
environmental impact report’s (EIR’s) analysis of alternatives identify the “environmentally
superior” alternative among all of those considered. In addition, if the No-Project Alternative is
identified as the environmentally superior alternative, then the EIR also must identify the
environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives. Under CEQA, the goal of
identifying the environmentally superior alternative is to assist decision makers in considering
project approval. CEQA does not require an agency to select the environmentally superior
alternative (State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15042–15043).
The TRPA Compact and Code of Ordinances do not specifically call for identifying an
environmentally superior or preferred alternative; however, they rely on other State and federal
regulations and when evaluating alternatives, TRPA identifies the alternative that would best
maintain and/or achieve environmental thresholds (discussed in Section 4.5, “Consequences for
Environmental Threshold Carrying Capacities,” of the 2013 Draft EIR/EIS/EIS). The TRPA
Compact and Code of Ordinances allow for the consideration of social, technical, or economic
impacts when an alternative is selected.
Although the recreation and restoration components were combined in the alternatives presented
for analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, it sufficiently addresses the potential environmental effects
of implementing these recreational and restoration components, regardless of the ultimate
combination. The alternatives evaluated encompass the reasonable range of potential
environmental effects. Based on the analysis of impacts, the action alternatives present tradeoffs
related to overall environmental advantages. These alternatives were developed by looking at a
broad range of restoration approaches and levels of recreation infrastructure consistent with the
project’s goals and objectives. This range of reasonable alternatives complies with the
requirements of Title 14, Section 15126.6 of the California Code of Regulations (14 CCR
15126.6), also referred to as the State CEQA Guidelines; Title 40, Section 1502 of the Code of
Federal Regulations (i.e., 40 CFR 1502); Article VII(a)(3) of the TRPA Compact; and Section
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5.8.B of the TRPA Code of Ordinances. Each of these alternatives is feasible, based on relevant
economic, environmental, social, technological, and legal factors, although they provide different
advantages and disadvantages related to environmental impacts and achievement of the project’s
purpose, need, and project objectives.
AO8-3

The commenter suggests that a number of significant and unavoidable short-term constructionrelated air quality impacts have not been identified.
Air quality impacts were addressed in Section 3.2, “Air Quality and Climate Change,” of the
2013 Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. As described in Section 3.2, almost all increased pollutant emissions
associated with the improvements in the study area would be generated by construction activities.
The method of analysis for short-term construction, long-term operational (regional), local
mobile-source, and toxic air contaminant emissions is consistent with the recommendations of El
Dorado County Air Quality Management District (EDCAQMD) and TRPA. The analysis
described fugitive dust emissions of respirable particulate matter (PM10), reactive organic gas
(ROG) emissions, and emissions of oxides of nitrogen (NOX).
Short-term construction-related emissions of ROG, NOX, and PM10 were modeled using the
California Air Resources Board–approved URBEMIS 2007 (Version 9.2.4) computer program
and EMFAC 2007 emission factors as recommended by EDCAQMD and TRPA. URBEMIS is
designed to model construction emissions for land use development projects and allows the user
to input project-specific information. Input parameters were based on default model settings and
information provided in Chapter 2, “Project Alternatives,” of the 2013 Draft EIR/EIS/EIS.
Modeling assumed an annual construction period of May 1–October 15 (120 work days) over 4
years and used the corresponding emission factors.
With implementation of Environmental Commitment 1, “Reduce the Generation of ConstructionRelated Emissions of ROG, NOX, and PM10,” described in Table 2-6 of the 2013 Draft
EIR/EIS/EIS, construction-related emissions of PM10 would not violate or contribute substantially
to an existing or projected air quality violation. EDCAQMD considers projects that implement
sufficient mitigation measures (or environmental commitments) that would prevent visible PM10
dust beyond the project property lines to generate less-than-significant PM10 emissions.
Therefore, with the inclusion of Environmental Commitment 1, the impact related to
construction-related PM10 emissions would be considered less than significant for all alternatives.
As described in the significance criteria presented in Section 3.2, projects that would not generate
emissions of other criteria air pollutants that exceed a national or State ambient air quality
standard would be considered less than significant. Therefore, implementation of Environmental
Commitment 1 would ensure that emissions of the other major construction-related pollutants
(e.g., PM10) would not exceed an applicable ambient air quality standard. Furthermore, as
determined by the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD),
implementing Environmental Commitment 1 (i.e., implementing the SMAQMD Enhanced
Fugitive PM Dust Control Practices) would reduce construction-related fugitive PM10 dust
emissions by a minimum of approximately 75 percent and would prevent the fugitive PM10 dust
from dispersing beyond the property boundary (SMAQMD 2009:Chapter 3). Implementation of
this environmental commitment would also reduce exhaust emissions of NOX, and PM10 from
diesel equipment by 20 and 45 percent, respectively (SMAQMD 2009:Chapter 3).

AO8-4

The commenter expresses concerns associated with significant unavoidable cumulative impacts
on Tahoe yellow cress if Alternative 1 (“Maximum Recreation”) bridge and boardwalk
infrastructure were to be constructed.
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The Preferred Alternative does not include bridge and boardwalk infrastructure as proposed under
Alternative 1. As described in Section 3.16, “Cumulative Impacts,” of the 2013 Draft
EIR/EIS/EIS, Tahoe yellow cress could be adversely affected by construction and recreation
activities resulting from reasonably foreseeable projects (e.g., Edgewood Lodge and Golf Course
Improvement Project) under Alternative 1. Also, as discussed in Impact 3.18-C30 (Alts. 1–5),
“Cumulative Geomorphology and Water Quality—Long-Term Modifications in Upper Truckee
River Coarse Sediment Transport and Delivery Downstream,” depending on the alternatives
implemented by upstream restoration projects and on the effects of climate change, the delivery
of sands and gravel to Tahoe yellow cress habitat at the study area’s beaches could be affected.
Potential effects could combine with the effects of other actions on transport and delivery of
coarse sediment. The incremental or combined effects on beach erosion are not predictable,
however, because climate-change influences are highly uncertain. Conditions could range from
worse than the existing degraded condition to a possible improvement, regardless of changes in
coarse-sediment delivery. After thorough investigation, the cumulative effect on delivery of
coarse sediment to the study area’s beaches remains speculative.
AO8-5

The commenter states that there is conflicting information throughout the document, then refers
to exhibit numbers that are inconsistent with those presented in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. The
commenter also states that there are inconsistencies between descriptions in Section 2 and Section
3, with no further information provided.
The commenter offers no specific information or evidence that the analysis presented in the Draft
EIR/EIS/EIS is inadequate; therefore, no further response can be provided.

AO8-6

The commenter states their indifference to proposed environmental commitments and further
discusses traffic, scenic, noise, and air quality impacts on adjacent property owners, especially
along California Avenue.
See responses to Comment Letter I-8.

AO8-7

The commenter suggests an additional cost analysis and suggests that Alternative 3 has the best
cost benefit.
A cost analysis of the action alternatives was presented in Appendix E, “Alternatives Cost
Estimate,” of the 2013 Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. The analysis is consistent with the commentor’s note
that Alternative 3 has the highest cost benefit. The Preferred Alternative includes the restoration
approach proposed under Alternative 3, with moderate recreation infrastructure on the west and
no additional infrastructure on the east side of the marsh. Therefore, the overall cost of the
Preferred Alternative is expected to be less than that of the action alternatives initially proposed,
albeit in today’s dollars. AO8-8 The commenter suggests updating and recirculating the
EIR/EIS/EIS.
The standards for determining when recirculation is required include CEQA Section 21092.1 and
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, based on the case of Laurel Heights Improvement Assn.
v. Regents (1993), 6 Cal 4th 1112, known as “Laurel Heights II.” State CEQA Guidelines Section
15088.5 requires that a lead agency recirculate an EIR when significant new information is added
to the EIR after public notice has been provided for public review of the Draft EIR, but before the
EIR is certified. “Information” can include changes in the project or environmental setting as well
as additional data or other information. New information added to an EIR is not “significant”
unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of meaningful opportunity to
comment on a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project, or a feasible way to
mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the project
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proponents have declined to implement. “Significant new information” requiring recirculation
includes, for example, a disclosure showing that:
(1)

a new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new
mitigation measure proposed to be implemented;

(2)

a substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless
mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance;

(3)

a feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others
previously analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but
the project proponents decline to adopt it; and/or

(4)

the Draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature
that meaningful public review and comment were precluded.

NEPA dictates a process for incorporating new information into an already published
environmental impact statement (EIS), called supplementation. A supplemental EIS must be
prepared if there are “substantial changes in the proposed action” relevant to environmental
concerns or “significant new circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns
and bearing on the proposed action or its impacts” (40 CFR 1502.9[c][1]). The supplement should
focus on the new information (40 CFR 1502.9[c][1]). CEQ has clarified that new alternatives
outside the range of alternatives already analyzed would trigger the requirement for a
supplemental review. Supplements may be prepared for either Draft or Final EISs. Because there
are no substantial changes in the proposed action or significant new circumstances or information
relevant to environmental concerns and bearing on the proposed action or its impacts requiring
preparation of a supplemental draft one is not required.
The TRPA Compact and Code of Ordinances do not specifically provide an approach for when
recirculation is required; however, they rely on other State and federal regulations when
evaluating new information that may substantially increase the severity of an environmental
impact.
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Letter A09

I

SKY MEADOWS HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION, INC.
April 2, 2013
California Tahoe Conservancy
A1T : Scott Carroll
1061 Third Street
South T.ake Tahoe, CA 96150
RE:

COMMENTS ON UPPER TRUCKEE RIVER AND MARSH
RESTORATION PROJECT (STATE CLEARINGHOUSE #2007032099)

Dear Mr.

arroll:

The Sky Meadows l lomcowncrs Association, lnc. (l l A) represents seventy-nine
(79) owner of s ingle family and duplex dwellings at Sky Meadows who may be
significantly affected by the above-referenced project. All properties arc located
on Sky Meadows Court in South T.ake Tahoe (96150), bordering the UTR. While
we appreciate the CTC's goals of restoring the Upper Truckee River and Marsh,
we are concerned that the project may negatively affect our community due to
increased noise, traffic, trespass, trash, and flood risk. We have the following
. pecific comments:

A09-1

1. Any and all proposed action(s) should be sited, designed, and constructed-

with certainty and a substantial margin of safety - to avoid any increase in
flood risk at Sky Meadows. A sizable portion of the Sky Meadows property
is already located within existing flood zones, and the meadow immediately
adjacent to homes has flooded in past years. Your design team should
ensure-under all alternatives - that flood risk is not exacerbated at Sky
Meadows. Any increase to flood risk would endanger homes and add to
cost · fur flood insurance coverage already borne by resident ·.
2. Sky Meadow is private property, and is posted " o Trespassing." You,
your staff7 and your contractors should not assume that you may use Sky
Meadows for acce ·, staging, parking, or any other purpose, without ex pre ·
permission from the Sky Meadows l lOA. Parking is very limited at Sky
Meadow ·, especially during the ummer construction eason; our property
may not be used by you, your partner agencies, or your contractors without
advance written permission.
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3. Any and all recreation elem ents of the project (such as new trails, trailheads,
or< ther public acces.· points or facilities) mu st be sited, designed, and
constructed to avoid increased trespassing into Sky Meadows property.
Currently, there are no public traiL al ong the Truckee River at Sky Meadow s.
Any addition of public access would significantly increase trespassin g, illegal
parking, noise, trash, dog feces, and would cause other negative impacts to
our private property, such as homeless en campments, risk of fire, etc.
ln sum, w hile we support your restoration goals, your project must be carefully
planned, designed, and implemen ted to avoid adverse impacts to our
community.

A09-4

A09-5

Thank you for this opportunity to provide comments. Please contact me should
you h ave any que ·tions regarding thi · letter.

Si ncerely,

John A. Hollstien, President
Sky Meadows I lomcowncrs Association, Inc.
(9 :1 6) 444-3443
jhollsticn@comcast.net
Mailing address:

2611 Marty Way
Sacramento, CA 95818
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Letter
AO9
Response
AO9-1

Sky Meadows Homeowners Association, Inc.
John A. Hollstien, President
April 2, 2013
The commenter states that the proposed project will increase noise, traffic, trespass, trash, and
flood risk for the Sky Meadows community.
Individual responses related to noise, traffic, trespass, trash, and flood risk for the Sky Meadows
community are presented in responses to Comments AO9-2 through AO9-4.

AO9-2

The commenter states that the project must not exacerbate the flood risks already present within
Sky Meadows to avoid any increased danger and/or flood insurance costs to residents.
See Section 3.1.1, “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.

AO9-3

The commenter states that Sky Meadows is private property, and that advance written permission
will be required for any use of the property during project construction.
The Conservancy would work with private landowners to obtain easements and agreements if
private property is needed for access. In cases where an agreement between parties could not be
made, the Conservancy would complete activities on State-owned land. See Section 3.1.2,
“Traffic, Access, and Staging,” in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS for
additional information.

AO9-4

The commenter has concerns about recreation improvements near Sky Meadows and increased
trespassing, illegal parking, noise, trash, dog feces, and other negative impacts on Sky Meadows,
such as homeless encampments and risk of fire.
See Section 3.1.4, “Management,” in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS.

AO9-5

The commenter closes the letter and states that they support proposed restoration without adverse
impacts on the community.
This comment does not raise issues regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the
Draft EIR/EIS/EIS.
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South Tahoe
Public Utility District
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1275 Meadow Cre!';t Drive• South Lake Tahoe• CA 96150-7401
Phone 530 544-6474 • Fax 530 541·0614• www.stpud.us

April 8, 2013

Scott Carroll,
·Associate Environmental Planner
California Tahoe Conservancy
1061 Third Street
South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150
Re: CEQA/NEPA Draft EIR/EIS/EIS for the Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project (SCH
#2007032099)- Public Services and Utilities Scoping Comments

Dear Mr. Carroll;
Thank you for providing this opportunity to comment on the subject document. As a public agency
established to provide drinking water and sanitary sewer collection, treatment and export services to
the greater south shore area, including the City of South Lake Tahoe, the South Tahoe Public Utility
District (District) is providing the following existing utilities information to be considered for analysis in
the joint EIR/EIS/EIS being prepared for this project. Based on our review of this information, the
District believes that there is an urgent need to also consider alternatives to restore Trout Creek to its
pre-1968 channel alignment, consistent with the purpose, need and objectives presented in the draft
EIR/EIS/EIS.
A010-1

Based on the information included with the draft EIR/EIS/EIS, the District understands that the project
-~·--,·-·- -may·involve -the-possible-implementation·of·oneoHour-restoration-(action)·alternatives-being -----------·- --,.···-·-···----·
considered to meet the purpose, need and objectives of the project. The project area includes
approximately 600 acres roughly centered over the Upper Truckee Marsh, including the downstream
reaches of Trout Creek and the Upper Truckee River. The project's primary purpose is to restore
natural geomorphic processes and ecological functions along the Upper Truckee River, along the west
side of the Upper Truckee Marsh.
Trout Creek is located immediately east of the Upper Truckee River and flows across the east side of
t_he Upper Truckee Marsh. As reported by the USGS, Trout Creek drains the second largest watershed,
after the Upper Truckee River, within the Lake Tahoe Hydrographic area; comprising an estimated 13%
of the total land area ~ributary to lake Tahoe.
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Review of historical imagery indicates that, within the southeast portion of the project area, the
channel alignment of Trout Creek has been purposely altered to redirect flows north toward the east
margin of the Upper Truckee Marsh. This has moved the main channel of Trout Creek more than 600
feet north of its pre-1968 alignment and within 200 feet of District sewer facilities and private parcels
situated along the east margin of the marsh. Recent formation of a point bar along this reach of Trout
. Creek has moved the channel further north toward the east margin of the marsh. Redirection of Trout
Creek flows by this point bar has flooded the District's utility easement and private parcels neighboring
Trout Creek and poses a significant hazard to District facilities.
The District operates a sewer pump station and maintains a 10-inch sewer force main and 8-inch
gravity sewer main which lie within the District's utility easement along the east margin of the marsh.
The pump station receives more than 200,000 gallons per day {gpd) of sewage from approximately 640
properties within the Al Tahoe subdivision. This inflow is pumped through the 10-inch force main
buried along the margin of the marsh. The 8-inch gravity main receives more than 40,000 gpd of
sewage from about 150 properties neighboring Trout Creek and the Upper Truckee Marsh. The District A010-1
is concerned that current arid future flooding will restrict the District's ability to adequately maintain
cont
the gravity sewer main, remove potential blockages and control potential surcharges to the Upper
Truckee Marsh. The District is also concerned that continued seasonal flooding and future channel
. erosion could further threaten the structural integrity of its sewer manholes; gravity sewer main and
laterals; and sewer force main. Because of these concerns, the District is actively developing
contingency plans, specifically for these facilities, in case of failure.
The District concurs with the purpose and objectives of the Upper Truckee River and Marsh
Restoration Project as presented in the subject draft EIR/EIS/EIS. The District also believes that there is
an urgent need to consider alternatives to restore Trout Creek to its pre-1968 channel alignment,
consistent with the purpose, need and objectives presented in the draft EIR/EIS/EIS. We look forward
to working with the California Tahoe Conservancy to alleviate the Trout Creek flooding hazard.

-Slnc:t ___ -

Paul

Paul Sciuto, P.E.

lvo Bergsohn, P.G., C.
Hydrogeologist
Cc:

Assistant General Manager

State Clearinghouse (Re: SCH #2007032099)
Tom Davis, Mayor, City of South Lake Tahoe
Patty Kouyoumdjian, Executive Officer, Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board
District Board of Directors
Richard Solbrig, P.E., General Manager
File
2
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Letter
AO10
Response

AO10-1

South Tahoe Public Utility District
Ivo Bergsohn, P.G., C.Hg., Hydrogeologist
Paul Sciuto, P.E., Assistant General Manager
April 8, 2013
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 pre2011 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 A011

From:
Rusty Jardine [rusty@tci d.org]
Sent:
Monday, March 04, 2013 7:41 AM
To:
Carroll, Scott@Tahoe
Cc:
' Ernest c. Schank'
subject:
Draft EIR/ EIS Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration
Project, El Dorado county California
Scott ,
Good morning! We 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?

I

A011-1

Rusty Jardine , Esq.
District Manager, Truckee -Carson Irrigation District
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Letter
AO11
Response
AO11-1

Truckee-Carson Irrigation District
Rusty Jardine, Esq., District Manager
March 4, 2013
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

I

Letter A0 12

Cultural Resources Department/Tribal Historic Preservation Office
l'rn/ect.

I

l'resen•, uni/ l'rm>111/e H mlwe I /!!•11<1.'J,, 11111/ <111!11r,

\pril 24. 20 lJ

"icott Carroll. /\ssociale Em immncntal Plnnm:r
( alifornia rahth.: C lllSt'J'\'allc~
, outh I al.;l· Tahoe. ( t\. 961 'iO
, ubjl.:ct: Dra!t EIR for the l lppcr I ruckt.:c River an<l Marsh Restoratilln Projt:ct

DL'nr Mr. ~arroll.
I hank you for consulting v.ith the Washoe Tribe 0f'\Je,a<la and California on the propost.:<l
undenaf..in!! and Dmti ElR for the l pper Truckee Ri, er an<l Marsh Restoration Project.
The pmject an:u ol"pntl'ntial etkL't is \\ithin the ancestral tcrritor) of the Wa:;hoc Tribe. ThL lribl'
has 11et:up1cd this area sine' llm,.; heg,m as our sLOrics tell us. I he marsh and surrounding
land <.:Upt· '"c· a , t~r) imponant place for the Wa:hOl'. !"he lake and associated landscapes arc
slilf important lo the Washoe.

A012-1

\\ c arc ..;upp11rli\l.~ ol' a pmjct:t that restores the natunil eco:y. tcm lx,lanl;c. '[ hi:- project ha..., mw1y
bcnclit~ for thi: !lorn an<l foun,1 unJ improving \'<Oler qualit) anJ luki: clarit1 . \\ e prcf~r the
alt-rnatiw \\hid1 be l captures anJ restores the marsh lo a condition hc!iire manma<le
inlerlcn:nci:s JisruptcJ the natural ha!Jnc • anJ l'C1isy:tc111.
After rt:, iC\\ o( the document

\~C

havo;: ·,; eral comm~'nts tu add. ( listo;:d bdcm ):

':,..1..7. 'uggc~t t:han~cro Lhi. :
l nlil..1: Nau,c \rncrica1b in rnan) 11thc1 region or Calillirnia. c,cn imo the :!0th .:cnlut). lhe Wa hnc
wcrc not cnmpl1:tcl) displaced from their traditional kinds. In I917. the Washol! I ribc began rca..:quiring a
small pan .. r thcir tnttlitirnial lands ( l!vcr, I 976·QO lJ I J. l lw Wa,.,hoe remain a tribe rec gnLrt.:<l h) thl!
I J S. go,l!rn111ent nntl hn,i.: maintain.;;d an c tnbli~hc<l land hasl!. lh 1.600 tribal mcmh.:r. are go, crncd by
a tribal ,ouncil that~e elecr~4 bt tnbal membe~ who live 111 one of the 4 co111mu.n1ties(Woodrords,
Ores,lerv, Ue, Stewan, and Carson)}a · ,wll as b) member· lrom non re. er, :u ion arc~. fhc conh:mporn~
\\ a:lwc ha,.: de\l·l1,pcd a compr~:rit.nsh c land ll!->C plan ( \Va,.,ho, I ribal <. 1,uneil 1994) that idu1tilies the
gtials (lf rc:,•,,whJi,,hing a prc,,cn.:c: in thl! I"ahoe r.:gion und revitalizing Washoe hcritugc und i.:ullural
l..ml\\ ledge. including the harvcsr and ..:an: oftraditinnal plan! rcs1ll1n:e.- and the pro1ce1iu11 t•ftraditional
propcrtil!s 111 the cultural l..i11d~ ·af)C' (Rucks 1996;1).

A012-2

919 Highway 395 South, Gardnerville, Nevada 89410
Work (77!',) 888-0936 • Cell (775) 546-3421 • FAX (775) 888-0937
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Impact 3.3-1 (Alt l ); lfth-:n. i;; an:, grading in mi archL:ological :-:itc. \\I.'. usk that a Washoe. itc
tvl nilor be present <luring any grading. Of cour e \\e prefer no ~rading in an archcological ite
Impact 3.3-2 (/\II I): If there is an~ grading in an archcological site. ~cask that ;1 Washoe '-;itc
\fonitor he present durinJ any grading Ol'cou--sc we prcfcr no grading in an an:heolog1cal sill.:'.

A012-3

lmpac1 3._'-1- (Altl) we an, in concurrence ,,•tl1 thi. measure and as urance

l he 'VI td10c fribi.: i rcqurstmg to con:ult 1,,·ith during the di.:,·clopment or the Cultural
Resources Protection Plarn, (l R.'PJ l{•r ..:a1.:h ol"the altemathes ,,hen: a CR~P i propo:cd, ln
addition the \A. a~hoc I ribc L reque ting wn uhation when an~ ol the pn.:historic rcsour1.:es may
be alTcctcd b: the proposed umicrlaki g.
l hc;rt: is an arcl1culogical -he \1.hich i. 1101 i~tcd in tht: im cntm: that mu: he ;1IT1;ctcJ h: the
propo. cd project. I would like to di.::cuss his lcawre "ith you upon n.:ccipt orthis letll.:r an<l at
:, our con\ cnt-:111.:c.

A012-4

I

A012-5

·r hunk) ou please call me if you have an)
cell phone number as I in

Rcspecllull; .

:T:>
Darrel

U1e

qucstio'ls at (77:,) 546-1421 Please note this 1: m:,
middle ( frd1 lafr1g m; t Jfo:c.

().,1!5

Darrel Cnt7_ 'RD!Jl IPO
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Letter
AO12
Response
AO12-1

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

AO12-2

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.”

AO12-3

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

AO12-4

The commenter requests consultation with the Washoe Tribe during development of the cultural
resource protection plan.
See response to Comment AO7-1.

AO12-5

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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