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9. Lxcessive number of “large™ paths: Many of the proposed recreation paths and
boardwalks in the Cove East and Al Tahoe arca are 8" to 10” wide. A width of 10
feet will result 1n a significant amount of coverage in the study area and will feel 150-6
¢xeessive, unappealing, unnecessary, and out of place to many. Please consider
whether the need for public recreational infrastructure can be satisfied with lower
width paths in some arecas. This would avoid overdeveloping and over covering
what 1s meant to be a relatively natural environment.

10. The description of alternatives is too vague to allow effective public comment at
this time: The fve Project alternatives are described in a number of places in the
Report, including, but not limited to, the Executive Summary, Chapter 2. and
Appendix C. There are notable mconsistencies and contradictions in the various
descriptions. This is understandable considering that the Report was generated
over a number of years and also 1s not intended to represent the fully developed
and designed features. In addition, the Report states, though not prominently, that
features and elements in an alternative may be interchanged among alternatives in
selecting the preferred alternative. Taking together the effects of different
substantive descriptions of the alternatives in difTerent locations, and the lack of
cohesiveness of the alternatives as described, the Project final plan is very vague.
There is a possibility, in fact a strong likelihood, that the preferred alternative,
when it is selected, will look very different from, and have a very different impact
than, any of the alternatives as described and analyzed in the Report. Furthermore,
this is probably not well understood by a significant percentage of the public. This
lack of clarity in the nal alternative makes 1t very difficult, or impossible, for the
public to effectively comment on the Project and Report. since all the alternatives
are fluid, details of the alternatives are inconsistent in some places, and impacts
depend on well-specified individual features and specific linkages of the features.
Please consider another public comment period when a preferred alternative is
sclected and can be more clearly described.

152-7

Topic 4. Personal Project Preference

2. Our New Preferred Action Alternative and/or Features: In our previous letter we
described our personal preference for a preferred alternative. We still like that
alternative. However, we now believe that the alternative described below would
be even better and is our new mutual most preferred alternative:

Our new top suggestion is Alternative 3, Middle Marsh Corridor, but with 152-8
three modifications (“Alternative 3, Middle Marsh Corridor — Split Channel™)

e The present low water channel, starting at RS 1700 to about RS 3100
should be only partially filled, not totally filled, so it could still
function as a high water channel, and a new shallow connection
channel from RS 3100 should link it to the new pilot channel

e The use of TIP4 California Ave lots as staging sites, and California
Avenue as a haul route should be replaced with use of 1) sites at Cove 152.9
East and near the US50 bridge as main staging sites and equipment
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access points and 2) primarily east side internal haul routes to access 152-8
work arcas from these two main access points. cont.

e The recreation features of Alternative 3 should include a small or 150-10
informal bike trail segment connecting Hidden Woods to Al Tahoe

With these modifications we feel Alternative 3, which we call Alternative 3 -
Split Channel, would provide all the advantages of' Alternative 3 described in
the Report, and also would

a. Be technically feasible and comparable in construction cost to the
unmodified alternative

b. Provide additional flood protection to our TIP4 neighborhood, not
provided by the present Alternative 3, via the supplemental high water
shallow overflow channel starting at RS 1700

¢. Be more compatible with the CSLT storm water management plans for the
TIP4 neighborhood, which may require drainage ditches from Washington
and Colorado Streets to the river channel

d. Avoid all the negative impacts and concerns of private property owners in
the upper reaches of the study area such as ourselves, the Dunlap Ranch
owners, and out TIP4 neighbors

e. Lstablish the most natural wetlands closest in spint to the origmal
condition of the marsh

152-11

We think this modified version of Alternative 3 is well balanced and would make
a highly beneficial project. It is our most preferred alternative.

Respectfully submitted,
John T. Rosenberg (Tom)
Catherine M. Rosenberg (Cass)
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Letter

152 John T. & Catherine M. Rosenberg
Response April 24, 2013
152-1 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.

152-2 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.

152-3 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.

152-4 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.

152-5 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.

152-6 The commenters’ opposition to large paths is noted.
See response to Comment 152-5 above.

152-7 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.

152-8 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.)

152-9 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.

152-10 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.

152-11 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.
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