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Public Scoping Report
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From: Paul Nielsen [pnielsen@trpa.org]

Sent: Wednesday, November 01, 2006 2:46 PM

To: Walck, Cyndi; Mike Elam

Subject: FW: Truckee River Restoration & Golf Course Relocation project, My

Concerns

From: MADEInTAHOE@aol.com [mailto:MADEINTAHOE@aol.com]

Sent: Thursday, October 19, 2006 9:01 PM

To: UT Project; pnielson@trpa.org

Subject: Truckee River Restoration & Golf Course Relocation project, My Concerns

Dear Paul:

| am writing you today in regards to the Upper Truckee River Restoration and Golf Course Relocation Project, which sits
on public land owned by all California Tax Payers. My husband and myself live in Meyers, and have for 19 years & we live
within walking distance of the Washoe Meadows State Park. | would like to express to you our feelings & concerns we

~_have in regards to the part of the new relocation of the Golf Course. It's bad enough that the Tahoe Basin was even
developed and homes built here & then to put up a golf course and not only one golf course, but four!! Just on the South
Shore alone. So when we heard there was a plan o take more sacred land away and add even more to the now existing
golf course, was quite upsetting & we could not understand the thinking of some wanting to do such a horrible thing!

Have these people forgotten that the Tahoe Basin borders a Wilderness Area, is right in the middle of a living forest &
where we have mountains all around us, beautiful wildlife & plant life that also make there home here? The poor animals

-_that live here are just trying to survive & then to take more land away from them is not right. We are extremely concerned
‘about the Bear & coyote dening sites in this area..to disturb and take those sites away from these animals is a crime & the
people who are even thinking of this should be ashamed of themselves!

We have walked in the park for many years & we do not want to be walking along and have to look at a manicured
pesticide filled golf course & worry about being hit by a flying golf balll. We are not against golf course's, if they are built
in a proper area, not in a beautiful pristine plant & wildlife filled area! There is so much damage that will be done to the
environment if this happens, animals, plants, trees, streams, meadows, and the Truckee River, also what this will do to
homeowners quality of life which homes border the park!

We need to start preserving the lands that are left in the Tahoe Basin, and STOP developing them. We feel the people for
this do not want to compromise, a compromise would be to not take more land away & just leave the now existing golf
course where it is & if the river restoration disturbs the holes, then to make the golf course a nine hole. This way the river
goes back to how it once was, no land has to be used & the golfers still have a golf course

Im sure as you are reading this, that we are totally against this land being used to relocate part of the golf course, it is yet
another raping of the land!

. How very sad a park named after the Washoe Indian Tribe, people that respected the land and did not destroy it, taking
" only what they needed to survive. We do not need this golf course to survive, but the animals, trees & plants do need it to

survive.

We hope & pray that this new land will not be turned into a golf course, but instead left untouched how it should be! We
would like to see the River restored to how it once was & the now existing golf course restored back to meadow lands.
How ever on the alternatives mentioned, we like Alternative 3 the best " Geomorphic Restoration with 9-hole Golf Course”

be done.
Thank you for taking the time to read our concerns

Wayne & Anita Chittenden
Meyers, Ca.

file://S:\Marvin\05110049.01 UTR Golf Course Comments\Wayne & Anita Chittenden 10.19.06.h... 11/8/2006



APPENDIX B

Proposed River and Floodplain Treatments by Alternative








































































APPENDIX C

Conceptual Treatment Descriptions and Typical Sketches






















































Valley & Mountain Consulting 25-Feb-08

Source: River Run Consulting and State Parks 2009

Exhibit 10. Conceptual Treatment Sketch: Backfilled Channel
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Complete backfill would involve placing fill in sections of existing channel (those
that would be abandoned) up to the elevation of the adjacent
terrace/floodplain. Some microtopography variations would be maintained,
and the geomorphic function would be similar to adjacent terrace/floodplain
(only inundated during large flood flows). Re-vegetation of the new surface
would incorporate a mixture of salvaged/transplanted sod and willow, willow
wattles, and new plantings. The backfilled channel sections would be stabilized
with vinyl sheet piling across the upstream ends of backfilled channels, within
stacked sod and compacted soil plugs. The plugs would be at least 40 to 50
feet long, extend across the entire blocked channel width and have a finished
ground surface that is equal to or slightly higher (up to +1.0 ft) than the existing
adjacent surfaces (River Run 2006).

Partial backfill would mimic oxbows and abandoned meanders such as those
present in the study area. Partial backfill treatment would place fill in sections of
existing channel (to be abandoned) up to an elevation about two to three feet
lower than the adjacent terrace/floodplain. The surface would be part of the
backwatered floodplain and function as a floodplain overflow channel only
during streamflows that exceed the design flow of the proposed main channel
similar to the complete backfill. Some microtopography variations would be
maintained on the new surface, but there would be a net flow direction and
path to limit stagnant water after flow events. Re-vegetation of the new surface
would incorporate a mixture of salvaged/transplanted sod and willow, willow
wattles, and new plantings, and would have more resistant rock or log materials
incorporated near the inlet and outlet (adjacent specific vertical and/or lateral
grade controls).

The plugs at the upstream ends of backfilled channel sections would be
designed to force all flows up to the design flow (550 cfs) into the proposed new
or reconnected meander. However, a portion of flood flows greater than the
design bankfull flow could be allowed into the backfill channels, promoting the
floodplain function and diversity of natural abandoned meanders. Therefore,
the fill would need protection against erosion with techniques such as internal
sheet piling or armoring of overflow paths. The desighated streamflow at which
overflow into the backfill channels might occur would be selected during final
design, based on the hydraulic analysis, desired active channel flows and water
elevations, and other factors related to the floodplain flow paths and residence
time.

The final area and configuration of shallow (partial) backfill would need to and
maximize groundwater and soil water continuity across the floodplain.

Inset Floodplain

The Inset Floodplain treatment would excavate portions of the existing terrace
banks along one or both sides of the active channel, to a depth that leaves an
appropriate bank height for overbank flows approximately at the design flow
(Exhibit 11).
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INSET FLOODPLAIN

Proposed Plan View: not to scale

Notes

A + newly created floodplain
stabilized by placing gravel
substrate in some areas,
biotechnical stabilization
measures (willow wattles,
brush layering, etc,; see detail),
woody debris and vegetation
salvaged from other areas.

- L 4
i

’0
bl Lol floodplain created by
x exavating high,eroding
orposedtop streambanks_t?‘] design

of streambank

Typical Section: A-A’
Existing

narrow inset

Typical Section: A-A’
Proposed

streambanks excavated = M ) u\%l’;@m bigt;&d’mical
todesign elevation Getaigy g
salvaged and other
native plant materials

insetfloodplain: design elevation
based oninundation at 1-to 3-year
recurrence interval flow

Proposed Typical Section: B-B’

waoody debris androcks
partially buried ininset
floodplain

Source: River Run Consulting and State Parks 2009

Exhibit 11. Conceptual Treatment Sketch: Inset Floodplain
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Floodplain excavation would reduce active channel bank height and provide
additional conveyance capacity for large flood flows between the high terrace
banks.

The design width and configuration of the excavated floodplain could be
modified based on a number of criteria: extent of severe bank erosion;
hydraulic characteristics of the final channel and bridge design; protection of
existing vegetation, or other factors.

The width of the excavated floodplain would be determined based on the area
and capacity of flow desired between the remaining banks, constraints due to
golf course infrastructure, and the location could be adjusted to incorporate
robust existing terrace vegetation into the residual terrace banks that would
remain after excavation.

The top portions of selected terrace banks would be removed, removing their
relatively fine material and organics and leaving the coarser materials of the
lower banks as part of the new active channel banks. Salvaged soil and plant
materials would be used in stabilizing and revegetating the newly excavated
floodplain, and some gravel and cobble would be placed to improve scour
resistance on the floodplain (SH+G 2004).

In areas where the inset floodplain will be around curves in the river, bank

stabilization that includes rock armor streambank protection would be likely,
and/or boulder groins or Large Woody Debiris features could be installed to
direct high flows and reduce potential bank erosion along the terrace base.

Re-vegetation of the lowered surface would incorporate a mixture of
salvaged/transplanted sod and willow, willow wattles, and new plantings.

Willow wattles oriented perpendicular to flow could be planted at intervals,
providing both resistance to erosion and germ stock. Willow wattles could also
be used on the residual terrace at the outer edge of the inset floodplain.

Restored Floodplain

The Restored Floodplain Treatment would be used where the existing golf
course land uses are being discontinued and any infrastructure and non-native
vegetation could be modified to restore the topography, hydrology, soils, and
vegetation conditions of a natural floodplain. The treatments would include
earthwork to remove unnecessary fill and grade the areas to restore more
natural topography, as well as various soil treatments and re-vegetation
methods to achieve target plant communities and/or terrestrial habitats.

There will be variations in the design for various zones of the restored floodplain,
based on their expected frequency of inundation, differences between existing
and desired conditions, future buffer distance from incompatible land use, or
other engineering and biological factors. The following descriptions of possible
treatments cover a conceptual range of approaches that could be used (River
Run 2006).
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Where the elevation of the ground was raised in golf course construction,
(e.g..greens, tee boxes, and spoils “levees” ) the historic topography would be
restored by removal of non-native material and/or local grading. The final
elevation would be no more than one foot above the elevation of late
spring/early summer groundwater. In other areas where the naturally diverse
and complex topography was smoothed for golf course landscaping, grading
would be used to re-create topographic variability similar to natural floodplains
or oxbow features.

Along linear features (e.g., golf cart paths), flow breaks would be installed in the
form of stacked turf or fiber-wrapped, seeded soil rising slightly above and
extending a several feet on either side. The rebuilt soil profile would be
vegetated with a combination of regionally collected seed, salvaged native
sod, and willow (cuttings, stubs, or entire rooted clumps). At suitable locations,
willow plantings would be clustered to reestablish willow-meadow complexes.
Where willows are desired but pre-existing relict turf is present, measures would
be applied to create a competitive advantage for willow over the meadow
vegetation in which they would be planted.

Turf and fill removal with seeding would be applied in areas of elevated fill with
buried natural soil that has viable native meadow rhizome. Existing golf turf and
sand would be salvaged for other restoration use and/or disposed off-site, some
turf and sand will be tilled into soil. The disturbed surface would be seeded with
additional desirable species (e.g., Deschampsia cespitosa) and mulched.

In areas where the golf course topography is generally suitable, but the soil
lacks viable buried native rhizome bank, and/or the soil conditions are not
conducive to the desired vegetation type, soils would be deep-ripped and
amended. The prepared soil areas would be seeded, planted with plugs of
desired species, and mulched.

The areas anticipated to support mesic meadow, lodgepole pine (mesic or dry
type), and dry meadow would be treated with ripping and planting in bands
oriented along topographic contours, alternating with parallel bands of the
seeding and/or abandonment treatments described below.

Seeding over existing golf course turf may be used in locations where the
existing vegetation is desired for erosion protection, and/or the soil profile would
not require modification to support the desired future vegetation.

Turf abandonment may be used in locations where existing vegetation has
native wet meadow graminoids present and vigorous. Native species such as
Carex nebrascensis that grow up through the turf and readily out-compete the
grass turf and reestablish wet or mesic meadow habitat with the restored
hydrology. During the transition period before native species dominate, existing
turf would provide erosion protection.

Seeding and plug plantings would generally be followed by application of
mulch (loose or hydraulically applied), or rolled turf pre-grown from native seed
in coconut fiber turf-reinforcement mats to provide initial erosion protection.

Appendix C - TreatmentActivities.doc Page 22 of 24



Valley & Mountain Consulting 25-Feb-08

Recontoured Floodplain Pond

The Recontoured Floodplain Pond treatment would be used where the existing
constructed water features will no longer be used for the associated water
supply, irrigation, or drainage purposes. Their topography, hydrology, and
vegetation could be modified to restore conditions of a natural floodplain. The
treatments would include earthwork to locally fill and grade existing deep
constructed ponds (that would be abandoned) to resemble natural floodplain
swales or remnant meanders. The topography, soil treatments and re-
vegetation methods would be implemented to achieve target plant
communities and/or aquatic and terrestrial habitats.

Final location(s), areas and configuration of recontoured floodplain pond would
be determined in coordination with the selected golf course configuration and
evaluation of its water feature needs. The designh would need to maximize
groundwater and soil water continuity across the floodplain.
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Appendix D

Upper Truckee LVSRA WMSP Bridge Report
Cyndie Walck, CA State Parks Engineering Geologist with input from Jim Haen PE
July 2008

This is a brief report on potential bridge locations and designs for various alternatives in the EIR
EIS for Upper Truckee restoration and potential golf course reconfiguration at Lake Valley State
Recreation Area/Washoe Meadows State Park. Besides off-site re-location of the golf course,
the alternatives being considered include:

Alternative 1: No Project/No Action

Alternative 2: Geomorphic/Ecosystem Restoration with 18-hole Regulation Golf Course
Alternative 3: Geomorphic/Ecosystem Restoration with Reduced Golf Course Area
Alternative 4: Engineered Stabilization (In Place) (no change to golf course)

Alternative 5: Geomorphic Restoration with No Golf Course

Alternatives 2, 3, and 5 would remove all existing bridges. In Alternative 1 we would only
replace bridges if one begins to fail. Alternative 4 would keep most of the existing bridges in
approximately the same location but the bridges at holes 6 and 7 would need to be replaced
with one longer bridge in between the two existing bridges. Alternative 2 would be a new longer
bridge or pair of bridges that span the floodplain about 100 feet downstream of the current hole
7 bridge. Alternatives 3 and 5 would not have a bridge. See Figure 1 for bridge locations.

The 1.5 year channel design flow is estimated by various researchers to be 450 to 550 cfs. The
5 year flow is estimated at 1,300 to 1,600 cfs. The 100 year flow is estimated at 4,300 to 7,700
cfs.

Alternative 2

Initially two potential sites were considered for location of a bridge under this alternative: One
site is between current holes 6 and 7 bridges and a second site is approximately 1,000 feet
downstream by cross section 7M in the straight reach at long profile distance 6,500 to 7,000.
The site between holes 6 and 7 was subsequently rejected because it is a transitional reach of
the river and is naturally an area of adjustment and channel and bed movement. It also has
instability due to impacts from the existing bridges which add to risk at this site. The second site
is more stable, in a straight reach with a naturally high area on the right bank, and is the
preferred site.

The river in this area is in glacial outwash and moraine deposits with a prominent glacial
lacustrine clay layer in the bed. The channel banks show active erosion on the south bank and
some inset floodplain is present. The restored channel would raise the bed by a couple of feet
in this reach, but the banks would still be at about a 3 to 5 year height. To reduce stress on the
banks the inset floodplain would be widened in this reach. This would entail excavation of an



inset floodplain and laying back and vegetating the stream banks. This would give a cross
section width of 110 to 150 feet (see cross section, Figure 2).

The bridges would need to accommodate both 2-way golf cart traffic, service vehicles, and other
recreationalists (hikers/bikers using other parts of the park). Parks could use either two narrow
(8 to 10’) bridges or one wider (approx 15’ to 20’) bridge. The bridge length would be 135 to
200 feet.

Currently the golf course has five prefabricated weathering steel bridges manufactured by
Continental Bridge. For aesthetic consistency, longer spans provided by this manufacturer were
evaluated and estimated. Long span bridges (100 to 200 feet, as well as intermediate lengths)
are available in the 10 foot, 15 foot and 20 foot widths considered for Alternative 2.

Two options were considered: 1) clear span of the river channel, and 2) a mid span support in
the river channel. The first option reduces the threat of flood debris being snagged by the
center structural support. This option is more costly and the erection will be more involved. A
bridge configuration with three-point bearing (right, mid and left) will be less massive but will
require construction access to the middle of the channel for footing erection. Approximate
bridge costs, not including erection, are shown in the “Bridge Cost Table.”

Bridge guardrails will conform to the existing course bridge guardrail configuration. Guardralil
height will vary with clear span between 3 to 6 feet. Conveyance of the 100-year flood will be
uninhibited by all bridge options. A freeboard of two feet minimum between the 100-year flood
elevation and the bottom chord of the bridge truss will reduce the risk of debris being snagged.
Appurtances attached to bridges, such as irrigation waterlines, will be located on the underside
and attached with pipe clamps. The waterlines will be protected by a steel sleeve one pipe size
larger than the transmission pipe. See bridge figures 4 through 6 for more detail.

Access to construction site will be along an area that will later become part of new golf course
holes that cross the river. Parks would need to do clearing and access roads to put in this new
set of holes that cross the river so we can use an area that will eventually become golf course.
Staging of bridge materials would be on the right/south bank near the site, again in an area that
will become part of golf course fairway.

Transport of bridge sections from an unloading zone near Country Club Drive to the two
construction staging areas for each bridge will be provided by 40 foot flat bed trailers on a
temporary construction road or existing dirt roads. Brushing and grading of a 16 foot road
section may be necessary for access.

A pile driver will access either side of the river to 40 by 50 foot construction staging areas.
Lengths of 10 inch steel piles will be hammered to a depth of up to 25 feet. Piles will be spaced
at 5 feet, 3 piles for 10 foot widths and 5 piles for 20 foot widths. Steel plate one inch thick
welded to the pile cluster supports the bridge bolted connection.

After the pile foundation is complete, 20 ton cranes will be stationed on both sides of the river in
order to set and connect bridge sections.

Temporary erosion control fencing and an approved refueling station will be incorporated into
each staging area. Allow one week for each bridge installation.



The finished product will resemble the existing pedestrian bridges throughout the course.
Decking and railing materials are identical to the existing bridges at holes 6 and 7.

Launchable rip rap could be buried in the banks to limit channel migration and protect the piers,
but could be buried, vegetated and essentially invisible. Alternatively biotechnical methods
could stabilize the banks.

Bridge Cost Table

Bn(_jge Width Span Cost/Ea # of Units Total Cost

Options
1 10’ 100’ $103,000 4 $412,000
2 10 150’ $196,000 2 $392,000
3 10’ 200’ $390,000 2 $780,000
4 20’ 100’ $255,000 2 $510,000
5 20’ 150’ $458,000 1 $458,000
6 20’ 200’ $676,000 1 $676,000

The above prices do not include taxes, unloading, foundations and erection.

Alternative 4 (and on as needed basis under Alternative 1)

The hole 6 bridge is currently 45 feet long and the hole 7 bridge is 74 feet long (it was replaced
in mid 90’s). These bridges are undersized, and contribute to bed and bank instability. The
hole 6 bridge causes significant backwater upstream which in turn causes extensive erosion on
the downstream side (cross section 4-5M) while acting to stabilize the reach upstream of the
bridge. The hole 7 bridge cause a recirculation pattern upstream with large amounts of bank
erosion both upstream and downstream that have been temporarily stabilized. Parks would
remove both bridges and replace with one 100 to 140 foot span bridge in between the two holes
at approximate cross section 4-5L. This would require creating an insert floodplain with buried
rip rap and woody debris for lateral stabilization as that reach is transitional and naturally would
adjust bed and banks without engineered stabilization. It would also require a hard grade
control upstream of hole 6 bridge since that undersized bridge currently acts as a backwater
(Swanson Jan 2004 report) and grade control: removal of that bridge would result in head
cutting without grade control.

For Alternative 4 bridge widths, configuration and erection will be similar to the Alternative 2
scenario.

Removal of Old Bridges

For Alternatives 3 and 5, all of the bridges on the Upper Truckee would be removed. For
alternative 5 we would also remove the smaller bridges on Angora (holes 10 and 11) and the
golf course creeks.

Bridges with steel pile footings will require excavation of the piles down two feet below finish
grade and cutting of the 10 inch piles. A % inch steel plate will be welded to the newly cut end.
The quantity of material removed is minimal and all steel products will be recyclable.




Bridges with concrete footing will require jack hammering of the concrete to two feet below finish
grade. Exposed reinforcing steel will be cut flush with the concrete surface. Approximately 3
cubic yards of concrete debris will be generated at each footing removal.

Rip rap associated with the bridges would also be removed. Some of it may be re-utilized for
other aspects of the project. The bridge removal sites will be evaluated to determine if bio-
technical or grade stabilization is needed. Sites will be restored and re-vegetated.

Figures:

1.

Site map showing location of current bridges, proposed bridge under Alternative 2, and
proposed bridge replacement under Alternative 4.

Cross section at bridge sites Alternative 2
Cross section at bridge site Alternative 4
Typical bridge section

Typical bridge shipping

Typical bridge Footing
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APPENDIX E

Lake Tahoe Golf Course Economic Feasibility Analysis














































































































































































































































































































































































APPENDIX F

Water Quality Data Tables









APPENDIX G

Aguatic Resources Technical Memorandum








































































































































































APPENDIX H

Native American Contacts








































































APPENDIX |

Air Quality Modeling Data
























































































































APPENDIX J

Noise Modeling Data
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