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Letter 
I53 

Response 

 
Alia Selke  
April 7, 2013 

I53-1 The commenter is concerned about accessibility of recreation opportunities for persons with 
disabilities, particularly regarding disabled parking spaces at the Cove East trailhead.  

 As discussed in Chapter 2, “Project Description,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS, Alternative 3 would 
provide a pedestrian trail to Cove East Beach that would be ADA-accessible, as would the fishing 
platform at the restored lagoon. Disabled parking spaces are currently available at the Tahoe Keys 
Marina.  
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Letter 
I54 

Response 

 
Jack Sjolin  
March 14, 2013 

I54-1 The commenter’s concern about new recreation infrastructure creating increased demand for 
parking, increased vandalism, and trespassing on private property in the vicinity of the Al Tahoe 
subdivision is noted.  

 As discussed in Chapter 2, “Project Description,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS, the Preferred 
Alternative is proposing moderate infrastructure on the west side of the marsh and no additional 
recreation access on the marsh’s east side. The Conservancy would continue to manage and 
reduce the impacts of recreational use and new trails on the east side while maintaining and 
expanding on-site signage.  
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Letter 
I55 

Response 

 
Sue & Phil Stevenson  
April 7, 2013 

I55-1 The commenter’s opposition to additional access to the marsh, including Cove East Beach, and 
recreation infrastructure and concern about off-leash dogs is noted.  

 As discussed in Chapter 2, “Project Description,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS, the Preferred 
Alternative is proposing moderate infrastructure on the west side of the marsh and no additional 
recreation access on the marsh’s east side. The Preferred Alternative has been selected to meet the 
project objectives, including the objective to provide public access, access to vistas, and 
environmental education at the Lower West Side and Cove East Beach consistent with all other 
objectives. Under the Preferred Alternative, the existing trail providing public access to Cove 
East Beach would be partially rerouted along the restored wetlands, lagoons, and dunes while still 
maintaining access to the shore of Lake Tahoe. The rerouted trail would be consistent with 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) guidelines. No additional trails or bicycle paths would be 
constructed on the east side of the Upper Truckee River. 

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

I55-2 The commenter’s concern about the removal of trees for new trails and the affects wildlife is 
noted.  

 The impact associated with the removal of trees is discussed in Section 3.4, “Biological 
Resources,” of the 2013 Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. 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. In addition, see 
response to Comment I38-1 for further discussion of impacts on wildlife.  

I55-3 The commenter’s concern about the effects of off-leash dogs on the marsh and their effects on 
wildlife is noted. 

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

I55-4 The commenter’s opposition to Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 and support of Alternative 4 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, 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.  

I55-5 The commenter supports preservation of the Upper Truckee Marsh for wildlife and supports the 
Conservancy’s current efforts to restore the river’s natural flow.  

 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 
Comments and Individual Responses 4-246 California Tahoe Conservancy/DGS, Reclamation, and TRPA 



UTR and Marsh Restoration Project Final EIR/EIS/EIS   
California Tahoe Conservancy/DGS, Reclamation, and TRPA 4-247 Comments and Individual Responses 

 



 UTR and Marsh Restoration Project Final EIR/EIS/EIS 
Comments and Individual Responses 4-248 California Tahoe Conservancy/DGS, Reclamation, and TRPA 

Letter 
I56 

Response 

 
Bart Sullivan  
April 7, 2013 

I56-1 The commenter has 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 commenter states 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 
I57 

Response 

 
Jeannine Tinsley  
April 22, 2013 

I57-1 The commenter’s concern about dogs, littering, 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 trash pickup and police protection services in the study area.  



UTR and Marsh Restoration Project Final EIR/EIS/EIS   
California Tahoe Conservancy/DGS, Reclamation, and TRPA 4-251 Comments and Individual Responses 



 UTR and Marsh Restoration Project Final EIR/EIS/EIS 
Comments and Individual Responses 4-252 California Tahoe Conservancy/DGS, Reclamation, and TRPA 

 



UTR and Marsh Restoration Project Final EIR/EIS/EIS   
California Tahoe Conservancy/DGS, Reclamation, and TRPA 4-253 Comments and Individual Responses 

Letter 
I58 

Response 

 
David Triano  
April 7, 2013 

I58-1 The commenter’s support for removal of the TKPOA maintenance yard as part of the restoration 
is noted.  

 See response to Comment I18-2 for further discussion of the TKPOA Corporation Yard and road 
restoration.  
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Letter 
I59 

Response 

 
Bonnie Turnbull 
March 10, 2013 

I59-1 The commenter’s suggestion for opening the marsh to dogs during winter is noted.  

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

I59-2 The commenter’s opposition to Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 is noted. The commenter’s support for 
bicycle connectivity between the neighborhood and the Tahoe Keys is noted.  

 The Preferred Alternative does not include construction of new bicycle trails. 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. See Section 2.1, “Selecting a Preferred 
Alternative,” of the Final EIR/EIS/EIS for a description of the approach to selecting recreation 
components of the Preferred Alternative. 

I59-3 The commenter’s support of an official stewardship program to pick up litter and encourage 
respect for signage is noted.  

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

I59-4 The commenter’s support for educational signs is noted.  

 The Preferred Alternative would include development of an interpretive program and installation 
of additional signage that would include educational information. The Preferred Alternative also 
would include an interpretive kiosk that would provide information to support visitor education 
and interpretation of the ecological values of the Upper Truckee Marsh. 
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Letter 
I60 

Response 

 
Eduard Verhagen  
April 7, 2013 

I60-1 The commenter has 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 commenter states 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 
I61 

Response 

 
Charles Ward & Kathy Kohberger  
April 3, 2013 

I61-1 The commenters’ support for Alternative 1 as their first preference and for Alternative 5 as their 
second choice (until Alternative 1 could be implemented) 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 4-261 Comments and Individual Responses 



 UTR and Marsh Restoration Project Final EIR/EIS/EIS 
Comments and Individual Responses 4-262 California Tahoe Conservancy/DGS, Reclamation, and TRPA 

 



UTR and Marsh Restoration Project Final EIR/EIS/EIS   
California Tahoe Conservancy/DGS, Reclamation, and TRPA 4-263 Comments and Individual Responses 

Letter 
I62 

Response 

 
Russ Wigart 
April 18, 2013 

I62-1 The commenter’s support for Alternative 3 is noted.  

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

I62-2 The commenter’s opposition to additional recreation advances or any form of recreation or 
conveyance within the meadow is noted.  

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

I62-3 The commenter suggests an overflow channel to potentially create more available floodplain 
treatment and sediment storage capacity in the Lower West Side and near Cove East Beach.  

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

I62-4 The commenter inquires about the purpose of bank protection in the marsh and asks whether bank 
erosion is prevalent. However, the comment is not specific about the location(s) or alternatives 
about which the commenter is concerned.  

 A discussion of bank erosion under existing conditions is provided in Section 3.8, 
“Geomorphology and Water Quality,” of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. There is accelerated bank 
erosion along much of the Project reach of the Upper Truckee River. Under the Preferred 
Alternative, restoration measures on State land would reconnect the active low-flow channel with 
the marsh floodplain surface via a geomorphically sized pilot channel. Abandoned channel 
sections that now experience bank erosion would be filled or partially filled and reshaped to be 
restored meadow areas functioning as vegetated swales. The project does not propose any bank 
protection measures along the existing channel or at the LWS downstream of the pilot channel 
because the low-flow river would be relocated to the middle of the marsh and be of appropriate 
dimensions and connected to the floodplain and have lower banks. Existing eroding banks along 
the river on private land between the pilot channel and U.S. 50 would benefit from the floodplain 
lowering, revegetation, and secondary channel reactivation. The only areas proposed to 
specifically have bank protection under the Preferred Alternative are in the lower reach of Trout 
Creek (to ensure that any additional flows through this segment of the creek would not result in 
bed and/or bank erosion) and at the actively eroding east (right) hillslope downstream of the U.S. 
50 bridge. Bank stabilization and protection in this vicinity would address erosion of private lands 
and property loss, as well as reduce local sources of sediment directly to the river and the lake. 
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Letter 
I63 

Response 

 
Brenda Wyneken  
April 8, 2013 

I63-1 The commenter states support for restoration of water quality and wildlife habitat in the marsh, 
but opposes any increase in recreational facilities or opportunities within the meadow.  

 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 
I64 

Response 

 
Donald & Victoria Archibald  
May 11, 2013 

I64-1 The commenters’ concern about noticing and public outreach is noted. The commenters’ support 
for Alternative 2 is also 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 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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