UPPER TRUCKEE RIVER RECLAMATION PROJECT, UPPER REACH  

TAC MEETING
Minutes

September 25, 2003
Attendees:
Kim Melody, TRCD


Tim Oliver, TRCD

Holly Nattress, TRCD


Brain Wilkinson, CTC

Meredith Manning, USFS 

Jerry Dion, TRPA
Daniel Kikkert, El Dorado County
Russell Wigart
, CSLT
Kim Melody, TRCD


Shane Egeland, SH&G

Craig Oehrli, USFS


Mary Wagner, LRWQCB

Dave Roberts, LRWQCB

Mary Lou Mosbacher, STPUD/Self

Mitch Swanson, SH&G

Chuck Taylor, NRCS

Cyndie Walck, State Parks

Jim Howard, USFS

1.  Introduction 

At 10:15 a.m., the meeting was started. It was determined that all were acquainted, so introductions were skipped. This meeting was to serve as a Technical Advisory Committee for the preliminary analysis of restoration alternatives.
2.  Presentation

Mitch Swanson, Swanson Hydrology and Geomorphology, announced that the draft document for the Upper Truckee River Watershed Enhancement Plan, Upper Reach is due on October 15, 2003 to the Bureau of Reclamation.  He briefly discussed project goals and objectives and presented a Draft outline (previously emailed) for the document. Surveys and a Channel Stability Map have been completed, which identify incision as a dominant theme. Mitch discussed key channel features that verify what a stable channel looks like at various discharges. Mitch mentioned that he has already obtained information pertaining to the project area from other local agencies for compiling his report. For example, El Dorado County has developed an Existing Conditions Report and will work in the Christmas Valley area in two Phases, Phase I in 2005 and Phase II in 2006. Additionally, Caltrans has work in the area. They are slated to work on Hwy 50 in 2007 and Hwy 89 in 2008 to enhance/install curb and gutters and basins to improve Hwy drainage.
The project area contains a seven mile stretch of the river from Elks Club Bridge (Hwy 50) at the Lake Tahoe Golf Course up to the Bridge Tract at the end of Christmas Valley.  Mitch mentioned that the Upper Reach (comprised of 11 separate reaches) will present a greater challenge than the Middle Reach due to the complexity of the river itself and the multiple land ownerships in the Christmas Valley area. A historical analysis revealed the main river channel was straightened through the Golf Course reach to reclaim the area for grazing. A preliminary analysis of the Bridge Tract area determined that the upper watershed hits a flat gradient and spreads into an alluvial fan. However, it appears this reach has been channelized and changed from an area of deposition to an area that contributes sediment, and the bedload is then transported downstream.
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Beaver activity was also discussed, and admittedly there are issues that need to be addressed. In some cases, beavers help restore natural function, while in other instances they exacerbate problems such as vegetation removal. Sue Fox, wildlife consultant for this project, has been developing a population estimate and a habitat suitability map. Ideally, this would identify sink and source population areas for migrating beavers.   
Mr. Swanson said this document will contain a range of options for restoration projects on the river and will be the vehicle for agencies to plan funding and determine the preferred alternatives. Specifically, the alternatives include: 1) No Action (some recovery will happen on its own, though it may be long time), 2) Enhancement (variants), and 3) full restoration. Each reach has its own options. The variations within reaches can be tied through an integrated approach. When the draft document is completed for the Bureau of Reclamation, TRCD will announce the availability of the report for those who wish to participate in the comment process.  Mitch suggested that more workshops between all the agencies involved in the Upper Truckee River Restoration Projects should take place.

Note:  LRWQCB needs to be added to the credits for their $10,000 contribution.

3.  Comments/Questions
Dave Roberts, LRWQCB, asked if the preferred alternative is to restore the river to its original conditions. Mitch answered that because it would be impossible to restore the river to its original conditions, each reach within the project area will have several alternatives that will be analyzed to determine which would be the preferred alternative for that specific reach. Dave also inquired whether it is known where the Upper Truckee River is in the cycle of degradation. Mitch replied that it can be estimated through the bank stability survey. Dave asked whether there is an idea of the energy state in future equilibrium, and Mitch replied with an example of the Hole 6 project and the construction plan which is based on stable upstream reaches, but the problem is there are active head-cuts moving through the reach. Selective grade control could be an option here. There was a discussion about how selected projects in individual reaches could impact the rest of the reaches. Mitch explained that we would know the impact if projects are done between points of hydraulic control; the overall energy budget would be dissipated across a wider area. Energy patterns can be predicted after restoration by creating a hydraulic model.
Jerry Dion, TRPA, suggested that the Hwy 50 Bridge at Elks Club be addressed. He asked if there would be recommendations to alter the bridge. Mitch responded that it acts as a nice control and has a back-flowing effect, and therefore he would probably not recommend alterations to the bridge. Entrix, contracted through CTC, is working on the former Sunset Stables property and it is possible that they include it in their analysis as well. Jerry also requested that the document be an “enduring” plan that can be used in future projects. The problem is that the value of the alternatives in the future can not be predicted right now. Jerry suggested having some type of conceptual sign-off that could give the document a greater value by having a stronger level of approval; however, at this time it seems unlikely within the current timeframe. There was also some discussion as to the language in the document. If we cannot predict the value of ‘selected or preferred’ 
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alternatives for the future, maybe we should change the language to reflect the ‘opportunities and constraints’ that are present. 

Cyndie Walck, State Parks, asked if there is any flexibility in the January 31, 2004 date for the completion of the final document.  Tim Oliver, TRCD, stated that if there is still conflict about preferred alternatives, it might be possible to extend the deadline another month. At this time, we expect to push the date forward because of a new available 1-foot contour map (LIDAR) through TRPA. This information is deemed valuable, and therefore, we will be seeking an extension of the date for the draft and final reports. Currently, it is anticipated that the draft will be available early November, not October 15th as originally stated. 
Project prioritization and the variables for prioritization were also discussed. Mitch stated the ‘preferred alternative’ is a guideline trying to identify $$ figures, and that each alternative has $$ associated with it. He also stated that we as a team can predict the feasibility of projects, and that within and between agencies (through UTRFWG), prioritization would occur. Dave Roberts, LRWQCB, explained that from a TMDL perspective, load reduction values would be a useful parameter. Mitch recognized this, and although load reductions cannot be quantified, the magnitude can be described based on other projects (e.g. Trout Creek). Dave asked what it would take to do a cumulative effects analysis. Mitch explained one would need channel morphology and hydraulics, and from a phasing perspective, it is important. Dave stated there might be TMDL funds to support this type of analysis. It was stated that without a synthesized cumulative analysis, projects may be in jeopardy.ed, the magnitude can be described based on other projects.e. commend alteratio
The over-all concern seemed to address the issue of obtaining funding for the construction phase of both the middle and upper reaches of the river.  Since funding has been obtained for the design phase of the middle reach, and it seems likely that funding will be forthcoming for the construction in that reach, there is a concern on what the consequences of the condition in the upper reach will have on the completed work in the middle reach.   

4.  Round Robin/Set Next Meeting 
Because the meeting ran longer than anticipated, there was no Round Robin.  The next meeting was tentatively set for November 12, 2003.  The date, time, and location will be confirmed at a later date. 
