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(SWPPP).

For more information on the Construction General Permit, visit the State Water Resources
Control Board website at:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/stormwater/constpermits.shtml.

Phase | and Il Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permits’

The Phase | and Il MS4 permits require the Permittees reduce pollutants and runoff flows
from new development and redevelopment using Best Management Practices (BMPs) to
the maximum extent practicable (MEP). MS4 Permittees have their own development
standards, also known as Low Impact Development (LID)/post-construction standards that
include a hydromodification component. The MS4 permits also require specific design
concepts for LID/post-construction BMPs in the early stages of a project during the
entitlement and CEQA process and the development plan review process.

For more information on which Phase | MS4 Permit this project applies to, visit the Central
Valley Water Board website at:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water_issues/storm_water/municipal_permits/.

For more information on the Phase Il MS4 permit and who it applies to, visit the State
Water Resources Control Board at:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/stormwater/phase_ii_municipal.sht
ml

Industrial Storm Water General Permit
Storm water discharges associated with industrial sites must comply with the regulations
contained in the Industrial Storm Water General Permit Order No. 2014-0057-DWQ.

For more information on the Industrial Storm Water General Permit, visit the Central Valley
Water Board website at:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water_issues/storm_water/industrial_general_
permits/index.shtml.

Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit

If the project will involve the discharge of dredged or fill material in navigable waters or
wetlands, a permit pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act may be needed from the
United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACOE). If a Section 404 permit is required by
the USACOE, the Central Valley Water Board will review the permit application to ensure

! Municipal Permits = The Phase | Municipal Separate Storm Water System (MS4) Permit covers medium sized
Municipalities (serving between 100,000 and 250,000 people) and large sized municipalities (serving over
250,000 people). The Phase !l MS4 provides coverage for small municipalities, including non-traditional Small
MS4s, which include military bases, public campuses, prisons and hospitals.
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that discharge will not violate water quality standards. If the project requires surface water
drainage realignment, the applicant is advised to contact the Department of Fish and Game
for information on Streambed Alteration Permit requirements.

If you have any questions regarding the Clean Water Act Section 404 permits, please
contact the Regulatory Division of the Sacramento District of USACOE at (916) 557-5250.

Clean Water Act Section 401 Permit — Water Quality Certification

If an USACOE permit (e.g., Non-Reporting Nationwide Permit, Nationwide Permit, Letter of
Permission, Individual Permit, Regional General Permit, Programmatic General Permit), or
any other federal permit (e.g., Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act or Section 9 from
the United States Coast Guard), is required for this project due to the disturbance of waters
of the United States (such as streams and wetlands), then a Water Quality Certification
must be obtained from the Central Valley Water Board prior to initiation of project activities.
There are no waivers for 401 Water Quality Certifications.

Waste Discharge Requirements — Discharges to Waters of the State

If USACOE determines that only non-jurisdictional waters of the State (i.e., “non-federal”
waters of the State) are present in the proposed project area, the proposed project may
require a Waste Discharge Requirement (WDR) permit to be issued by Central Valley
Water Board. Under the California Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, discharges to
all waters of the State, including all wetlands and other waters of the State including, but
not limited to, isolated wetlands, are subject to State regulation.

For more information on the Water Quality Certification and WDR processes, visit the
Central Valley Water Board website at:
http.//www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/help/business_help/permit2.shtml.

Dewatering Permit

If the proposed project includes construction or groundwater dewatering to be discharged
to land, the proponent may apply for coverage under State Water Board General Water
Quality Order (Low Risk General Order) 2003-0003 or the Central Valley Water Board's
Waiver of Report of Waste Discharge and Waste Discharge Requirements (Low Risk
Waiver)

R5-2013-0145. Small temporary construction dewatering projects are projects that
discharge groundwater to land from excavation activities or dewatering of underground
utility vaults. Dischargers seeking coverage under the General Order or Waiver must file a
Notice of Intent with the Central Valley Water Board prior to beginning discharge.

For more information regarding the Low Risk General Order and the application process,
visit the Central Valley Water Board website at:

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/board_decisions/adopted_orders/water_quality/2003/wqo/w
qo2003-0003.pdf
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For more information regarding the Low Risk Waiver and the application process, visit the
Central Valley Water Board website at:

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/board_decisions/adopted_orders/waivers/r5-
2013-0145_res.pdf

Regqulatory Compliance for Commercially Irrigated Agriculture

If the property will be used for commercial irrigated agricultural, the discharger will be
required to obtain regulatory coverage under the Irrigated Lands Regulatory Program.
There are two options to comply:

1. Obtain Coverage Under a Coalition Group. Join the local Coalition Group that
supports land owners with the implementation of the Irrigated Lands Regulatory
Program. The Coalition Group conducts water quality monitoring and reporting to
the Central Valley Water Board on behalf of its growers. The Coalition Groups
charge an annual membership fee, which varies by Coalition Group. To find the
Coalition Group in your area, visit the Central Valley Water Board’s website at:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water_issues/irrigated_lands/for_growe
rs/apply_coalition_group/index.shtml or contact water board staff at (916) 464-4611
or via email at IrrLands@waterboards.ca.gov.

2. Obtain Coverage Under the General Waste Discharge Requirements for
Individual Growers, General Order R5-2013-0100. Dischargers not participating
in a third-party group (Coalition) are regulated individually. Depending on the
specific site conditions, growers may be required to monitor runoff from their
property, install monitoring wells, and submit a notice of intent, farm plan, and other
action plans regarding their actions to comply with their General Order. Yearly
costs would include State administrative fees (for example, annual fees for farm
sizes from 10-100 acres are currently $1,084 + $6.70/Acre); the cost to prepare
annual monitoring reports; and water quality monitoring costs. To enroll as an
Individual Discharger under the Irrigated Lands Regulatory Program, call the
Central Valley Water Board phone line at (916) 464-4611 or e-mail board staff at
IrrLands@waterboards.ca.gov.

Low or Limited Threat General NPDES Permit

If the proposed project includes construction dewatering and it is necessary to discharge
the groundwater to waters of the United States, the proposed project will require coverage
under a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit. Dewatering
discharges are typically considered a low or limited threat to water quality and may be
covered under the General Order for Dewatering and Other Low Threat Discharges to
Surface Waters (Low Threat General Order) or the General Order for Limited Threat
Discharges of Treated/Untreated Groundwater from Cleanup Sites, Wastewater from
Superchlorination Projects, and Other Limited Threat Wastewaters to Surface Water
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(Limited Threat General Order). A complete application must be submitted to the Central
Valley Water Board to obtain coverage under these General NPDES permits.

For more information regarding the Low Threat General Order and the application process,
visit the Central Valley Water Board website at:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/board_decisions/adopted_orders/general_ord
ers/r5-2013-0074.pdf

For more information regarding the Limited Threat General Order and the application
process, visit the Central Valley Water Board website at:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/board_decisions/adopted_orders/general_ord
ers/r5-2013-0073.pdf

NPDES Permit

If the proposed project discharges waste that could affect the quality of surface waters of
the State, other than into a community sewer system, the proposed project will require
coverage under a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit. A
complete Report of Waste Discharge must be submitted with the Central Valley Water
Board to obtain a NPDES Permit.

For more information regarding the NPDES Permit and the application process, visit the
Central Valley Water Board website at:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/help/business_help/permit3.shtml

If you have questions regarding these comments, please contact me at (916) 464-4644 or
Stephanie.Tadlock@waterboards.ca.gov.

A WA~ o

Stephar;i'e Tadlock
Environmental Scientist

cc: State Clearinghouse unit, Governor's Office of Planning and Research, Sacramento



From: Cooper [mailto:coopergates@yahoo.com]

Sent: Thursday, March 01, 2018 3:58 PM

To: Coleen Shade <Coleen.Shade@co.nevada.ca.us>

Subject: Van Norden Dam Spillway Modification Project NOP Comments

Ms. Shade,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the NOP. It appears that the project site
has substantially changed since it was originally scoped for a 163.13 acres project site
in an August 26, 2016 announcement (parcel #47-440-20). The project site now is an
approximately 96% smaller piece (6.98 acres, no parcel number mentioned) of the
previously noticed parcel after the land transfer described in the County NOP. The
original 'project site' has now been divided into two pieces and ownerships. It is
significantly different from the TDLT application of February 2016. It may be my lack of
familiarity with the County's websites but | couldn't find a reference to the new parcel
number or parcel map and it should be clarified. In the CEQA document, there should
also be information on the reintegration of the Van Norden habitat area for management
if that is expected to occur in the foreseeable future and if the land subject to this NOP
will also be transferred to USFS and on what schedule.

As the result of this "project” being a far smaller piece of the original parcel and it is
probable that the current annual drainage of the Van Norden surface water (after
seasonal recharge/runoff) has had a direct negative effect on the physical natural
environment and the biota, it would seem that under the current extent that the project
could have been addressed with a mitigated negative declaration (often at a lower cost).

Thank you,

Susa Gates Cooper
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From: charles goldman [mailto:goldmantahoe @yahoo.com]

Sent: Wednesday, February 28, 2018 11:33 PM

To: Coleen Shade <Coleen.Shade@co.nevada.ca.us>

Subject: Attached commentary on Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Van Noden Dam Spillway
Modification Project

Dear Coleen,

Attached for the record are my detail comments on this plan. As you are aware | think it
a very ill conceived project. | met with the Land Trust here in Davis and laid this all out
for them. Suddenly they drained the lake and sold the basin to the Forest Service
despite a local outcry against destroying the lake. Please place the attached document
in the review process. | will send you a toad story. Book two is Tad goes to Russia and
now | wish it had been to Lake Van Norden to protect his fellow toads from this very
destructive project. | hope you drive out there this Spring and look at the mud puddles
created by draining this once beautiful lake.

Charles


mailto:goldmantahoe@yahoo.com
mailto:Coleen.Shade@co.nevada.ca.us

From: Charles Remington Goldman PhD

Distinguished Professor of Limnology (Emeritus)

Department of Environmental Science and Policy

University of California, Davis
To: Coleen Shade, Senior Planner Planning Department Community Development
Agency, Nevada County, 950 Maidu Avenue, Suite 170, Nevada City, California
95959

This communication is in response to the draft EIR in reference to the notching of
the dam which created the former Lake Van Norden (the lake has been drained
and then sold to the USFS by its former protector, The Truckee Donner Land
Trust).

Aesthetics:

What was a beautiful mountain lake has been reduced to a mud flat. The
Meadow planned in its place will not replace the beauty and recreational value of
the former water body, nor bring back the water fowl, birds and animals that
depended on it. In short this lake for land sale is a serious environmental and
aesthetic mistake and has simply lowered the quality and beauty of the area.

Agriculture and Forestry Resources:

Almost 150 years of ecological evolution produced a stable lake environment
surround by wet and further out dry meadow. With the lake gone the wet
meadow will shrink as ground water retreats and terrestrial vegetation will over
the years advance and destroy most of the meadow and a very important
western toad habitat. Humidity will fall drastically in the area greatly promoting
fire danger for the surrounding forests and merchantable timber. The loss of fire
fighting water is also another obvious risk to tree production in the area.

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases:

A fire in the area will obviously release greenhouse gases and fire is an ever
increasing threat to California and the Sierra Nevada. There is little doubt that a
wet meadow will sequester a lot more carbon than a dry one. The accumulation
of peat in former wetlands and its exposure when the Tahoe Keys were built is
ample evidence of this fact.

Biological Resources:



An important biological resource in the area has simply been destroyed on a false
Ecological premise sold on the idea that going back in time to a long forgotten dry
meadow is a good idea. The lake was enormously valuable to the local population
at a time when we need to save water in the Sierra Nevada not letting it run off
too quickly to the Ocean. The fish and fish feeding bird habitat has been destroy
together with what is arguably the most important Wester Toad Habitat in the
Sierra Nevada. Amphibians world wide are undergoing dramatic reductions and
this project is one more blow against their survival. If the perpetrators of this
disaster were to take the time to read Victor Hugos’s story ‘LE CRAPAUD (THE
TOAD) | feel certain they would not have destroyed their breeding grounds. It
begins “How little man really understands of life’s mysteries! Not since the
creation of the Tahoe Keys by the Dillingham Company again on USFS land has so
much damage to an environment been accomplished by carefully planned and
largely behind the scenes negotiations. What can the Land Trust possibly buy
with the money they acquire to match what has been lost in the death of this
lake? The dam provided year round flow of the stream below and the trout
spawning that occurred above the reservoir. This is another biological loss ignored
in the impact document. Further with a low notched dam and the possibility of
draining the water that accumulates in the lake as the Land Trust did in order to
sell the lake basin, more sediment will be released which will inhibit both
spawning and survival in the stream below the notched dam. Without the lake
water available during a drought the stream below the dam will simply dry up and
the flora and fauna will be lost. Further there will no longer be any extra water
storage to help replace the reservoir and river below during a drought.

Cultural Resources:

The dam provided an historical site much valued for its recreational use by
fisherman and canoe and kayakers. California’s growing population has just been
deprived of another site at a time when more and more Californians should
benefit from a lake that has existed for almost a century and a half. The outcry
raised by the local public simply lacked enough political power with their sparse
population to protect this important environment resource. Rather than
destroying a beautiful aquatic resource the Land Trust should have done
everything possible to preserve it. .

Energy:



The possibility of producing hydro electric (clean energy) from this site has been
lost. A mistake for future residents in the area and the power company. One more
anti environmental step among the long misguided steps in destroying this
resource.

Geoogy and Soils:

| have a degree and a recent award from the University of lllinois in Geology and
have been concerned about erosion and the problems of erosion sourced
sediment impacting our streams and lakes for the last 50 years. Removing cattle
from the Lake Tahoe basin over 40 years ago was based as much on sediment
discharge to the lake as it was on the manure that the cattle produced. Notching
the dam as proposed will not only increase sediment discharge to the reservoir
below speeding eutrophication, but also will reduce the protection of the rail line
just below the dam. In fact the existence of the dam may well have been originally
built to protect the rail road from a flash flood disaster which now could occur
and could well make the county and Land Trust liable for a serious train
derailment. This is not a joke as we saw destruction and loss of life from the
Galena flood from just such a weather event.

Hazards and Hazardous Material.

Helicopters have already used the lake to fight local fires. This is a serious loss and
will increase the hazard of a local fire spreading for lack of the lake. The biggest
hazard in my view has already been alluded to : A flash flood taking out the rail
road line and causing a serious and expensive accident which | believe the Land
Trust and perhaps the County would be liable for. The increased flood danger to
down stream life and property should also be considered since a notched dam
will provide no where near the protection of the original structure.

Hydrology and Water Quality:

With the absence of the lake the existing wet meadow will shrink rapidly. If a
drought occurs as it is very likely to the wet meadow will simply not only shrink
but will largely vanish with terrestrial vegetation rapidly invading the former lake
Basin.

Mineral Resources:
Does not seem applicable to this review since none have been identified.



Land Use and Planning

The dry meadow will simply have little attraction to the public as apposed to the
Lake that the residents and visitors have lost. The project was in no way in the
best interest of the public and in fact will reduce the value of the site to all except
the money in the Bank that the Land Trust has managed.

Population and Housing:

| see absolutely not benefit to the local community. They had a beautiful lake now
they have an unsightly mud hole where the reduced stagnant waters will produce
mosquitos rather than water birds, beaver, toads and fish.

Noise:

Doubtless there will be noise pollution and dust from the heavy equipment i
Public Services:

| consider this project simply a disservice to the public. The only beneficiary are
the consultants and the cash going to the Land Trust.

Transportation and Traffic:

If the rail road and road is washed out following the notching of the dam from a
cloud burst traffic and rail transport could be compromised for a considerable
period of time.

Cumulative Impacts:

Overall this has unfortunately been a very effective plan “to make a silk purse out
of a sow’s ear” . Draining the lake was a terrible mistake only on put forward as an
excuse to sell the lake basin for cash for the Land Trust. Land Trusts are supposed
to do good deeds for the population not deprive them of recreational and
aesthetic values. Rather reducing a public hazard on the basis of a possible but
very unlikely earth quake they have in fact created a new flood hazard to life and
property since the existing dam will no longer have the capacity to hold back a
torrential storm which is now more and more likely to occur with climate change.
| hope this never happens but the risk is there and | hate to be the one that told
you so.

Sincerely.
Charles R. Goldman, President World Water and Climate Foundation



From: John Busboom [mailto:guitarjohnnyb@yahoo.com]

Sent: Wednesday, February 28, 2018 7:04 PM

To: Coleen Shade <Coleen.Shade@co.nevada.ca.us>

Cc: Brian Foss <Brian.Foss@co.nevada.ca.us>; Tyler Barrington <Tyler.Barrington@co.nevada.ca.us>
Subject: Van Norden Dam NOP process

Thank you Coleen for your notification regarding NOP process about Van Norden dam. Please include
my former correspondence with Jessica Hankins regarding this matter. | hope that any input | can
provide may be helpful.

In reviewing your email preparing for the EIR, | did see some things described in “Project Background
and Need” that seemed possibly needing further discussion. | don’t know if (environmentally) it has
relevance to the project under review but | do have some feelings on that section.

First of all, | believe that it’s highly unlikely that Van Norden’s very thorough 1903 electrical report
article was inaccurate. The current configuration is more likely as he stated. “It was the newest of all
reservoirs, built in the summer of 1890 and covered 300 acres. It's dam was earth, 25 feet high,
containing a concrete core with the crest unfinished.” PG&E engineers would have then felt comfortable
asking to raise it in the 70’s. My belief is that the dam was never unsafe to begin with. That would
explain why there was so much difficulty and frustration in breaching the current spillway when DSOD
ordered it done in 1976. They may have encountered the 3 inch redwood forms (rip rap) that were used
to contain the ‘lay and sprinkle’ concrete core and mistakenly assumed that it was the core itself. It must
have been a nightmare. The inside surface of the current dam also appears to have originally been lined
with granite bouldering which still exists.

As for the project under review and it’s impact environmentally to the county and the immediate
surrounding area, | am hopeful there can be a solution that is satisfactory for all. I've always felt that if
for some reason there is no other optional measure to enhance the dam, there still remains the ability
to keep and maintain what already is in place.

For this reason, the simplest and most cost effective current remedy might actually be just to improve
and increase the 22 inch relief outlet to be used if necessary. If the proposed notch option is put into
place, perhaps a weir or valve system could also be utilized to keep the current environmental stability
of the watershed above the spillway in place without much more financial investment. This way all
options in meadow function could be safely controlled or enhanced without any safety issues or
compliance issues.

My family and | have stayed involved and tried to stay open minded about the impacts that could be
decided in this project. Please understand we do not wish for a dry meadow. It seems unnecessary and
extreme to me and after seeing it drained the last few years it terrifies me. I've taught scores of people
how to fly fish in the lake and meadow from the 80’s onward. It was easy work. There were large chubs
in the lake to be caught on almost every cast and in every dozen or so would be a solid sizable trout.
Even without the full reservoir of my childhood, it was a wildlife habitat unlike anything else anywhere.
I've attached some footage from before the draining began. | hope it can share what could possibly be
lost forever. Or saved!


mailto:guitarjohnnyb@yahoo.com
mailto:Coleen.Shade@co.nevada.ca.us
mailto:Brian.Foss@co.nevada.ca.us
mailto:Tyler.Barrington@co.nevada.ca.us

Best Regards,
John Busboom



From: Linda Cashion [mailto:Imcashion@yahoo.com]

Sent: Wednesday, February 14, 2018 9:21 AM

To: Coleen Shade <Coleen.Shade@co.nevada.ca.us>

Subject: Re: Notice of Preparation. Draft Environmental Impact Report. Van Norden Dam Spillway
Modification Project

Coleen,

At our last Serene Lakes Property Owner’s Association meeting in January, we were told that
the US Forest Service plans to start their work this summer in Summit Valley. This information
came from the Truckee Donner Land Trust. The Land Trust, the Forest Service and SYCL
presented their plans at a community meeting last March. Here is a link to a video of this
meeting. In this presentation, they described their plans to fill in the current Yuba streambed.

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=XYBahVJFXlk&feature=youtu.be

Linda

From: Coleen Shade

Sent: Tuesday, February 13, 2018 3:51 PM

To: Linda Cashion

Subject: RE: Notice of Preparation. Draft Environmental Impact Report. Van Norden Dam Spillway
Modification Project

Thank you Linda.

| don’t believe the US Forest Service has even started their planning process.

Have you seen a current plan produced by the US Forest Service for the restoration of the Van Norden
Meadow?

Coleen L. Shade

coleen.shade@co.nevada.ca.us
http://www.mynevadacounty.com/nc/cda/planning/Pages/Home.aspx

From: Linda Cashion [mailto:Imcashion@yahoo.com]

Sent: Monday, February 12, 2018 2:06 PM

To: Coleen Shade <Coleen.Shade@co.nevada.ca.us>

Subject: Re: Notice of Preparation. Draft Environmental Impact Report. Van Norden Dam Spillway
Modification Project

Ms. Shade,


mailto:lmcashion@yahoo.com
mailto:Coleen.Shade@co.nevada.ca.us
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Thank you for your response. | will modify my comments to comply with your

guidelines. However, | think that the plans proposed by the US Forest Service in an open
community meeting which is available in an online video should accompany this CQEA process
since it is part of the overall ecosystem.

Linda

From: Coleen Shade

Sent: Monday, February 12, 2018 12:43 PM

To: Linda Cashion

Subject: RE: Notice of Preparation. Draft Environmental Impact Report. Van Norden Dam Spillway
Modification Project

Good Afternoon Ms. Cashion,

Thank you for your email and sharing your concerns.

| think there may be a little bit of confusion as to the process that is taking place with the initiation of
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Environmental Impact Report (EIR). | hope this email
can shed a little more light on the CEQA process that has been initiated.

The document you received in the mail is a Notice of Preparation (NOP) that initiated a 30-day review
and comment period. This notice informs agencies and the public that an EIR is going to be

prepared. The purpose of preparing an EIR is to disclose the details of the proposed project and analyze
potential impacts of the proposed project and a reasonable range of alternatives. As the email and NOP
stated, Nevada County is initiating the CEQA process by scoping the environmental document. We are
inviting agencies and the public to inform the scope of the environmental analysis. In other words,
please do provide the County with specific resources and/or issues that you feel should be included in
the environmental analysis of the EIR. The EIR process also requires the analysis of a reasonable range
of alternatives.

At this point, the US Forest Service has not developed plans for the area under their management
responsibility. Their eventual restoration for the wetland, Yuba River Headwaters and upland habitats
will go through a planning process in which the public will be invited to provide comment (NEPA,
National Environmental Policy Act).

So, in short, please do provide me with your comments that specifically address the EIR content
scope; what you think should be analyzed in the EIR for potential impacts and alternatives.

The next steps to comply with CEQA are summarized as follows:

-February 21, 2018, Public Scoping meeting to receive comments on the EIR scope

-NOP review period for comments on Scope closes March 1, 2018 at 5:00 p.m.

-Preparation of Draft EIR

-45-Day Circulation period of Draft EIR for public comment on the EIR

-Public Hearing before the Nevada County Planning Commission to receive verbal public comments on
the EIR (conducted during the 45-Day comment period)

-Preparation of Final EIR with response to all comments received during the circulation period

-Final EIR available for review

-Final EIR Public Hearing before the Nevada County Planning Commission



This process will take at least 7 months to complete.
Please let me know if you have any questions regarding the EIR process.

Kind Regards,

Coleen L. Shade

coleenshade@co.nevada.ca.us
http://www.mynevadacounty.com/nc/cda/planning/Pages/Home.aspx

From: Linda Cashion [mailto:Imcashion@yahoo.com]

Sent: Monday, February 12, 2018 11:55 AM

To: Coleen Shade <mailto:Coleen.Shade@co.nevadaca.us>

Subject: Re: Notice of Preparation. Draft Environmental Impact Report. Van Norden Dam Spillway
Modification Project

Dear Ms Shade,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the plans by the Truckee Donner Land Trust to
modify Van Norden dam. Please add my attached comments to your packet.

Linda Cashion

From: Coleen Shade

Sent: Wednesday, January 31, 2018 4:52 PM

To: Coleen Shade

Cc: Brian Foss ; Tyler Barrington

Subject: Notice of Preparation. Draft Environmental Impact Report. Van Norden Dam Spillway
Modification Project

Good Afternoon,

The Nevada County Planning Department is emailing you the attached Notice of Preparation (NOP) for
the Van Norden Dam Spillway Modification Project Environmental Impact Report (EIR). You are
receiving this email because you have previously provided the Nevada County Planning Department with
comments regarding the afore mentioned project via email.

In discharging its duties under Section 15021 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Guidelines, the County of Nevada, as lead agency, intends to prepare an EIR consistent with CEQA and
the State CEQA Guidelines for the Van Norden Dam Spillway Modification project. The NOP will be
circulated for a 30-day (January 31 through March 1, 2018 at 5:00 p.m.) review period and the County
welcomes public input during this review period.

The NOP contains notice of the Public Scoping Meeting to be held February 21, 2018, from 5:00 to 7:30
p.m. at the Sugar Bowl Ski Resort in the Coldstream Conference Room, 629 Sugar Bowl Road, Norden


mailto:coleenshade@co.nevada.ca.us
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CA. The purpose for the Public Scoping Meeting is to gather comments from agencies and the public to
assist in identifying resources and issues that require addressing within the scope of the EIR

analysis. Comments received during the NOP review period including the Public Scoping Meeting will
also inform the development of the alternatives the EIR will evaluate.

Kind Regards,

Coleen L. Shade

ié’"‘m"'% Planning Department
[ 4l County of Nevada
Aty i Community Development Agency
950 Maidu Ave. Suite 170 office 530.470.2526 fax 530.265.9851

Nevada City, CA 95959 mailto:coleen.shade@co.nevadaca.us
http://www.mynevadacounty.com/nc/cda/planning/Pages/Home.aspx
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Nevada County Planning Department,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the upcoming Van Norden dam
project proposed by the Truckee Donner Land Trust.

What a shame Donner Summit has lost the beautiful Van Norden Lake and
wetlands! The Truckee Donner Land Trust has broken the promises made during
its fundraising drive to preserve the lake, wetlands and meadow for posterity.
Instead of working with the Department of Dams and California Water
Management Board to obtain permission for a 50 acre lake behind the dam, they
ignored the entreaties from the state agencies. Then they were forced to drain
the lake under an emergency declaration. When the lake was drained, the
resident fish and western toad tadpoles went down the Yuba to Spaulding
Reservoir so that people in Nevada County can take longer showers and water
their gardens.

Our children were the lucky ones to see the osprey and bald eagles fishing in Van
Norden Lake. Thousands of tadpoles turned into mature toads that could be seen
hopping all over the meadow in summer. Birds came to the wetland willows to
raise their young and feast on the abundance provided by the lake and marshland
vegetation. There was even a beaver family that set up residence in the lake. It
was thrilling to see the beavers swimming home in the morning with a willow
branch in their mouths. Sandhill cranes also stopped by in the spring and fall on
their annual migrations and attracted our attention with their distinctive call.
These wonders of nature will not be around for our grandchildren to see thanks
to the selfish actions of the Truckee Donner Land Trust.

Now the Forest Service plans to fill in the Yuba River channel that meanders
through the middle of Summit Valley just as it did in a picture from 1865 before
there was a lake. Filling in the stream bed will force the water from the spring
melt to flow faster through the valley only to be captured by Spaulding Reservoir.
My sympathies go out to those downstream cabins along the Yuba that will be
inundated if we have any more big winters like 2011 or 2017 once the river bed
and dam are removed. There will no longer be a buffer to slow down the raging



Yuba during the spring melt. The community of Serene Lakes will be isolated as
the melt water again flows over Soda Springs Rd.

Then during periods of drought, as we will probably see this summer, there will be
no water in Summit Valley to support growth of willows that provide nesting
areas for rare bird species like the Willow Flycatcher. There will be no shallow
pools to allow maturation of the Western Toad. The water will not be around
long enough to foster the massive wildflower blooms that colorfully march across
Summit Valley during the summer. These issues have been glossed over by the
Truckee Donner Land Trust in their quest to raise more money for more
acquisitions.

Lake Van Norden may have been a man-made lake but in its more than 100 years
of existence, a remarkable ecosystem has developed that supported a wide
variety of plant and animal species. My family has been lucky to be able to live on
Donner Summit full time. We go down to the meadow almost daily to walk our
dogs. We watch the wildflower progression during the summer from Camus lilies
and shooting stars, to meadow penstamon, lupine, little elephants head, and bog
orchid. This wetland dependent ecosystem will disappear. It has already been
degraded with the draining of the lake. | have a hard time believing the so-called
experts who come up to the summit one or days out of the year and tell me that
they will restore the meadow by removing the water. My 35 years of experience
as a biologist tells me that water is needed to support a wetland environment.
The meadow does not need to be restored. It was healthy and thriving.

Alternatives could have been explored that would preserve the best of the
wetlands and meadow ecosystem. Unfortunately, possible solutions were
ignored by the Land Trust. The residents and visitors to Donner Summit will be
forced to look at an ugly mud hole for years to come in place of a vibrant and
beautiful lake.

Dr. Linda Cashion

Ph.D, Molecular Biology
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March 1, 2018

Coleen L. Shade, Senior Planner via email: coleen.shade@co.nevada.ca.us
Planning Department

Community Development Agency

950 Maidu Avenue, suite 170

Nevada City, CA 95959

Subject: Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report for the Van Norden Dam
Spilway Modification Project

Dear Ms. Shade:

Placer County appreciates the opportunity to engage at this stage in the process. After
reviewing the submitted information, the County offers the following comments for your
consideration regarding the proposed project:

Engineering & Surveying Division

The portion of Soda Springs Road within Nevada County provides access to the Placer County
subdivision around Serene Lakes. With the additional downstream flows resulting from the
project, the EIR should provide an analysis of the impacts to the existing Soda Springs Road
downstream of the project site to ensure that full vehicular access to the existing subdivision is
maintained during a minimum of a 100-year storm event.

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the Notice of Preparation of an
Environmental Impact Report for the Van Norden Dam Spillway Modification Project.

Should you have any questions, please contact Leigh Chavez, Environmental Coordinator at
Ichavez@placer.ca.gov or 530-745-3077.

Sincerely,

LEIGH CHAVEZ, PRINCIPAL PLANNER
ENVIRONMENTAL COORDINATOR

Planning Division = 3091 County Center Drive, #190 = Auburn, CA 95603
(530) 745-3000 office = (530) 745-3080 fax = planning@placer.ca.gov

¥in @G f



From: Richard Simpson [mailto:hut.coord@yahoo.com]

Sent: Wednesday, February 21, 2018 9:55 PM

To: Coleen Shade <Coleen.Shade@co.nevada.ca.us>; Ann Reisenauer <annreisenauer@yahoo.com>;
Perry Norris <perry@tdlandtrust.org>

Subject: Notes from Scoping Meeting

Coleen:

Attached notes are what | captured in real time, edited into something that might be readable. You should
not consider these to be scoping inputs; but they may help you remember what was happening on the
floor while you were writing on the tear sheets. Use them as you see fit. | may have made mistakes, and
| know | missed names; so allow for that.

If I have comments of my own, I'll submit them in writing or via e-mail separately later.

Thanks for conducting a focused, but accepting, meeting.

Perry and Ann:

More or less ditto.

Dick


mailto:hut.coord@yahoo.com
mailto:Coleen.Shade@co.nevada.ca.us
mailto:annreisenauer@yahoo.com
mailto:perry@tdlandtrust.org

Scoping Meeting for EIR on Proposed Van Norden Dam Project
Coldstream Room, Judah Lodge, Sugar Bowl Ski Resort
21 February 2018 5-7:30 PM

Convened:

The meeting was convened at approximately 5:15 PM by Coleen Shade. She introduced her
team and representatives from Truckee Donner Land Trust (TDLT).

Attendees:

Coleen Shade, Brian Cox, and Jessica ?? from Nevada County. Pat Angle(?), Nevada County
environmental counsel, also attended. John Svahn, Kathy Englar, and Perry Norris represented
Truckee Donner Land Trust. Pat Malberg, Bill Oudegeest, Nancy Latimer, Micky Gray, Jean
Snuggs, and about 30 others were in the audience.

Purpose of Meeting:

Provide information and clarification about the project, outline EIR issues, describe the public
process, and receive public and agency comments — specifically, what do you think should be
evaluated in the EIR? Speak up, put a comment on the scoping board at the left rear of the
meeting room, or send comments to the planning team (see below for contact information).

EIR Schedule:

Notice and scoping (comment period ends 5 PM 1 March)

Draft EIR (DEIR) 45-day review and comment (begins mid-May)

Public hearing on DEIR (June)

Final EIR, responding to every comment received (before end of August)
Public hearing on Final EIR certification (September)

Public hearing on proposed project itself (September)

Project Overview (Pat):

Pat suggested making written comments even if you make verbal comments; both should be
captured, but written comments are less likely to be misinterpreted.

The project is construction/demolition at the dam site (6.98 acres, owned by TDLT) at the lower
end of Summit Valley. The rest of the meadow/lakebed is owned by USFS and will not be
addressed in the EIR. The dam was constructed in the 1870s and modified several times. The
lake was drained in 1976, and the property was acquired by TDLT in 2011. Subsequently
California's Division of Safety of Dams notified TDLT that the dam had safety issues; then the
State Water Resources Control Board advised that TDLT had no legal right to impound water.



An existing outlet pipe was opened in 2014, and the lake was drained in 2015. The project is to
provide safe flows through the dam year-round to meet State requirements. The existing
spillway would be lowered by 4.5 feet. The new spillway would be 48 feet wide and 95.4 feet
long with concrete aprons. There would be an additional incision 0.5 feet deep and 3 feet wide
to allow water passage during periods of low flow. Construction would take approximately 4
weeks in the fall. Natural vegetation is expected to move back into the lakebed as a result of
the modifications.

CEQA includes a public disclosure process, and public participation is essential. The process is
intended to avoid or mitigate impacts on the environment. Certification of the EIR does not
indicate approval of the project itself.

An EIR is an informational document disclosing the significant environmental impacts based on
technical studies and evidence. It identifies mitigation measures and alternatives to lessen or
avoid impacts. The scoping process solicits public and agency comments on content of the EIR
and adequacy of the DEIR. Broad topics include aesthetics, agriculture and forestry resources,
air quality and greenhouse gases, biological resources, cultural resources, energy, geology and
soils, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, land use and planning,
noise, public services, transportation and traffic, utilities, and cumulative impacts.

Comments should be sent to:
Coleen Shade, Senior Planner
Nevada County Planning Department
950 Maidu Avenue — Suite 170
Nevada City, CA 95959
E-mail: Coleen-Shade@co.nevada,ca,us

Input sought includes scope of the EIR analysis, ideas for feasible mitigation, and suggestions
for alternatives that could potentially reduce or avoid potentially significant impacts.

Questions on the Scoping Process:

Lorrie Poch: We have no EIR; does scoping find what will be addressed? Coleen: Yes.

Dick Simpson: Is the baseline for the EIR the conditions that exist today? Coleen: Yes.

UNK female from TPL: Is it appropriate in an EIR to describe current conditions? Yes; the
introduction to the EIR usually summarizes current conditions. The sole objective of the EIR is
to describe the project's environmental impacts, without regard to whether they may be

judged beneficial or harmful.

Comments and Suggestions for Scoping:



Unidentified male, seated next to Norm Sayler: The objective of the project is to return the
meadow to a wet meadow, but the actual result will be a dry meadow. The premise of creating
the wet meadow is false. We've lost the scenic beauty of the meadow. Coleen tried to distill
scoping issues: climate change and sustaining a wet meadow; potential impacts to the railroad;
potential impacts on the largest western toad habitat in the Sierra Nevada.

Mary Alice Thauvette: Impact on habitat and meadow species in general over time (mammals,
migrating birds, etc.).

Norm Sayler: The scope of the EIR is limited to the spillway. The public would benefit from
removal of the dam rather than spillway modifications. Coleen: Alternatives will be studied
later; these could include rebuilding the dam and removing the infrastructure entirely.

Peter Mayfield: Parking in front of the dam may be impacted; what will happen there during
demolition and after? He was particularly concerned about impacts on snow removal from the
parking area. Will there be liability issues for future visitors in the dam/parking area? What will
public access be like during and after the project? Notices regarding construction (such as for
blasting) should be posted prominently in public places.

Jean Snuggs: Where does the County look at economic issues associated with the project —

such as an alternative that requires rebuilding and raising the dam? Pat: these are important
issues, but economics of the project are not addressed in the EIR. Pat doesn't think TDLT has
millions of dollars to rebuild the dam, but that question can be brought up later.

Pat Malberg: Will there be analysis of increased water flow and erosion downstream resulting
from the lower spillway and notch?

Bill Thauvette: What will be the impact of extreme hydrologic conditions — flood and drought
— downstream?

UNK female from TPL: There should be a realistic set of parameters for evaluating alternatives.
Cost of the project should not siphon resources from TDLT to the point where its other
environmental activities become difficult or impossible.

Mary Alice Thauvette: Extreme conditions can be seasonal. The EIR needs to consider that time
scale as well as longer term impacts.

Ursula: Are there issues with firefighting? Helicopter firefighters can take water from Lake Van
Norden now, but perhaps not after the project. Jessica: Has the lake been used for firefighting
recently? Several in the audience said they have photos showing helicopters taking water from
the lake in the past year.

Jean Snuggs: There should be attention to water rights; is there really an option to hold water
back given State determinations?



Norm Sayler: Maybe Nevada County should start a "catch and release" program for water.
That is, if reservoirs downstream are filled, can Van Norden water be held for later release? If
so, there would be more recreation potential at Donner Summit.

Matt: The EIR should touch on benefits to hydrology of the South Yuba River (both upstream
and downstream, but mostly downstream).

UNK: Benefits to biodiversity should be addressed.

Ursula: Impacts on forestry — such as encroachment of the boundary forest. Will active
management be required after the project to protect the meadow from that encroachment?
Coleen: The plug and pool project is a USFS activity and is not within scope of this project.
Norm Sayler: How did TDLT sell everything except the dam to USFS? The sale reduces the tax
base; how did that happen? What is the impact on taxpayers? Norm has submitted written
comments on this.

Adjourned:

The meeting was adjourned at 6:20 PM when there were no further questions or comments.
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Collen Shade, Senior Planner

Planning Department, Community Development Agency
950 Maidu Avenue, Suite 170

Nevada City, CA 95959

RE: Van Norden Dam Spillway Modification Project NOP Scoping Comment

Dear Ms. Shade,

The mission of the Truckee River Watershed Council is to bring the community Together for
the Truckee to protect, restore, and enhance the Truckee River watershed.

Though the Van Norden meadow is not in the Truckee River watershed, it is immediately
adjacent and serves as an important link in the wildlife corridor between the Truckee River
and the west slope of the Sierra Nevada. Its restoration will reconnect the natural
floodplains of the South Yuba River and restore hydrologic function within the meadow.
This will enhance wetland habitats, reduce erosion, and increase riparian and aquatic
habitat.

We have partnered with the Truckee Donner Land Trust for over a decade on ecological
restoration projects and support the restoration of the Van Norden meadow fo as natural
a state as possible. Having reviewed the proposed project and construction details, we
support the Land Trust's proposal to modify the dam spillway to allow unrestricted flow of
water,

We appreciate the complexity of this process and the thoroughness with which the Land
Trust and the community have explored options on this matter.

Lisa Wﬁoi&, Executive Director /Z/Q

330.550.8760
PO Box 8568

e, CA 96167

Trickes River Watershed Coundil is 2 nonprofit 501(¢)3 organization wwwtruckeeliverwe. org
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Congratulations to Truckee Donner Land Trust and the many environmental organizations involved
in the Van Norden Meadow rehabilitation project. The current water release, while not directly
associated with the future of the meadow, is a good start in what will be a process that will benefit all
downstream users of the waters of the South Fork Yuba River.

I'd like to address several items in the on line comments from Save Van Norden Lake and Wetlands.@

1. The water rights that are mentioned, and the acquisition of same, would be an expensive,
lengthy process that TDLT have decided is not worth the time and expense. A map from the
Division of Water Rights indicates that the river was fully appropriated prior to when the
TDLT acquired the property in 2012. Even if water rights could be acquired, the "place in
line" for those rights, due to the seniority of the many water rights holders, would preclude
any beneficial use or impoundment of water. In short, all the water would be spoken for
before anyone here at the summit would be able to claim it. The assertion that we here at
the summit would be able to keep any water by acquiring water rights is incorrect. The only
other way to acquire water rights would be from willing sellers, and in an over allocated
system, in a four plus year drought, it is questionable at what price and time frame enough
senior water rights could be purchased and transferred to the reservoir. In fact, it's
speculative that enough water rights could be purchased to even maintain a reservoir.

2. A healthy meadow would begin with reseeding. The reseeding would occur at the
appropriate time, decided upon by the several hydrologists and meadow experts, from nearly
a dozen conservation groups, that TDLT have hired during the acquisition process.

3. A healthy meadow will provide cleaner, cooler water, released over a longer period of time
during the summer and fall months, to downstream users far more efficiently than a shallow
reservoir. The so-called lake that exists behind what's left of the dam is a poor substitute for
a healthy meadow, especially as we face potential climate change and increased water
usage throughout the state.

4. A healthy meadow will have a rich diversity of flora and fauna appropriate to the area. All
studies that have taken place during the meadow acquisition, again by nearly a dozen
conservation groups and their meadow experts, have indicated that there would not only be
no net loss of plant and animal species, but in fact that there would be an overall increase
in bio-diversity.

5. With respect to the fishery, there are no native fish here at the summit. Eastern Brook Trout,
found in the South Fork Yuba flowing through the eastern portion of the meadow (and in
Upper Castle Creek!) were introduced over a century ago. The perch and catfish that
currently populate the water behind the dam are here from the time that the dam was used to
hold water for recreation. My belief, based on field studies, is that the trout fishery will thrive
once the river becomes re-established in its past form. In fact even during the most recent
drought years, the fishery has remained remarkably healthy.
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It would be wise for those criticizing TDLT to find out more about the nature of healthy meadows in
the Sierra and their increasing importance to the health and well-being of not only the watersheds
those meadows are a part of, but also the downstream ecosystems these meadows supply water to.
What's not discussed, and should be, is TDLT's purchase of 3300 hundred acres of land in the
headwaters, which will protect the water quality in the watershed in perpetuity. This benefits both
local and downstream populations for generations to come...what an incredible gift for the people of
California!

For those so inclined, | would suggest you contact TDLT for the real story, based on real science, of
how the process of acquiring Van Norden Meadow has progressed, and why it's important to
maintain the focus that TDLT currently possesses. Insinuating that TDLT has a financial stake in this
process is untrue, and at the very least, bad form.

Finally, my wife and | enjoy hiking and fishing in the meadow, and kayaking the waters behind the
dam. This is basically our back yard. However, for the good of all Californians, especially with
regards to water quality in a healthy watershed, we would gladly give up a small amount of illegally
impounded water to enable the entire ecosystem to thrive. It's only right.
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Reservoir draining; pipes set up to remove water from behind the spillway; some fish (perch,
catfish) taken through the pipes and washed downstream to join others that in the past have
washed over the spillway; Jeanne and | circumnavigating the water’s edge for 6 days plotting
the lowering of the water level; kayaking up the SFY and UCC; several old channels and he main
channel of the SFY revealed; much waterfowl {pelicans, Sandhill Cranes, Great blue Herons,
ducks, geese, and shorebirds) as well as frogs, toads, plus raptors (bald eagles, a peregrine
falcon, several osprey), songbirds, as well as coyotes, beaver, one bear, and many small
mammals (rabbit, squirrel, chipmunk, etc.); new channel constructed to the gateway that used
to be opened by the gate valve on top of the levee; gateway opened, many fish (hundreds of
perch, dozens of catfish) washed out of the water (approximately 5-7 acre-feet) left behind the
spillway, all deceased; brook trout in UCC and SFY east of the reservoir's eastern boundary not
affected by the draining (or, for that matter, 4 drought years!); fishing still good.

October, 2015

Early June 2016

Good snow year! Water draining over the spillway and through the gate; no fish kill that we can
see; flooding over SSR due to misplacement of snow removed from SS parking lot and ice build-
up near the SSR bridge; many coyotes; no bear yet; RG x/c skiing wonderful, but grooming
sporadic, probably due to new staff; DSAA clean-up day successful.

Late June 2016

Many days of hiking the meadow! Reservoir draining both over the spillway and through the
gate; spillway depth 2-3" and decreasing daily, water through the gate strong the entire time;
Same fauna as in June-July of 2015 but in greater numbers; meadow east of the reservoir
shoreline has greater avian population than last year (normal Winter?); water level dropping
approximately 1" per day after it stopped draining over the spillway; large avian population;
frogs starting to appear on old Lincoln Highway by UCC; wildflowers starting to show; fishing for
Brook Trout in UCC and SFY just starting;

Early July 2016

Surprising number of birds in the small amount (7-8 acre-feet) of water left behind the spiliway;
July 5th, by actual count: 44 pelicans, over a hundred geese, many ducks, a pair of Great Blue
Herons, several species of songbirds and shorebirds, four osprey; plant succession beginning
along the flats surrounding the reservoir; same old and current channels of the SFY, plus
depressions within the old reservoir where thousands of tadpoles and an equal number of tiny



frogs are residing, as well as some larger toads; tadpoles in the river as well, especially at a
point about a half mile east of the spillway where water is still draining from the south ridge;
wildflowers and other flora in the meadow spectacular, more than we've seen in years (normal
Winter?); fishing in UCC and SFY (especially in the eastern portion of the meadow, isolated from
the reservoir) as good as ever.

July 12 2016

Again, less than 5 AF of water in the reservoir; 8 pelicans, several dozen geese, some
shorebirds, ducks and ducklings; several hundred small frogs at the mouth of the pipe draining
the reservoir; collection pond just west of the spillway still clear, much more clear than in the
past (water from the pipe cleansing it?); more evidence of plant succession, especially in the
eastern portion of what was the reservoir; many stumps exposed.

July 14 2016

Reservoir draining at about an inch per day, can't be more than 4 AF behind the spillway;
counted 6 pelicans, about 5 dozen geese, same duck/duckling families, shorebirds; one osprey
hunting the meadow, over both water and land; again, hundreds of frogs below the spillway
and along the bank of the river; trout in UCC and in the eastern portion of the headwaters of
the SFY; flora in the meadow healthier than we've seen in about 5 years, which makes sense (no
drought, etc.); will fish UCC tomorrow morning.

July 22 2016

Walked the old Lincoln Highway from a bit west of the sheep pens to UCC and beyond. An
amazing display of wildflowers, more so than we've seen in about 5 years, again, probably the
result of the average Winter we had. Literally hundreds of 1-3" trout in UCC, also thousands of
frogs; the duck families still around, two pelicans and the osprey that's been hunting near the
spillway. Most of the water behind the spillway gone and the flow decreasing, but still flowing.
We see that plant succession has proceeded the way we thought it might, with a slight green
tinge spreading into the center of the meadow drained of the reservoir water. We look forward
to the western portion of the meadow matching the eastern portion, and to the transition from
man-made reservoir to the natural state of an upper elevation Sierra meadow.



July 31st, 2016

Very little water left behind the spillway except for what's in the old river channel and just a bit

near the spillway. Very little flow from the east side of the spillway through the pipe. Still a few
duck families, many shorebirds. Plant succession continues. In the east, by the sheep pens, the
large population of brook trout, even more so this Summer because of the more normal Winter
precipitation that we had. What a hardy species!

August 1st, 2016

Today was very revealing. We walked out onto the floor of the reservoir, the impetus being
that we saw quite a bit of green in a few places. As we went from the edge of the old reservoir
into the middle of what was the bottomlands, we discovered many willows; how they got there,
and how they were so healthy, we don't know, but we suspect that the roots from the edge of
the reservoir extended out to as much as 30 yards from the border of water and meadow. This
bodes well for the rehabilitation of the meadow. Also, the surface of the bottom was variously
damp, muddy, or potholed with small ponds, depending on the distance from whatever water
source was feeding the meadow, e.g., we sunk into mud about 2" near the mouth of Upper
Castle Creek. Imagine how much water will be retained, then slowly discharged, from this
healthy meadow into the South Fork Yuba throughout the summer. Unfortunately, we found
quite a bit of garbage on the exposed reservoir bottom, including many old beer and soda cans
and bottles, tires of all sizes, various bits of garbage (metal or other material), and three engine
blocks (!). We hope to lead a clean-up crew out onto the bottomlands before the snow hits this
Winter.

August 5th, 2016

This morning on the meadow we saw a pair of pelicans, about three dozen geese, and the duck
families, plus the shorebirds that have been here the entire Summer. The pelicans were
swimming up the river channel, then walked out onto the north shore, about a half mile east of
the spillway. The geese were further east, on the north shore where it forms an isthmus into
the old reservoir bed, and the duck families were about 100 yards east of the spillway, going
upriver. The shorebirds (sandpiper, plover) were everywhere. but in less numbers than in mid-
July. The water is barely flowing through the pipe, but is still flowing nicely in UCC. The eastern
part of the SFY, near the sheep pens, is, as always, filled with Brook Trout, 3"-12". The
wildflowers have pretty much disappeared except for those in the shady areas. Plant
succession continues all around the margins, and into the floor of the reservoir.
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