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M5. THOVASON: First thing | want to do is

make sure everyone can see ny screen for those that are
able to join the Wbex. The first itemis going to be
I ntroductions.

This nmeeting is regarding the Arlington
Street -- Arlington Avenue Bridges Repl acenent Project.
In a nmonment, we're going to go around, and I'Il try to do
It by agency just to kind of keep the Iine sonmewhat clear
so that we're not all trying to talk over each other. It
soneti nes happens.

One thing | want to nake sure that -- we
don't currently have an application on this. This is a
pre-application meeting. This is RTCtrying to get the
information they need to be able to nove forward in their
consi derati on.

This nmeeting is being transcribed by a court
reporter, so at any point before you nake any comments or
ask questions as we go, you are going to be asked to
identify your name so that the court reporter can
accurately transcri be the neeting.

So ny nane is Jennifer Thomason. 1'mthe
seni or project nanager here in the Reno office for the
Corps of Engineers Regulatory Division. So anyone el se
wth regulatory that's on the Iine, please introduce

yoursel f.
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M5. CARRR H there. Melissa, student

i ntern, under Jennifer

THE COURT REPORTER: Melissa, | didn't get
your | ast nane.

MS. CARR Melissa Carr.

MS. THOMASON: Ckay. We should al so have
U S. Arny Corps of Engineers 408 Section on the |ine.

MR LUKE: |[|'mBrian Luke, Section 408
Envi ronment al Conpl i ance Lead.

MS. WLLIAMS: |'mLori WIlians, the
engi neer for the Carson-Truckee Water Conservancy
District, who is the |ocal 408 sponsor on this section of
the river.

MR RUFFCORN: This is Oen Ruffcorn, 408
Sect i on bi ol ogi st.

THE COURT REPORTER: Oren, | didn't get your
| ast name. Could you spell it, please?

MR. RUFFCORN: Yeah. Ruffcorn: R UF-F,
l'i ke Frank, GO RN, |like the vegetable.

M5. THOMASON. Ckay. | also think U S. Fish
and Wldlife Service accepted.

MR STARCSTKA: This is Andy Starostka, US
Fish and Wldlife Service. Last nane:
ST-AROST-KA

MS. THOVASON: | think we al so have Federa
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H ghways on the |ine.

MR ABDALLA: Good norning. This is Bil
Abdal la, with the Federal H ghway Adm nistration. How
are you doi ng?

M5. THOVASON. Geat. Good to hear fromyou,
Bill.

MR ABDALLA: Nice to hear fromyou.

THE COURT REPORTER: Can | get your [ ast
name, please?

MR ABDALLA: Abdalla: A-B-D-A-L-L-A

M5. THOVASON: Bill, was there anyone el se

from Federal H ghways on the line or that you're

expecting?

MR ABDALLA: If nobody responds, there is
nobody.

MS. THOMASON: Ckay. Thank you. US EPA, are
you on the Iine? ay. Maybe she'll join us later. |

think that was all of the federal entities that |
remenber being on the invite.

So now I'Il nove to NVP. W do you have on
the |ine?

MR. DICKSON: This is Andrew Dickson, with
wat er/fish control, storm water

MR, LASSALINE: This is Peter Lassaline, with
NDEP Water Pollution Control Storm Water. That's:
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L-A-S-S A L-1-NE

MS. THOMASON: Anyone el se with NDEP? Ckay.
NDEP, are you on the line?

MR. YOUNG Good nmorning. Yeah. Chris
Young: Y-O U NG NDEP Environnental

MS. THOVASON: Thanks, Chris. 1Is there
anyone el se on the NDEP team expected? OCkay. |1'Ill| take
silence as a no. So then | have Gty of Reno.

M5. WONG There's anot her state agency, NDS
State Lands.

MS. THOVASON: Oh, State Lands is on. Geat.

M5. WONG So this is Lucy Wng fromthe
Nevada Division of State Land.

MS. THOMASON: Thanks, Lucy.

M5. WONG  Sure.

M5. THOMASON: Gty of Reno?

MS. KOSKI: Yes. This is Kerrie:
K-EER-RI-E. The last nane is: K-OSK-1. And I'mthe
Assistant Director of Public Wrks Gty Engineer.

MS. SCHRCEDER: This is Jainme Schroeder

Go ahead, d audi a.

MS. HANSON: This is O audia Hanson. Hanson
Is: HANSON I'mwth the Hstorical Resource
Commi ssion and the City Manager's Ofice.

MS. SCHRCEDER: Jai nme Schroeder, Director of
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1 Parks and Recreation. J-A-I-ME SCHROE-DER

2 MS. THOVASON: Anyone else? City of Reno?

3 (kay. Anyone from Washoe County on? Ckay.

4 Do | have any tribal nenbers? Pyram d Lake

5 Paiute Tribe?

6 Reno- Spar ks I ndi an Col ony? Anyone on vi ew?

7 What about Washoe Tribe? Anyone on for you?

8 Ckay. Al right.

9 RTC? Who is on for you?

10 MS. TORTELLI: So this is Judy Tortelli, RTC

11 project manager. And | have here with ne Ken G een,

12  project manager from Jacobs, and Brian Boyd, natural

13 resource specialist for Jacobs.

14 M5. THOMASON. | heard a few beeps while we

15 were doing introductions, so anyone who has not been

16 identified yet, please identify yourself.

17 M5. HOUSTON: Yes. Kelly Houston, with

18 Jacobs.

19 MS. JONES: This is Theresa Jones, for the

20 City of Reno, program nmanager.

21 M5. THOVASON. Theresa, can you tell us your

22 title again?

23 All right. D d we just have soneone el se

24 join? Theresa, can you repeat your programtitle?

25 M5. JONES: Sure. | apologize for that.
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Fl ood and drai nage program nmanager and bridge nai ntenance

progr am manager .

MS. THOMASON: Thank you. | think Pyramd
Lake Paiute Tribe, do you have sonmeone on the |ine now?
| see a nane on the list, but nmaybe she doesn't have
audi o yet. Ckay.

So I'I'l start by letting RTC know that we've
assi gned Project Nunmber 2020-00533 to this action, so any
future correspondence should include that nunber on it.
And so now we'll do another introduction towards the end
to make sure we captured everyone.

|'mgoing to turn it over to Judy to tell us
why we're all here.

MS. TORTELLI: Thank you, Jennifer. Can you
hear ne okay?

MS. THOVASON: | can. Yeah.

MS. TORTELLI: W can have the agenda up

there, but we can go ahead and start the presentation,

and I'Il start fromthere.
So wel cone, everybody. As | said, |'m Judy
Tortelli, project manager for the RTC, and |'m here today

to talk about the permtting and regul atory requirenents
for the Arlington Avenue Bridges Project.
W will today here, we will run through a

brief presentation, and then | want to kind of open it up
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1 to a group discussion. | would like to ask that evef?gﬁeS
2 kind of hold your questions as we go through the

3 presentation and maybe just nake note of them and then
4 we can tal k about those during the discussion portion

5 Just sothat it's alittle bit easier to get through the
6 presentation itself.

7 So the purpose of today's nmeeting is to give
8 you an overview of what we've done, tell you about the

9 permtting and regulatory requirenents the team has

10 defined and get your input.

11 We're | ooking specifically for feedback on
12 what we've defined, so is there sonething we've m ssed?
13 Are our anticipated tinmeframes correct? W also need

14  help in determ ning which of the various alternatives my
15 be nore challenging froma pernmtting regulatory

16  perspective.

17 So, as stakehol der working group one, which
18 was held back in February, we di scussed engineering,

19 design and environmental constraints associated with the
20 project. Since then, we have determ ned that FHWA wi | |
21 be the | ead agency for the NEPA process, and RTC has
22 identified federal funding for that phase in Fiscal Year
23 2021, | believe.
24 The team here has tailored the permtting
25 regulatory requirenents di scussed as stakehol der worki ng
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1 group one to indicate FHM as the | ead agency. So this
2 is our first technical advisory conmttee neeting. W

3 wll be holding two TAC neetings for this. W wll be

4  holding TAC neeting two in a couple of nonths, and that

5 TAC neeting wll focus on bridge concepts, bridge and

6 roadway el ements. Fromthere, we will have a second and
7 third stakehol der working group neeting to discuss bridge
8 and aesthetic concepts.

9 You can go ahead and fast -- thank you,

10 Jennifer. So here's our agenda. It was kind of up on
11 the screen before. | want to kind of touch on project

12  scope, process, purpose and need schedul e and background.
13 This is not new material. These are all itens that we
14  have presented to the public at our first public

15 informational neeting, and again, at our first

16  stakehol der working group neeting. | just don't want to
17 lose sight of the project scope and purpose and need.

18 Fromthere, we're going to dive into the

19 permtting, the details of the permtting and regul atory
20 requirenents that we've cone up with as a team W'l|
21 look at a summary of requirenents and then have sone
22  di scussion.
23 So our next slide just lists the TAC nenbers
24 that are here today. For the nost part, we kind of went
25 through introductions. It looks like fromthis list, you
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know, we don't have Reno- Sparks | ndian Col ony

participation or Pyram d Lake Paiute Tribe, and | don't
bel i eve we have anybody on the line fromthe state
hi storic preservation office.

So this group of TAC nenbers was defined by
the team and vetted through both RTC and City of Reno.

So this is our group of TAC nenbers associated with
permtting and regul atory requirenents.

MS. THOMASON:  Judy, before we nove on, this
is Jennifer with the Corps. | just want to do one nore
call for the tribal nmenbers. |Is there anyone on the |ine
fromPyram d Lake Paiute Tribe?

I's there anyone on the line from Reno- Sparks?
Ckay.

MS. TORTELLI: Al right. Thank you,

Jenni fer.

So project scope. The scope of this project
is to conplete a feasibility study to define bridge
options, identify constraints and determ ne costs. At
the end, we will have a bridge and aesthetic package
identified to carry forward into environnental clearance
and desi gn.

Decisions will be docunented using a process
cal l ed planning and environnental |inkages, also known as

P-E-L: PEL. Followng this process will help inform
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deci si on nmaking, engage the public and stakehol ders and

w |l streamine future needs and processes.

So our project process is nodeled after the
Virginia Street Bridge process and includes receiving
public stakehol der and technical input. Alternatives
w || be evaluated based on ability to nmeet project
purpose and need, ability to avoid and m nimze inpacts
to the natural and built environnent, construction
feasibility and cost, and input fromthe stakehol der
wor ki ng group, Gty of Reno Council and the public.

At our public kickoff neeting, which was held
in Decenmber of 2019, we got great feedback. Qur first
st akehol der wor ki ng group neeting was successful in
defining constraints and criteria associated with the
proj ect.

W will be holding one additional TAC neeting
and two additional stakehol der working group neetings.
And then fromthere, we will be presenting information
gathered to get input one nore tinme at a public neeting,
which we're anticipating in early 2021

So the Arlington Avenue Bridges were built in
the 1930s. They are categorized as structurally
deficient by NDEP, and it's time for us to start
repl acing them

So as you can see up there on the screen, the
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proj ect purpose and need is to address structurally

deficient bridges. W want to provide safe and ADA
conpliant multinodal inprovenents. W need to address
hydraul i ¢ capacity needs and respond to regi onal and
conmuni ty pl ans.

So schedule. This is kind of our overall
schedul e. Things have noved out several nonths just with
the inpacts of COVID-19 stuff, which | think we're al
feeling, but you can see that first star there, we did
have our public kickoff neeting towards the end of 20109.

Ri ght now, we're working to identify and
anal yze bridge and aesthetic concepts. W' re planning
anot her public nmeeting at the beginning of next year, and
we plan to conplete this feasibility study sonetine early
next year, and then we'll kick off the NEPA process.

Up on the bar graph there, the NEPA process
| ooks like it's going to be starting in 2021, but we
won't actually start the NEPA process until the
feasibility study is conplete. They are kind of separate
phases of the project, and they will be separate
contracts. So we've kind of got our design permtting
there, and we are anticipating building these bridges in
2026.

So fromthere, I'"'mgoing to go ahead and hand

it off to Ken. He's going to dive into the permtting
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and regul atory requirenents, some of the details that

we've come up with as a team

MR. GREEN. Thank you, Judy. Good norning,
everybody. M nanme is Ken Geen. |'ma PMw th Jacobs
Engi neering, supporting Judy on the project.

Thi s next handful of slides kind of
summarizes the permtting and regul atory requirenents
that we' ve devel oped for the project based on information
recei ved during the Decenber '19 public neeting as well
as the February 2020 stakehol der working group one
nmeeting, and the intent is to just kind of reiterate the
summary of information that we've cone up with on the
permtting and regul atory side of the shop, what those
requi rements | ook |like, and then we'd really like to have
an engaged di scussion at the end of the presentation with
regard to what we're presenting and whether or not -- as
Judy indicated before -- we've m ssed sonething or our
tinelines are a little off, and/or nmaybe there's
sonmething that we don't need. And that's specific to
this first itemhere on this page, the special use
permt.

And | think during stakehol der working group
one, there was sone di scussion about whether or not the
SUP application was going to be required for this project

or not, so we'd like to be able to question that to the
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extent we can during the neeting.

So this slide presents kind of the first
group of permts that we think are going to be required,
and it starts off with the SUP, the 408 permt, which is
a permt required to if we're going to alter Corps of
Engi neers Givil Works' project. Well, our takeaway was
fromSGL is that this permt nust precede the 404 Permt,
and the Corp is going to coordinate with the Conservatee
District, State Land, as well as Corps of Engineers Civil
or ks.

The overall tineline is about 18 nont hs,
which is pretty consistent with, | think, the 404
permtting, application, review and approval process.

And then the 408 is going to require sonme flood risk
nodel i ng.

| wanted to nake sure that we continue to
capture, in these presentations for everybody's
information and noving forward is in the event that it
changes, for whatever reason, the hundred-year flood
el evation, which is -- as we indicate here at the bottom
of this slide 45 -- two feet above sea level plus two
feet of freeboard.

Next slide? So 404 Permt also required
regul ates dredge and fill waters in the U S.,

jurisdictional delineation of wetlands and waters to the

Litigation Services | 800-330-1112
www. | i tigationservices.com



http://www.litigationservices.com

TAC MEETI NG - 07/15/2020

1 US., includes consultation with the tribes as mellpgge +
2 fish and wildlife for Section 7 and Section 106. And as
3 | indicated, based on the information we've got in our

4  experience, it's about an 18-nonth review permtting

5 tinmeline for that permt application.

6 W' ve al so got the 401 Water Quality

7 Certification through NDEP, but based on ny

8 understanding, that's going to be part of the 404 Permt
9 as well, regulates water quality during construction.

10 Next slide? Thank you. Construction storm
11 water permt. Thisis a permt that's required during

12 construction. That will be required.

13 Not so much -- it's sonething that we need
14 to consider as part of the pre-application process,

15 nmaking sure that the contractor understands what their

16 permtting requirements are going to be once they hit the
17 ground. And then we've also got the state |and

18 encroachnent permt, which is required to use state-owned
19 lands below the ordinary high watermark. That was ki nd
20 of a summary of the permtting requirenents.

21 The regul atory requirenents, this is the next
22  kind of summary of information that we think we're going
23 to need to obtain. So we've got to determ ne the

24  ordinary high watermark, analyze current flood nodel

25 conditions. And based on stakehol der working group one
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www. | i tigationservices.com



http://www.litigationservices.com

TAC MEETI NG - 07/15/2020

© 00 N o o b~ O w N Pk

N N RN N NN R R R R R R R R R e
g A W N B O © 00 ~N o 0o » W N Bk, O

. _ . ~ Page 16
and previ ous conversations with TRFMA, they're going to

support the RTC in that endeavor.

As | indicated before, the hundred-year water
surface elevation is currently defined at 4,502 feet
AVSL. And then the TRFMA nodeling is going to guide or
assist with the alternatives design. Consultations with
fish and wildlife will be required. Section 7 requires a
BA to docunent natural resources inpacts and mtigation.

And again, the intent here is to nake sure
that we've got things pretty accurately sunmarized here,
and if not, what changes do we need to make so that we're
all on the sane page going forward as we concl ude the
feasibility study process.

We've got a clear direction and path on
permtting requirements and the regulatory requirenents
for the project going forward once we get into design,
NEPA conpliance and design. The BA is prepared to submt
it as part of the 404 Permt application.

And then consultations with the State SHPQ
requi red per Section 106 to docunent inpacts as well as
the mtigation requirenents for both direct and indirect
effects to historic and/or prehistoric properties.

Corps of Engineers' consultation with SHPO
and traditional cultural property considerations for the

Truckee River. This was a topic of conversation during
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st akehol der working group neeting one. W want to nake

sure that we consider that going forward, keep that in
mnd, and after that, into the schedul e going forward.

U.S. DOT Section 4(f), we're hanging on to
this as well because we're still evaluating the
alternatives, and what this does is it prohibits the
taking or using of publicly-owned parks, recreation
areas, unless no feasible or prudent alternative exists.

Next slide? W did talk about Section 6(f)
during the stakehol der working group one, and it was
determned to be not applicable. W hung on to it here
for TAC one just to nake sure everybody sees that.

It's probably going to fall off the table
going forward since it's not applicable, but what was
concl uded was that publicly-owned parks, recreation areas
and ot her outdoor recreation resources do not qualify for
| and and water conservation fund funding. D d not.

And then lastly, we've got the Storm Water
Pol lution Prevention Plan. And this will be sonething
that's required fromthe construction contractor to
denonstrate conpliance wth water quality nonitoring
during construction, and it's through the Corps of
Engi neers and NDEP

So for those on the call who attended

st akehol der wor ki ng group one and/ or were present during
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t he Decenber 19, 2019 public neeting, these next two

slides, three sides -- I'msorry -- sunmarize the
alternative-specific concepts, with that one to the | ower
| eft show ng a clear span. These really focus on the
north bridge. The south bridge, much narrower; simlar
or nearly identical construction process bridge type for
that southernnost bridge. So we're really focusing in on
the wider north bridge here in regards to these concepts.

So that lower left is a clear span concept.
Clear span is that north channel. Single pier concept
puts single pier versus current two piers that are in the
channel back into the channel as part of the new bridge
structure.

Ti ed-arch concept clear spans the channel but
constructs the tied-arch, and then the underdeck arch
concept also clears spans to channel with the underdeck
arch.

And then this last one is the elevated bridge
concept, so that gets the entire structure up and above
t he channel and encunbers a |large portion of Wngfield
Park, effectively taking it out of the open space
avai | abl e arena.

So this is a sunmary of the alternatives
relative to the permtting and regul atory requirenents

that we just went through. This is new information that
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captures in a single location what our perception is of

permtting and regulatory requirenents and alternatives.
And what we've concluded is that they're nearly identica
for each of the alternatives save just a couple of
exceptions, and the asterisk denotes those exceptions.

For the single-pier concept -- that's the new
structure north bridge -- the old structure has two piers
in the channel. Those piers would have to cone out.
Compl i ance requirenents would be specified in the 404
Permt.

The new bridge, the single-pier structure, we
woul d have to reconstruct or construct a pier back into
that channel, and so that constitutes at |east sone |evel
of additional requirenents that would be Ievied on the
proj ect during construction, in other words, to
permtting under the 404.

The other two alternatives that we' ve got
that show an asterisk -- both related to the 404
Permt -- are the tied-arch, that's alternative four, and
the el evated concept. That's alternative five.

And those relate to -- again, based on the
work that we've done, relate to view shed effects, right,
indirect APE effects just because of the el evation of
those structures and their potential inpact to nearby

historic properties. But beyond that, we didn't identify
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1 or docunment any distinct or specific requirenents that

2 would be levied on one concept alternative versus anot her

3 for each one of those five alternatives that we're

4  |ooking at.

5 MS. TORTELLI: So | guess with that, | nean,

6 let's go ahead and | eave up that slide there, Jennifer,

7 you know, because | think 1'd Iike to base our discussion

8 around this slide.

9 But 1'd like to start with just seeing if

10 anybody has any questions on the naterial that we've

11 presented or comments on stuff that we may have m ssed or

12 don't have included.

13 MR DI XON: Yeah. This is Andrew Di xon, with

14 NDEP. | think a permtting requirenment that you may have

15 mssed is a working waters pernmit fromthe State. So

16 water pollution control does do those permts as well.

17 They're generally a tenporary permt for six nonths.

18 Some of that program could be changing with kind of

19 updating for us, but a permt would still be needed.

20 So | think maybe just including that with the

21 stormwater permt if you plan on doing -- having any

22  equipnment within the water or diverting flow or anything

23 like that.

24 MR GREEN. Sounds good. Thanks, Andrew.

25 MR ABDALLA: This is Bill. Can you hear me?
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1 MS. TORTELLI: Yes, Bill, we can hear ygﬁge -

2 MR ABDULLA: Okay. M first question is:

3 Is there federal aid noney in this project, meaning

4 comng fromfederal highway?

5 MS. TORTELLI: Yes. | nean, right now, we're

6 doing -- so let me be specific. Right now, we're doing

7 this feasibility study. This particular project is

8 funded with RTC fuel tax.

9 At the close of this feasibility study, we
10 intend to kickoff the NEPA process. And we at RTC have
11 identified right now, | think, like two and a half
12 mllion dollars of federal STBG noney for that as to be
13 included as part of that process. So does that answer
14  your question?

15 MR ABDULLA: Yes. Yes, | just want to know
16 if we should get involved or not.

17 MS. TORTELLI: Absolutely.

18 MR ABDULLA: M other questionis: |Is this
19 a historic bridge?

20 MR CGREEN. No. NDEP -- there's a report out
21 there. NDEP concluded that the bridge was not historic.
22 W can capture that in the notes, | think, going forward.
23 MS. TORTELLI: Yeah. The bridge itself is
24 not historic, right? But there are historic properties
25 around the bridge.
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A VO CE: Correct.

MS. TORTELLI: Right.

MR. ABDULLA: So that neans we don't have
4(f) with the bridge, which is good.

My other thing is related to the 404 Permt.
Are we going -- when we tal k about 404 Permt, are we
tal ki ng about a nationwi de permt or are we talking about
an individual 404 Permt?

MS. THOVASON: This is Jennifer with the
Corps, the 404 program That decision -- there's not
been a deci sion because we don't yet know what the inpact
| evel for the project is going to be, so we wouldn't be
able to assess the appropriate type of permt for the
city eval uated ot her.

(Cell phone ringing.)

MR ABDULLA: \Woa. Sorry.

MS. THOVASON: W don't have an idea of what
type of permt this project would be eval uated under
because we don't know what the inpacts for or the
ordinary high water marks is at this tine.

MR ABDULLA: Geat. Thank you.

M5. THOVASON:  Yep.

MR. ABDULLA: That's all that | have for now.

M5. THOVASON: So this is Jennifer again.

And one of the things that | want to be clear about on
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the way the 404 and the 408 Permts kind of work together

is that while |I cannot nake any 404 decision wthout the
408 permission, if one is needed, we do have concurrent
and try to run concurrent reviews as far as for Section 7
and Section 106. But in this case, the federal highway
is the lead on that, on those aspects. That could change
that permtting tinmeline to the 404 side.

MS. TORTELLI: And why is that? Because they
approach it differently, Jennifer, or and maybe they
don't run concurrently?

M5. THOVASON. So the inpact is that if
federal highways is the | ead agency, whenever you --
whenever the application to the 404 comes in, presunably,
your Section 7 is being handled through federal highways.
They' ve al ready done that through the NEPA. They' ve
al ready done those consultations with U S. Fish and
Wldlife Service, or in the case of Section 106, with the
state historic preservation office.

And so when federal highways is the |ead, so
| ong as they have that -- that consultation has included
the Corp's area of interest, we can adopt those
consul tations and not have to re-do those. But we need
to make sure that when federal highways is doing those
consultations that the Corps' area of interest, both for

404 and 408, are included. And then we can adopt those
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1 things so that we don't have nultiple consultations going
2 out .
3 So if you give me a 404 Application where
4 Section 7 is conpleted and Section 106 with the State
5 Hstoric Preservation Ofice is conpleted, | can adopt
6 those consul tations.
7 Now, for the Corps for the 404 part, we still
8 have to do our own tribal consultations, and 408 and |
9 would try to work together to do those so that we're
10 still only presenting one consultation for the tribes and
11  not confusing and not doing nmultiple consultations for
12 our areas.
13 MS. TORTELLI: Ckay.
14 M5. THOVASON: However, if you decide to
15 clear span and you're able to take out the piers w thout
16 getting below the ordinary high water marks, you woul dn't
17 even need a permt for 404, and you'd just have to do a
18 408. Not that I'mlooking for an easy out, but, you
19 know, that's for your consideration.
20 M5. WLLIAMS: So this is Lori WIIians.
21 MS. THOVASON: Go ahead, Lori.
22 M5. WLLIAMS: So while you're on the topic
23 of 408 Permts, it says here that the Arny Corps w |
24  coordinate with the Carson-Truckee and State Lands and
25 USA, the civil.

Litigation Services | 800-330-1112

www. | i tigationservices.com



http://www.litigationservices.com

TAC MEETI NG - 07/15/2020

© 00 N o o b~ O w N Pk

N N RN N NN R R R R R R R R R e
g A W N B O © 00 ~N o 0o » W N Bk, O

. . _ Page 25
And just to be clear, your application for

the 408 Permit has to go through the | ocal sponsor, which
Is the Carson-Truckee Water Conservancy District. And
then we work with the flood branch in Sacramento to get
the authorization to issue this permt. And as Jennifer
said, hopefully, she and Brian Luke teamat the flood
branch will coordinate their tribal consultations, and
federal hi ghways, NEPA, Section 7 and 106 can al so

i ncl ude those aspects, and then all of it can be done at
once.

| also want to clarify in this presentation,
it says that flood risk nodeling is required, and that
certainly is one aspect. And if you're going to get
noney fromlike the flood project, you need to have this
two-foot freeboard. That is nuch |ess of a concern for
the Carson-Truckee when we | ook at it than when the Arny
Corps Fl ood Hydraulics Team | ooks at the hydraulic
nodel i ng for your project.

W will specifically and they will be | ooking
at things like changes in water surface elevation. Their
standard is a tenth of a foot, so you want to |ike reduce
the water elevation, which this project probably wil,
but we also need to |ook at |ike scour and velocities and
I ssues like that that may be created by the project and

by the renoval of the pier
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But just got to put a plug in for this

because the Virginia Street Bridge -- while a beautifu
bridge -- does not allow access to the river fromthe
bridge. And so one of the issues for the district is
It's our responsibility to maintain the flood channel,
and we need access to the river and we need access to the
river for renoval of debris that gets stuck in the river.

And particularly in this area where the kayak
part builds up sedinent, the city mght be interested
because we will hound themnercilessly to renove
sediments. This project may want to ook at how to
i ncor porate sone access for equi pnent for sedi ment
renoval .

And then on a later slide, you tal k about
using the TRI SVMA nodel. And we originally got our node
updated fromthe TRI SMA nodel, but we recently identified
that the nodel in this area that TRI SMA had gi ven us had
t he kayak park design but not the kayak park as built.
And so we have updated our flow nodel, and if TRI SMA
wants to update their flow nodel. But when we | ook at
that flow nodel, we're going to be |ooking to make sure
that the nodel that you' re using has the updated as-built
kayak park in it.

Qur analysis has shown that it did nmake sone

difference in the flood waters and el evati ons having the

Litigation Services | 800-330-1112
www. | i tigationservices.com



http://www.litigationservices.com

TAC MEETI NG - 07/15/2020

1 real channel versus the design channel, | guess |-|Fa§§y?7
2 W do have that nodel available, and we've given it to

3 Jacob. So the nodeling engineer at Jacob has a copy of
4  our nodel.

5 And again, we're going to be nost interested
6 in looking at that nodel froma perspective of water

7 velocity, scour, water surface elevation increases, and
8 we are specifically looking at a flowrate at 14,000 CFS
9 where the bigger picture is really the hundred-year

10 fl ood.

11 So you'll need to | ook at both of those

12 specifically, and your application for the 408 Permt

13 should be targeted only really at the 14,000 CFS fl ood
14 level flow level, which is different than the

15 hundred-year flow | evel.

16 So those are some coments that | want to put
17 in upfront so that we don't get confused about what nodel
18 to use when and what our expectations will be.

19 And then one final thing. A couple of years
20 ago, the Corps of Engineers flood group ran out of 408
21 permtting permt review noney. It looks like they're
22 going to run out of that noney again this year.
23 And so as you approach an application for
24 this 408 Permt, you may want to consider whether or not
25 you are willing to fund your own 408 Permt review
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t hrough the Arny Corps Flood Branch. They have a couple

of mechanisns to do that. And that nmay becone necessary
if they run out of noney in the mddle of your project.
QG herwise, they'll put it on the shelf until they get
refunded. So just sonmething to keep in mnd. | know
it's down the road several years, but it seenms to be a
recurring issue at the Corps of Engineers Flood Branch.

M5. KOSKI: Lori, thank you very nmuch. This
is Kerrie at the City of Reno. | really appreciate that,
all of the information that you just went through because
those are the high points that | recall we went through
kind of late in the Virginia Street Bridge process. So
some of them obviously, we did not go through.

| just thought that perhaps, Judy, if you
coul d maybe make a notation on all of those requirenents
that we just went through. And nmy question is: On the
freeboard -- | just want to nmake sure that | understood
you correctly -- that the Carson-Truckee Conservancy is
not concerned as nmuch with the two-foot freeboard as you
are all of the other things that you just described. 1Is
that kind of a sunmary, Lori?

MS. WLLIAMS: Well, that's correct, Kerrie.
And the reason for that is the two-foot freeboard is
really like for Arnmy Corps Flood funding, and for |ike

the flood project funding, and that's based on the
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hundr ed-f oot or the hundred-year fl ood.

And our jurisdiction for the 408 Permt and
thus the flood branch's jurisdiction for the 408 Permt
Is at 14,000 CFS. And I'mgoing to submt to you that
t he hundred-year flood is probably nore |ike 18-to-20, 000
CFS.

M5. KOSKI: Correct.

M5. WLLIAVS: So designing your bridge to
that level only can help the 14,000, really.

MS. KOSKI: Correct.

MS. WLLIAMS: But that won't be a criteria
that we |ook at at all.

MS. KOSKI: | would agree that | don't
believe that we will be getting any funding fromthe
| ocal flood agency. | don't see that unless Judy and
your team know sonething different. | don't see that
being on their radar at this point, so --

MS. WLLIAMS: The reason that matters is
because what the decision was on the Virginia Street
Bridge is to go for one foot of freeboard against the
Hundr ed- Year Fl ood Project or the hundred-year flood
rather than a two-foot freeboard because that project was
not going to get noney.

M5. KOSKI: Correct.

M5. WLLIAMS: So the project team probably
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1 should keep that in mnd, that if you're not going to use
2 that funding, then it gives you, I'll say, sone other

3 options, nmaybe.

4 MS. KOSKI: Yes. Yep. Noted. Yes. Very

5 good description. Thank you.

6 MS. WLLIAMS: That's all | have unless

7  somebody has questions.

8 MR LUKE: This is Brian Luke from Corps 408.
9 So thank you, Lori, for that terrific information there.
10 And so just two points I'd like to make is
11 that the Corps, Jennifer, and I, will want to designate
12 federal highway as the | ead federal agency with a formnal
13 letter, so as soon as that would be appropriate, the

14  Corps would want to send a letter to federal highways

15 designating them|ead, and then we would be covered under
16 their consultations.

17 The other point is that what Lori nentioned
18 on our 408 funding, it is true. W are currently pretty
19  nuch out of noney on a national level until the first of
20 Cctober when our new fiscal year starts and we get our
21  new appropriations.
22 Moving forward, | know you're a ways away,
23 but we do -- as you nove through this thing -- you can
24 get an 1156 agreenent. That's one. W also have 214
25 agreenents wth agencies, but we can -- and we've done it
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1 wth other applicants -- to get 1156 funding agreengﬁ?eiﬁl
2 place for the project but not funded. So that can help
3 intines like this in the summrer.

4 W have a couple of projects. They have 1156
5 agreenent in place, and now that we've run out of

6 funding, that agreenent's already done and so nowit's a
7 nuch shorter process to actually fund it when they need
8 it.

9 So sonething to just keep in mnd noving

10 forward. Hopefully, hopefully, Congress will start

11  funding us what we need on a national |evel the 408

12 program but currently, that is an issue.

13 And there is information on our Section 408
14  website on the Sacranmento District that tal ks about

15 funding agreenents, also tal ks about categori cal

16 permssions that this bridge could potentially fal

17  under, which nmakes ny environnental reviewa little

18 easier and quicker.

19 But we still have, you know, so Jennifer and
20 | wll work concurrently on all of the environnental
21 reviews required for both our permtting actions. The
22 one additional review process that the 408 has that Lori
23 was nentioning was hydraulic and levy safety review, if
24  there are levies involved. So that's a little 408 tidbit
25 in a nutshell.
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1 M5. WLLIAMS: | mght also add one of 5%8? >

2 RTC projects is trying -- is getting into an 1156

3 agreenent right now for the half associated with the NDEP

4  Spaghetti Bow Bridge. And the reason for that is

5 because otherw se, funding wll shut down for that

6 project. So RTC wll have sone prior experience with the

7  funding agreenent.

8 MS. TORTELLI: | appreciate you letting ne

9 knowthat. | didn't even realize that that was --

10 M5. WLLIAMS: | think --

11 MS. TORTELLI: -- doing -- that's why it's

12 going to start noving along again, | would guess.

13 MS. WLLIAMS: | think Jeffery Al brecht has

14  been negotiating that.

15 MS. TORTELLI: Yeah. Thank you.

16 MS. THOVASON: This is Jennifer, with the

17 Corps. |I'mgoing to remnd everyone to identify yourself

18 when you begin speaking for the court reporter to be able

19 to record the comments. And that was Lori WIIlians that

20 was advising on the current RTC agreenent worKk.

21 MR ABDALLA: Jennifer, this is Bill with

22  Federal H ghway Admi nistration. \Wo would be applicant

23 for the 408 Permt?

24 MS. THOVASON: | believe that woul d be RTC,

25 but Lori or Brian can junp in there to help out. | don't
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1 know how that works as far as even the federal highways

2 is designated the |ead federal agency for both 404 and

3 408. | think the applicant would still remain RTC

4 M5. WLLIAVS: Yeah. The applicant woul d be

5 RICinnmnm mndon this one. | nean, it could be the City

6 of Reno, but it nakes nore sense in this case to be an

7 RTC application. That was Lori WIlianms, by the way.

8 MR ABDULLA: And this is Bill again. The

9 Corps will issue any permit with a 408 or 404 whet her

10 before we start the NEPA docunents or do we have to wait

11 for the NEPA docunents? |'mjust wondering.

12 MS. WLLIAMS: That would be part of the NEPA

13  docunment and the NEPA process. W're not anticipating

14  submtting anything prior to. R ght?

15 MR BOYD: Right. W would do sone of the

16 investigation that supports the permt. That information

17 can also go into the NEPA docunent and ask (beeping) the

18  NEPA docunent prior to when our construction is

19 approxi mately maybe 30 percent, 30 to 60, and then that's

20  when we'd submt the permt.

21 M5. THOVASON. On the talk of the NEPA part,

22 | guess what -- | don't know if Andy Starostka, U S. Fish

23 and WIldlife, are you still on the Iine? GCkay. It |ooks

24  like he dropped off. | was going to try to find out if

25 he had any, |ike based on your alternatives, if there was
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anyt hi ng he wanted to add.

Donna, are you on fromthe Pyram d Lakes
Pai ute Tribe?

MS. NCEL: Yes, |'mon.

MS. THOMASON: There she is. | kept seeing
your nane, but | couldn't hear you earlier. So Donna is
-- Donna, can you identify who you are with the tri be,

pl ease? Can you hear ne, Donna?

MS. NOEL: |1'm being unmuted. Can you hear
me now?

M5. THOVASON. Yeah. There you are. There
you are.

MS. NCEL: | keep getting nmuted or unmnut ed.
| don't know. So ny nane is Donna Marie Noel. |'mthe

natural resources director for the Pyram d Lake Pai ute
Tri be.

M5. THOVASON:. Thank you, Donna. And so do
you have any inmedi ate concerns or coments on the
information that's been presented?

M5. NOCEL: No. | think it |ooks pretty
t horough, and I'm 1l ooking forward to review ng a bunch of
docunents.

MS. THOVASON: Thank you. Trying to see if
there's any of the other resource agencies. D d anyone

fromU S. EPA join? No? Ckay.
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So, Judy, with Donna being the only one on

line as far as the other |ike consultation resources and
for your NEPA process, | don't think -- | think 408 has
clarified everything else that | wanted to nmake sure that
we got straight on those needs. And | don't think anyone
I's on from NDEP 41

The 41 certification is an NDEP -- it's a
separate application. Birgit Wdegren is the current
supervisor for that section, and she's the one who is
assigning those. That application would be submtted to
her concurrently with your 404 Permt. So while it kind
of happens at the same tinme, it's not something that we,
through the 404, actually do. It is a separate
application that you' d need to submt to NDEP

MR, LUKE: This is Brian Luke for NDEP.

MS. THOVASON: | heard Brian Luke. Go ahead.

MR LUKE: It's Brian Luke, for Corps 408.

So on the NEPA question, if the Corps is
going to adopt federal highways' NEPA docunent, if it's
going to be an EA, for exanple, or an EIS and we were to
adopt it, then obviously the NEPA would have to be --
their NEPA woul d have to be conplete for us to issue the
408 Permt.

If the project fits under one of our

categorical perm ssions or we can conplete our NEPA with
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1 a categorical exclusion, then we would do our NEPA rage b
2 independently, but we would still use their consultation
3 docunents under Section 7 and 106.

4 MS. TORTELLI: So based on the silence, |I'm
5 going to ask a question really quick because we started
6 the presentation off with the City of Reno Special Use

7 Permt.

8 And as Ken alluded to, when we had our

9 initial stakeholder works group neeting -- and just as
10 the design team have |l ooked at it -- we don't really fee
11 like that's sonething that's going to be required for

12 this project. | would like to take that off the |ist

13 unl ess soneone is seeing sonething different. GCkay.

14 M5. KOSKI: This is Kerrie, with the Gty of
15 Reno, and | believe -- Claudia, correct ne if |I'm

16 incorrectly speaking here -- but | believe that we

17 determ ned that special use permt is not needed for a
18 bridge replacenent in this area. Does that ring a bell?
19 MS. SCHRCEDER: Yes, it does. Sorry. | had
20 to get to unnmute. Yes. | agree.

21 M5. KCSKI: So, Judy, you're absolutely

22 correct. W can take -- we would support taking that off
23  the list.

24 MS. TORTELLI: Okay. I'mgoing to go ahead
25 and take that off of the list. And then I know Jennifer
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1 had tal ked about the -- so I'mlooking at the alterﬁg?$v27
2 specific requirements, right? W have alternative two,

3 andit's a clear span. She nentioned if it's a clear

4 span, we don't need the 404.

5 MR BOYD: Well, we've got two piers, then

6 the river,

7 MS. TORTELLI: So that's where the 404 is

8 comng in because we have to take those out?

9 MR BOYD: This is Brian Boyd. |If you're

10 going to be doing work below the ordinary high to get

11 those piers out, we would need one of four types of the
12 404 Permt. | think that's what she was sayi ng.

13 MS. TORTELLI: Okay.

14 M5. THOVASON. Right. So if you needed to

15 renove those piers, if you needed tenporary access SO you
16 had to build, you know, a pad to set equipnent on to pul
17 that material out of the river or sonething |ike that,

18 that would still require a 404.

19 If you found a way to renove those piers

20  without putting any additional material below the

21 ordinary high watermark, you could end up not needing a
22 permt. So it depends on how you conduct the work.

23 The 404 program regul ates the discharge of

24  fill material below the ordinary high watermark or in

25 wetlands that are jurisdictional under our authority. So
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if you're able to conduct your work where you have no

di scharges of any type of fill material, nmaterial that
changes the bed el evation, the banks, that sort of stuff,
if you're able to do that work wi thout placing materi al
bel ow the ordi nary high water marks or an adjacent
wet | and, you could, theoretically, not need a permt from
us.

M5. KOSKI: This is Kerrie at the Gty of
Reno. Judy, 1'd like to just chime in here. Based on
what we saw with previous bridge work that we've done
wthin the river, | amnot seeing that -- I'mnot feeling

i ke we should commt to that.

MS. TORTELLI: Yeah. | agree.

M5. KOSKI: 1'd just like to throw it out
there. And Lori WIllianms, | would -- | know you probably
m ght have sone thoughts about this as well, but | fee

pretty strongly that | don't think that we should commt
that we could not renove it w thout neeting the
requi rements that Jennifer just spoke of.
MS. TORTELLI: GCkay. Yeah. | agree, Kerrie.
Well, you know, if | could check off a permt, but, you
know, you've got to do the permtting for the bridge.
R ght ?
THE COURT REPORTER: Brian, | can't hear you.
MR CGREEN. That was Ken. So | was
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indicating it's not just the piers. It's also the

headwal I s, the bridge structure itself.

MS. KOSKI: Correct.

MR. GREEN. That could potentially get down
bel ow the ordinary high and require a permt.

MS. WLLIAMS: And this is Lori WIIlians.

Just to chime in, like if you used Virginia Street as an
exanpl e, you needed to divert the river to be able to put
in the headwal | s to attach the bridge to, and you had to
renmove that pier. And when you renoved that pier
sonething had to go back in the river, and that had to be
-- 1"l call it fill materi al

And so | personally don't see how you can or
why you'd even try to get around the 404 Permt. Just
get the permt, and you can do what you need to do.

MS. KOSKI: Thank you, Lori. | concur.

MR LASSALINE: This is Peter Lassaline, with
NDEP. My |, real quick?

Sonet hi ng she nentioned was the possibility
of encountering groundwater or any water that's just not
the surface flow. And if that needs to be discharged,
de-watered in sone way, that would also require
addi tional permts.

M5. KOSKI: This is Kerrie Koski, and | agree

wi th that one hundred percent that that was something
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that we didn't deal with upfront on the Virginia Street

Bri dge, and when the gentleman was just describing the
water |evel, it's anything below the surface. And there
I's water below the surface.

MR LASSALINE: Right. So depending on what
happens with that, there are various permtting options
that the water pollution control -- there are permts
that can be issued for how that is disposed of, but a
permt would likely be required.

MS. WLLIAMS: This is Lori WIIians again.
Kerrie, you mght recall that on the Virginia Street
Bri dge, we ended up putting that de-watering water in the
sewer.

And one of the limtations, Peter, at that
tine, was the de mninus permt was kind of, 1'mgoing to
say the only option since no NPDES permt was achieved.

So | don't know if there's another option
that's currently available now, but | would recomend
that RTC start exploring that with NDEP, those
de-watering options and water quality issues related to
t hat because on the Virginia Street Bridge, that water
ended up having to be treated and then put into the sewer
system because of both potential contam nation and al so
due to volune, just sheer volune of the water.

MS. KOSKI: Correct. And | would just like
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1 to highlight when we did that work, we were in our what,
2 third year of drought, so --

3 M5. WLLIAMS: As a blessing, yes.

4 M5. KOSKI: -- as a blessing. That hel ped

5 us. That helped us. Yes. So | concur that the

6 de-watering and water quality is sonmething that needs to
7 be addressed right upfront. It drives everything.

8 MR DI XON: This is Andrew D xon, with NDEP
9 | just want to have you guys keep this in mnd. |If it
10 ends up needing to be individual permt, whether that's
11 NPDES or an NS state permt to dispose of the water,

12 those can take upwards of six nmonths, sometinmes |onger to
13 get out.

14 So that's sonething that the sooner you know
15 about in the process, probably the better to reach out
16 and talk to us about.

17 MS. WLLIAMS: Thank you for that rem nder on
18 that tinmeline, Andrew. That rings a bell. And | would
19 put the longer in there, Judy, in your --
20 MS. TORTELLI: Yeah.
21 M5. WLLIAMS: -- the tineline based on what
22 we're going through right nowwith COVID and the del ays
23 that happen within the agencies.
24 MS. TORTELLI: Right.
25 M5. WONG This is Lucy Wing. |'mgoing to
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have to | eave soon, so |'mgoing to put in ny two cents

about state |ands permts.

So it looks like we'd have to do this in a
two-step process. The first step would be getting a
tenporary authorization to renove the bridge or do any
studi es that you need, and then that would be followed up
by a long-termor perpetual easenment of -- so we'll have
to account for a two-step process in your tineline.

And if this is federally funded or working
through the federal highways fol ks, then we may need to
use a tenporary construction easenent instead of a
tenporary right-of-entry augnmentation. But that's
probably | ater down the road. So you can put state |ands
permtting process nore toward the end because we would
like to get plans and whatnot along with the application.

MS. TORTELLI: And, Lucy, what is the tinme
frame of those processes? | nean, is it like a six-nonth
process to get tenporary authorization to renove the
bridge or --

M5. WONG Right. So accounting for all of
t he del ays we've been seeing, | would estimte about
three nonths, approxi mately, because we do have to do a
30-day public coment period review. And then follow ng
that, it has been taking us a little |Ionger than nornal

to push the docunents through for authorization. So
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woul d give it a good three nonths.

MS. TORTELLI: Gkay. And then for the -- to
get the easenent or tenporary construction easement or a
right of entry, depending on funding, | nean, what's the
tine frame on that?

M5. WONG So, sorry. The authorization or
the tenporary construction easenent will take about three
nont hs. But when you convert it into a pernmanent
easenent, that process shouldn't take as | ong because all
of the work will be done to get the approval for the
tenmporary constructi on easemnent.

MS. TORTELLI: GCkay. Got you.

MS. KOSKI: And, Judy, the |ong-term easenent
wll need to be within the city's nane. RTC doesn't have
t he ownership, Lucy, just for clarification there. The
tenporary authorization, can you clarify, does that have
to come fromthe City of Reno or, | nean, obviously RTC
woul d act as our agent, but does that have to be in our
nanme or how does that work?

M5. WONG No, it doesn't have to be in your
name. The person who applies wll basically take
responsibility for the construction work, so if anything
goes wrong, we need a person to reach out to resolve any
I ssues. So that could be RTC or the Jacob G oup or

whoever is doing the majority of the work.
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MS. KOSKI: kay. Thank you. This is Kerrie

Koski again. So for the tenporary authorization or slash
construction authorization, that could be applied for and
granted to the RTC or their consultant.

MS. WONG  Yes.

M5. KOSKI: And it would be no problemwth
the city having the |ong-term easenent.

M5. WONG  No, yeah. That would work for us.
That happens quite frequently where it gets turned over
to a local governnent agency to do the long-term
mai nt enance and nmanagenent .

MS. KOSKI: kay. Perfect. Thank you so
much for that.

M5. WONG kay. Thank you. 1'mgoing to
have to sign off now. Thank you guys. Bye.

MS. THOVASON: W have about ten minutes
left.

So, Judy, is there anyone el se specifically
that you're looking to hear fron?

MS. TORTELLI: No, there's not, really.
mean, | guess, as | kind of alluded to earlier and when
you've | ooked at this chart with all of its checkboxes
and stuff in it, you know, all of the various
alternatives are pretty even in terns of permtting and

regul atory requirenents.
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| think the exception to that may be the

tied-arch or the el evated concept. And our thought
there -- I'mgoing to let Ken just tal k about where our
t hought was there, but nmaybe those two specific
alternatives are a little bit nore challenging froma
permtting perspective.

MR GREEN. Yeah, | think they're going to be
nore -- this is Ken Geen -- | think they're going to be
alittle nore challenging froma permtting perspective.

And certainly, in terms of maintenance,
whet her it be for renoving debris fromthe channel or
mai ntai ni ng renoving sedi ment fromthe kayak park, the
tied-arch structure is going to be -- | think it's
constructed simlar to the Virginia Street Bridge, right?

MS. TORTELLI: Right.

MR. GREEN. And so access to the channel and
to the materials below the bridge is -- it's going to be
a simlar challenge to what we've already got or what
we're seeing with the Virginia Street Bridge.

And then the elevated bridge, you know, it's
just occupying so nuch of Wngfield Park. It's elevated.
There's an opportunity, | think, with that concept to be
able to renove debris fromthe channel. But getting
equi pnent off that bridge down into the park is -- it's

not an option, at |east based on the current conceptua
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desi gn.

MS. TORTELLI: So | guess, you know, | just
woul d |ike to maybe gain concurrence fromthe fol ks that
are on the phone that you agree with that statenment that
maybe those two concepts are going to be nore chall enging
permtting as something that we could nove forward with
as kind of a result fromthis TAC neeting.

Does anybody di sagree with that point or --

M5. WLLIAMS: This is Lori WIllianms. And so
l'i ke the beautiful design of the Virginia Street Bridge
I's good, but the sidewal ks on the outside of the arches
are cantilevered, and so they aren't really supported
l'i ke for equipnment if you wanted to wi den those and make
t hose avail abl e for equi pnment access.

But then clearly, that drives up the cost.
You need a wi der bridge abutment. And so | can see that,
you know, it really nakes it infeasible to do that. And
so ideally, that wouldn't be the design, fromthe
Carson- Truckee channel maintenance perspective.

MS. KOSKI: Kerrie Koski here at the Gty of
Reno, and | would |ike to add that we have had t hose
conversations as well as far as our own maintenance
during high water levels that we would prefer to have
sone -- prefer to have an access to the river, unlike

what we have on the Virginia Street Bridge. So I'm
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1 supporting Lori's statenent. rage af
2 MS. TORTELLI: Well, it doesn't sound like --
3 this is Judy Tortelli again. You can probably tell, but
4 it doesn't sound like there's any additional input on

5 this. | think we've gotten great feedback today. W

6 really have. | appreciate everybody's participation.

7 W will be, you know, as |I stated, we'll have
8 a court reporter and we'll have transcribed notes from

9 this neeting. W'I|l probably put together -- probably

10 have the design team put together just kind of a quick

11  sunmary of discussion itens and send it out to everybody
12 that attended just to nmake sure that you agree with what
13 we're saying and nake sure that nobody wants to add

14 anyt hi ng.

15 So, Jennifer, | really appreciate you hosting
16 this and letting us know that you have these. | think

17 this was a great forumto have this neeting. So | guess
18 with that, we're done unless anybody has any questi ons,
19 additional |ast additional questions.

20 M5. THOVASON. G ving you 30 seconds. This
21 is Jennifer, wth the Corps. |'mgiving a 30-second

22  countdown to Judy.

23 Does anyone have any final thoughts,

24  questions, concerns, red flags? Anything of that nature?
25 M5. KOSKI: This is Kerrie, at the City of
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Reno. And | would also like to thank you, Jennifer, for

1
2 putting this together and getting all of the players
3 together, | think, or people that are involved in this
4 project. | appreciate your tinme. Being with the Gty of
5 Reno, we know how val uabl e everyone's tine is. |
6 appreciate that very much, and this has been really good
7 information. Thank you all.
8 MS. THOVASON: Thanks, Kerrie.
9 Anybody el se? T-mnus 15 seconds. Al
10 right. W'Ill call that a wap. Thanks, Bill.
11 Thanks, everybody fromthe City of Reno. |
12  appreciate everybody's tine.
13 (The neeting concluded at 10:27 a.m)
14 - 000-
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
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1  STATE OF NEVADA, )
2 )
3 WASHOE COUNTY. )
4
5
6
I, NICOLE J. HANSEN, O ficial Court Reporter for the
7
Techni cal Advisory Committee Meeting, do hereby certify:
8
9 That on the 15th day of July, 2020, | was
10 present renptely at said neeting for the purpose of
11 reporting in verbatimstenotype notes the within-entitled
12 public neeting;
13
That the foregoing transcript, consisting of pages 1
14
t hrough 48, inclusive, includes a full, true and correct
15
transcription of ny stenotype notes of said public
16
nmeeti ng.
17
18
Dat ed at Reno, Nevada, this 16th day of
19
July, 2020.
20
21 y
22 Nicole ). Hansen
NI COLE J. HANSEN, NV CCR #446
23 RPR, CRR, RMR
24
25
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Litigation Services is committed to conmpliance with applicable federal
and state |aws and regul ations (“Privacy Laws”) governing the
protection andsecurity of patient health information.Notice is
herebygiven to all parties that transcripts of depositions and |ega
proceedings, and transcript exhibits, may contain patient health
information that is protected from unauthorized access, use and
disclosure by Privacy Laws. Litigation Services requires that access,
mai nt enance, use, and disclosure (including but not Iimted to

el ectroni c database maintenance and access, storage, distribution/

di ssem nation and communication) of transcripts/exhibits containing
patient information be performed in conpliance with Privacy Laws.

No transcript or exhibit containing protected patient health
information may be further disclosed except as permtted by Privacy
Laws. Litigation Services expects that all parties, parties’
attorneys, and their H PAA Business Associates and Subcontractors will
make every reasonable effort to protect and secure patient health
information, and to conply with applicable Privacy Law mandat es
including but not limted to restrictions on access, storage, use, and
disclosure (sharing) of transcripts and transcript exhibits, and

applying “m ni num necessary” standards where appropriate. It is

recommended that your office reviewits policies regarding sharing of

transcripts and exhibits - including access, storage, use, and

disclosure - for conpliance with Privacy Laws.
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 1               MS. THOMASON:  First thing I want to do is

 2   make sure everyone can see my screen for those that are

 3   able to join the Webex.  The first item is going to be

 4   introductions.

 5               This meeting is regarding the Arlington

 6   Street -- Arlington Avenue Bridges Replacement Project.

 7   In a moment, we're going to go around, and I'll try to do

 8   it by agency just to kind of keep the line somewhat clear

 9   so that we're not all trying to talk over each other.  It

10   sometimes happens.

11               One thing I want to make sure that -- we

12   don't currently have an application on this.  This is a

13   pre-application meeting.  This is RTC trying to get the

14   information they need to be able to move forward in their

15   consideration.

16               This meeting is being transcribed by a court

17   reporter, so at any point before you make any comments or

18   ask questions as we go, you are going to be asked to

19   identify your name so that the court reporter can

20   accurately transcribe the meeting.

21               So my name is Jennifer Thomason.  I'm the

22   senior project manager here in the Reno office for the

23   Corps of Engineers Regulatory Division.  So anyone else

24   with regulatory that's on the line, please introduce

25   yourself.
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 1               MS. CARR:  Hi there.  Melissa, student

 2   intern, under Jennifer.

 3               THE COURT REPORTER:  Melissa, I didn't get

 4   your last name.

 5               MS. CARR:  Melissa Carr.

 6               MS. THOMASON:  Okay.  We should also have

 7   U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 408 Section on the line.

 8               MR. LUKE:  I'm Brian Luke, Section 408

 9   Environmental Compliance Lead.

10               MS. WILLIAMS:  I'm Lori Williams, the

11   engineer for the Carson-Truckee Water Conservancy

12   District, who is the local 408 sponsor on this section of

13   the river.

14               MR. RUFFCORN:  This is Oren Ruffcorn, 408

15   Section biologist.

16               THE COURT REPORTER:  Oren, I didn't get your

17   last name.  Could you spell it, please?

18               MR. RUFFCORN:  Yeah.  Ruffcorn:  R-U-F-F,

19   like Frank, C-O-R-N, like the vegetable.

20               MS. THOMASON:  Okay.  I also think U.S. Fish

21   and Wildlife Service accepted.

22               MR. STAROSTKA:  This is Andy Starostka, US

23   Fish and Wildlife Service.  Last name:

24   S-T-A-R-O-S-T-K-A.

25               MS. THOMASON:  I think we also have Federal
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 1   Highways on the line.

 2               MR. ABDALLA:  Good morning.  This is Bill

 3   Abdalla, with the Federal Highway Administration.  How

 4   are you doing?

 5               MS. THOMASON:  Great.  Good to hear from you,

 6   Bill.

 7               MR. ABDALLA:  Nice to hear from you.

 8               THE COURT REPORTER:  Can I get your last

 9   name, please?

10               MR. ABDALLA:  Abdalla:  A-B-D-A-L-L-A.

11               MS. THOMASON:  Bill, was there anyone else

12   from Federal Highways on the line or that you're

13   expecting?

14               MR. ABDALLA:  If nobody responds, there is

15   nobody.

16               MS. THOMASON:  Okay.  Thank you.  US EPA, are

17   you on the line?  Okay.  Maybe she'll join us later.  I

18   think that was all of the federal entities that I

19   remember being on the invite.

20               So now I'll move to NVP.  Who do you have on

21   the line?

22               MR. DICKSON:  This is Andrew Dickson, with

23   water/fish control, storm water.

24               MR. LASSALINE:  This is Peter Lassaline, with

25   NDEP Water Pollution Control Storm Water.  That's:
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 1   L-A-S-S-A-L-I-N-E.

 2               MS. THOMASON:  Anyone else with NDEP?  Okay.

 3   NDEP, are you on the line?

 4               MR. YOUNG:  Good morning.  Yeah.  Chris

 5   Young:  Y-O-U-N-G, NDEP Environmental.

 6               MS. THOMASON:  Thanks, Chris.  Is there

 7   anyone else on the NDEP team expected?  Okay.  I'll take

 8   silence as a no.  So then I have City of Reno.

 9               MS. WONG:  There's another state agency, NDS,

10   State Lands.

11               MS. THOMASON:  Oh, State Lands is on.  Great.

12               MS. WONG:  So this is Lucy Wong from the

13   Nevada Division of State Land.

14               MS. THOMASON:  Thanks, Lucy.

15               MS. WONG:  Sure.

16               MS. THOMASON:  City of Reno?

17               MS. KOSKI:  Yes.  This is Kerrie:

18   K-E-R-R-I-E.  The last name is:  K-O-S-K-I.  And I'm the

19   Assistant Director of Public Works City Engineer.

20               MS. SCHROEDER:  This is Jaime Schroeder.

21               Go ahead, Claudia.

22               MS. HANSON:  This is Claudia Hanson.  Hanson

23   is:  H-A-N-S-O-N.  I'm with the Historical Resource

24   Commission and the City Manager's Office.

25               MS. SCHROEDER:  Jaime Schroeder, Director of
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 1   Parks and Recreation.  J-A-I-M-E S-C-H-R-O-E-D-E-R.

 2               MS. THOMASON:  Anyone else?  City of Reno?

 3   Okay.  Anyone from Washoe County on?  Okay.

 4               Do I have any tribal members?  Pyramid Lake

 5   Paiute Tribe?

 6               Reno-Sparks Indian Colony?  Anyone on view?

 7               What about Washoe Tribe?  Anyone on for you?

 8   Okay.  All right.

 9               RTC?  Who is on for you?

10               MS. TORTELLI:  So this is Judy Tortelli, RTC

11   project manager.  And I have here with me Ken Green,

12   project manager from Jacobs, and Brian Boyd, natural

13   resource specialist for Jacobs.

14               MS. THOMASON:  I heard a few beeps while we

15   were doing introductions, so anyone who has not been

16   identified yet, please identify yourself.

17               MS. HOUSTON:  Yes.  Kelly Houston, with

18   Jacobs.

19               MS. JONES:  This is Theresa Jones, for the

20   City of Reno, program manager.

21               MS. THOMASON:  Theresa, can you tell us your

22   title again?

23               All right.  Did we just have someone else

24   join?  Theresa, can you repeat your program title?

25               MS. JONES:  Sure.  I apologize for that.
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 1   Flood and drainage program manager and bridge maintenance

 2   program manager.

 3               MS. THOMASON:  Thank you.  I think Pyramid

 4   Lake Paiute Tribe, do you have someone on the line now?

 5   I see a name on the list, but maybe she doesn't have

 6   audio yet.  Okay.

 7               So I'll start by letting RTC know that we've

 8   assigned Project Number 2020-00533 to this action, so any

 9   future correspondence should include that number on it.

10   And so now we'll do another introduction towards the end

11   to make sure we captured everyone.

12               I'm going to turn it over to Judy to tell us

13   why we're all here.

14               MS. TORTELLI:  Thank you, Jennifer.  Can you

15   hear me okay?

16               MS. THOMASON:  I can.  Yeah.

17               MS. TORTELLI:  We can have the agenda up

18   there, but we can go ahead and start the presentation,

19   and I'll start from there.

20               So welcome, everybody.  As I said, I'm Judy

21   Tortelli, project manager for the RTC, and I'm here today

22   to talk about the permitting and regulatory requirements

23   for the Arlington Avenue Bridges Project.

24               We will today here, we will run through a

25   brief presentation, and then I want to kind of open it up

0008

 1   to a group discussion.  I would like to ask that everyone

 2   kind of hold your questions as we go through the

 3   presentation and maybe just make note of them, and then

 4   we can talk about those during the discussion portion

 5   just so that it's a little bit easier to get through the

 6   presentation itself.

 7               So the purpose of today's meeting is to give

 8   you an overview of what we've done, tell you about the

 9   permitting and regulatory requirements the team has

10   defined and get your input.

11               We're looking specifically for feedback on

12   what we've defined, so is there something we've missed?

13   Are our anticipated timeframes correct?  We also need

14   help in determining which of the various alternatives may

15   be more challenging from a permitting regulatory

16   perspective.

17               So, as stakeholder working group one, which

18   was held back in February, we discussed engineering,

19   design and environmental constraints associated with the

20   project.  Since then, we have determined that FHWA will

21   be the lead agency for the NEPA process, and RTC has

22   identified federal funding for that phase in Fiscal Year

23   2021, I believe.

24               The team here has tailored the permitting

25   regulatory requirements discussed as stakeholder working
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 1   group one to indicate FHWA as the lead agency.  So this

 2   is our first technical advisory committee meeting.  We

 3   will be holding two TAC meetings for this.  We will be

 4   holding TAC meeting two in a couple of months, and that

 5   TAC meeting will focus on bridge concepts, bridge and

 6   roadway elements.  From there, we will have a second and

 7   third stakeholder working group meeting to discuss bridge

 8   and aesthetic concepts.

 9               You can go ahead and fast -- thank you,

10   Jennifer.  So here's our agenda.  It was kind of up on

11   the screen before.  I want to kind of touch on project

12   scope, process, purpose and need schedule and background.

13   This is not new material.  These are all items that we

14   have presented to the public at our first public

15   informational meeting, and again, at our first

16   stakeholder working group meeting.  I just don't want to

17   lose sight of the project scope and purpose and need.

18               From there, we're going to dive into the

19   permitting, the details of the permitting and regulatory

20   requirements that we've come up with as a team.  We'll

21   look at a summary of requirements and then have some

22   discussion.

23               So our next slide just lists the TAC members

24   that are here today.  For the most part, we kind of went

25   through introductions.  It looks like from this list, you

0010

 1   know, we don't have Reno-Sparks Indian Colony

 2   participation or Pyramid Lake Paiute Tribe, and I don't

 3   believe we have anybody on the line from the state

 4   historic preservation office.

 5               So this group of TAC members was defined by

 6   the team and vetted through both RTC and City of Reno.

 7   So this is our group of TAC members associated with

 8   permitting and regulatory requirements.

 9               MS. THOMASON:  Judy, before we move on, this

10   is Jennifer with the Corps.  I just want to do one more

11   call for the tribal members.  Is there anyone on the line

12   from Pyramid Lake Paiute Tribe?

13               Is there anyone on the line from Reno-Sparks?

14   Okay.

15               MS. TORTELLI:  All right.  Thank you,

16   Jennifer.

17               So project scope.  The scope of this project

18   is to complete a feasibility study to define bridge

19   options, identify constraints and determine costs.  At

20   the end, we will have a bridge and aesthetic package

21   identified to carry forward into environmental clearance

22   and design.

23               Decisions will be documented using a process

24   called planning and environmental linkages, also known as

25   P-E-L:  PEL.  Following this process will help inform
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 1   decision making, engage the public and stakeholders and

 2   will streamline future needs and processes.

 3               So our project process is modeled after the

 4   Virginia Street Bridge process and includes receiving

 5   public stakeholder and technical input.  Alternatives

 6   will be evaluated based on ability to meet project

 7   purpose and need, ability to avoid and minimize impacts

 8   to the natural and built environment, construction

 9   feasibility and cost, and input from the stakeholder

10   working group, City of Reno Council and the public.

11               At our public kickoff meeting, which was held

12   in December of 2019, we got great feedback.  Our first

13   stakeholder working group meeting was successful in

14   defining constraints and criteria associated with the

15   project.

16               We will be holding one additional TAC meeting

17   and two additional stakeholder working group meetings.

18   And then from there, we will be presenting information

19   gathered to get input one more time at a public meeting,

20   which we're anticipating in early 2021.

21               So the Arlington Avenue Bridges were built in

22   the 1930s.  They are categorized as structurally

23   deficient by NDEP, and it's time for us to start

24   replacing them.

25               So as you can see up there on the screen, the
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 1   project purpose and need is to address structurally

 2   deficient bridges.  We want to provide safe and ADA

 3   compliant multimodal improvements.  We need to address

 4   hydraulic capacity needs and respond to regional and

 5   community plans.

 6               So schedule.  This is kind of our overall

 7   schedule.  Things have moved out several months just with

 8   the impacts of COVID-19 stuff, which I think we're all

 9   feeling, but you can see that first star there, we did

10   have our public kickoff meeting towards the end of 2019.

11               Right now, we're working to identify and

12   analyze bridge and aesthetic concepts.  We're planning

13   another public meeting at the beginning of next year, and

14   we plan to complete this feasibility study sometime early

15   next year, and then we'll kick off the NEPA process.

16               Up on the bar graph there, the NEPA process

17   looks like it's going to be starting in 2021, but we

18   won't actually start the NEPA process until the

19   feasibility study is complete.  They are kind of separate

20   phases of the project, and they will be separate

21   contracts.  So we've kind of got our design permitting

22   there, and we are anticipating building these bridges in

23   2026.

24               So from there, I'm going to go ahead and hand

25   it off to Ken.  He's going to dive into the permitting

0013

 1   and regulatory requirements, some of the details that

 2   we've come up with as a team.

 3               MR. GREEN:  Thank you, Judy.  Good morning,

 4   everybody.  My name is Ken Green.  I'm a PM with Jacobs

 5   Engineering, supporting Judy on the project.

 6               This next handful of slides kind of

 7   summarizes the permitting and regulatory requirements

 8   that we've developed for the project based on information

 9   received during the December '19 public meeting as well

10   as the February 2020 stakeholder working group one

11   meeting, and the intent is to just kind of reiterate the

12   summary of information that we've come up with on the

13   permitting and regulatory side of the shop, what those

14   requirements look like, and then we'd really like to have

15   an engaged discussion at the end of the presentation with

16   regard to what we're presenting and whether or not -- as

17   Judy indicated before -- we've missed something or our

18   timelines are a little off, and/or maybe there's

19   something that we don't need.  And that's specific to

20   this first item here on this page, the special use

21   permit.

22               And I think during stakeholder working group

23   one, there was some discussion about whether or not the

24   SUP application was going to be required for this project

25   or not, so we'd like to be able to question that to the
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 1   extent we can during the meeting.

 2               So this slide presents kind of the first

 3   group of permits that we think are going to be required,

 4   and it starts off with the SUP, the 408 permit, which is

 5   a permit required to if we're going to alter Corps of

 6   Engineers Civil Works' project.  Well, our takeaway was

 7   from SG1 is that this permit must precede the 404 Permit,

 8   and the Corp is going to coordinate with the Conservatee

 9   District, State Land, as well as Corps of Engineers Civil

10   Works.

11               The overall timeline is about 18 months,

12   which is pretty consistent with, I think, the 404

13   permitting, application, review and approval process.

14   And then the 408 is going to require some flood risk

15   modeling.

16               I wanted to make sure that we continue to

17   capture, in these presentations for everybody's

18   information and moving forward is in the event that it

19   changes, for whatever reason, the hundred-year flood

20   elevation, which is -- as we indicate here at the bottom

21   of this slide 45 -- two feet above sea level plus two

22   feet of freeboard.

23               Next slide?  So 404 Permit also required

24   regulates dredge and fill waters in the U.S.,

25   jurisdictional delineation of wetlands and waters to the
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 1   U.S., includes consultation with the tribes as well as

 2   fish and wildlife for Section 7 and Section 106.  And as

 3   I indicated, based on the information we've got in our

 4   experience, it's about an 18-month review permitting

 5   timeline for that permit application.

 6               We've also got the 401 Water Quality

 7   Certification through NDEP, but based on my

 8   understanding, that's going to be part of the 404 Permit

 9   as well, regulates water quality during construction.

10               Next slide?  Thank you.  Construction storm

11   water permit.  This is a permit that's required during

12   construction.  That will be required.

13               Not so much --  it's something that we need

14   to consider as part of the pre-application process,

15   making sure that the contractor understands what their

16   permitting requirements are going to be once they hit the

17   ground.  And then we've also got the state land

18   encroachment permit, which is required to use state-owned

19   lands below the ordinary high watermark.  That was kind

20   of a summary of the permitting requirements.

21               The regulatory requirements, this is the next

22   kind of summary of information that we think we're going

23   to need to obtain.  So we've got to determine the

24   ordinary high watermark, analyze current flood model

25   conditions.  And based on stakeholder working group one
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 1   and previous conversations with TRFMA, they're going to

 2   support the RTC in that endeavor.

 3               As I indicated before, the hundred-year water

 4   surface elevation is currently defined at 4,502 feet

 5   AMSL.  And then the TRFMA modeling is going to guide or

 6   assist with the alternatives design.  Consultations with

 7   fish and wildlife will be required.  Section 7 requires a

 8   BA to document natural resources impacts and mitigation.

 9               And again, the intent here is to make sure

10   that we've got things pretty accurately summarized here,

11   and if not, what changes do we need to make so that we're

12   all on the same page going forward as we conclude the

13   feasibility study process.

14               We've got a clear direction and path on

15   permitting requirements and the regulatory requirements

16   for the project going forward once we get into design,

17   NEPA compliance and design.  The BA is prepared to submit

18   it as part of the 404 Permit application.

19               And then consultations with the State SHPO,

20   required per Section 106 to document impacts as well as

21   the mitigation requirements for both direct and indirect

22   effects to historic and/or prehistoric properties.

23               Corps of Engineers' consultation with SHPO

24   and traditional cultural property considerations for the

25   Truckee River.  This was a topic of conversation during
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 1   stakeholder working group meeting one.  We want to make

 2   sure that we consider that going forward, keep that in

 3   mind, and after that, into the schedule going forward.

 4               U.S. DOT Section 4(f), we're hanging on to

 5   this as well because we're still evaluating the

 6   alternatives, and what this does is it prohibits the

 7   taking or using of publicly-owned parks, recreation

 8   areas, unless no feasible or prudent alternative exists.

 9               Next slide?  We did talk about Section 6(f)

10   during the stakeholder working group one, and it was

11   determined to be not applicable.  We hung on to it here

12   for TAC one just to make sure everybody sees that.

13               It's probably going to fall off the table

14   going forward since it's not applicable, but what was

15   concluded was that publicly-owned parks, recreation areas

16   and other outdoor recreation resources do not qualify for

17   land and water conservation fund funding.  Did not.

18               And then lastly, we've got the Storm Water

19   Pollution Prevention Plan.  And this will be something

20   that's required from the construction contractor to

21   demonstrate compliance with water quality monitoring

22   during construction, and it's through the Corps of

23   Engineers and NDEP.

24               So for those on the call who attended

25   stakeholder working group one and/or were present during
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 1   the December 19, 2019 public meeting, these next two

 2   slides, three sides -- I'm sorry -- summarize the

 3   alternative-specific concepts, with that one to the lower

 4   left showing a clear span.  These really focus on the

 5   north bridge.  The south bridge, much narrower; similar

 6   or nearly identical construction process bridge type for

 7   that southernmost bridge.  So we're really focusing in on

 8   the wider north bridge here in regards to these concepts.

 9               So that lower left is a clear span concept.

10   Clear span is that north channel.  Single pier concept

11   puts single pier versus current two piers that are in the

12   channel back into the channel as part of the new bridge

13   structure.

14               Tied-arch concept clear spans the channel but

15   constructs the tied-arch, and then the underdeck arch

16   concept also clears spans to channel with the underdeck

17   arch.

18               And then this last one is the elevated bridge

19   concept, so that gets the entire structure up and above

20   the channel and encumbers a large portion of Wingfield

21   Park, effectively taking it out of the open space

22   available arena.

23               So this is a summary of the alternatives

24   relative to the permitting and regulatory requirements

25   that we just went through.  This is new information that
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 1   captures in a single location what our perception is of

 2   permitting and regulatory requirements and alternatives.

 3   And what we've concluded is that they're nearly identical

 4   for each of the alternatives save just a couple of

 5   exceptions, and the asterisk denotes those exceptions.

 6               For the single-pier concept -- that's the new

 7   structure north bridge -- the old structure has two piers

 8   in the channel.  Those piers would have to come out.

 9   Compliance requirements would be specified in the 404

10   Permit.

11               The new bridge, the single-pier structure, we

12   would have to reconstruct or construct a pier back into

13   that channel, and so that constitutes at least some level

14   of additional requirements that would be levied on the

15   project during construction, in other words, to

16   permitting under the 404.

17               The other two alternatives that we've got

18   that show an asterisk -- both related to the 404

19   Permit -- are the tied-arch, that's alternative four, and

20   the elevated concept.  That's alternative five.

21               And those relate to -- again, based on the

22   work that we've done, relate to view shed effects, right,

23   indirect APE effects just because of the elevation of

24   those structures and their potential impact to nearby

25   historic properties.  But beyond that, we didn't identify
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 1   or document any distinct or specific requirements that

 2   would be levied on one concept alternative versus another

 3   for each one of those five alternatives that we're

 4   looking at.

 5               MS. TORTELLI:  So I guess with that, I mean,

 6   let's go ahead and leave up that slide there, Jennifer,

 7   you know, because I think I'd like to base our discussion

 8   around this slide.

 9               But I'd like to start with just seeing if

10   anybody has any questions on the material that we've

11   presented or comments on stuff that we may have missed or

12   don't have included.

13               MR. DIXON:  Yeah.  This is Andrew Dixon, with

14   NDEP.  I think a permitting requirement that you may have

15   missed is a working waters permit from the State.  So

16   water pollution control does do those permits as well.

17   They're generally a temporary permit for six months.

18   Some of that program could be changing with kind of

19   updating for us, but a permit would still be needed.

20               So I think maybe just including that with the

21   storm water permit if you plan on doing -- having any

22   equipment within the water or diverting flow or anything

23   like that.

24               MR. GREEN:  Sounds good.  Thanks, Andrew.

25               MR. ABDALLA:  This is Bill.  Can you hear me?
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 1               MS. TORTELLI:  Yes, Bill, we can hear you.

 2               MR. ABDULLA:  Okay.  My first question is:

 3   Is there federal aid money in this project, meaning

 4   coming from federal highway?

 5               MS. TORTELLI:  Yes.  I mean, right now, we're

 6   doing -- so let me be specific.  Right now, we're doing

 7   this feasibility study.  This particular project is

 8   funded with RTC fuel tax.

 9               At the close of this feasibility study, we

10   intend to kickoff the NEPA process.  And we at RTC have

11   identified right now, I think, like two and a half

12   million dollars of federal STBG money for that as to be

13   included as part of that process.  So does that answer

14   your question?

15               MR. ABDULLA:  Yes.  Yes, I just want to know

16   if we should get involved or not.

17               MS. TORTELLI:  Absolutely.

18               MR. ABDULLA:  My other question is:  Is this

19   a historic bridge?

20               MR. GREEN:  No.  NDEP -- there's a report out

21   there.  NDEP concluded that the bridge was not historic.

22   We can capture that in the notes, I think, going forward.

23               MS. TORTELLI:  Yeah.  The bridge itself is

24   not historic, right?  But there are historic properties

25   around the bridge.
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 1               A VOICE:  Correct.

 2               MS. TORTELLI:  Right.

 3               MR. ABDULLA:  So that means we don't have

 4   4(f) with the bridge, which is good.

 5               My other thing is related to the 404 Permit.

 6   Are we going -- when we talk about 404 Permit, are we

 7   talking about a nationwide permit or are we talking about

 8   an individual 404 Permit?

 9               MS. THOMASON:  This is Jennifer with the

10   Corps, the 404 program.  That decision -- there's not

11   been a decision because we don't yet know what the impact

12   level for the project is going to be, so we wouldn't be

13   able to assess the appropriate type of permit for the

14   city evaluated other.

15                   (Cell phone ringing.)

16               MR. ABDULLA:  Whoa.  Sorry.

17               MS. THOMASON:  We don't have an idea of what

18   type of permit this project would be evaluated under

19   because we don't know what the impacts for or the

20   ordinary high water marks is at this time.

21               MR. ABDULLA:  Great.  Thank you.

22               MS. THOMASON:  Yep.

23               MR. ABDULLA:  That's all that I have for now.

24               MS. THOMASON:  So this is Jennifer again.

25   And one of the things that I want to be clear about on
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 1   the way the 404 and the 408 Permits kind of work together

 2   is that while I cannot make any 404 decision without the

 3   408 permission, if one is needed, we do have concurrent

 4   and try to run concurrent reviews as far as for Section 7

 5   and Section 106.  But in this case, the federal highway

 6   is the lead on that, on those aspects.  That could change

 7   that permitting timeline to the 404 side.

 8               MS. TORTELLI:  And why is that?  Because they

 9   approach it differently, Jennifer, or and maybe they

10   don't run concurrently?

11               MS. THOMASON:  So the impact is that if

12   federal highways is the lead agency, whenever you --

13   whenever the application to the 404 comes in, presumably,

14   your Section 7 is being handled through federal highways.

15   They've already done that through the NEPA.  They've

16   already done those consultations with U.S. Fish and

17   Wildlife Service, or in the case of Section 106, with the

18   state historic preservation office.

19               And so when federal highways is the lead, so

20   long as they have that -- that consultation has included

21   the Corp's area of interest, we can adopt those

22   consultations and not have to re-do those.  But we need

23   to make sure that when federal highways is doing those

24   consultations that the Corps' area of interest, both for

25   404 and 408, are included.  And then we can adopt those
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 1   things so that we don't have multiple consultations going

 2   out.

 3               So if you give me a 404 Application where

 4   Section 7 is completed and Section 106 with the State

 5   Historic Preservation Office is completed, I can adopt

 6   those consultations.

 7               Now, for the Corps for the 404 part, we still

 8   have to do our own tribal consultations, and 408 and I

 9   would try to work together to do those so that we're

10   still only presenting one consultation for the tribes and

11   not confusing and not doing multiple consultations for

12   our areas.

13               MS. TORTELLI:  Okay.

14               MS. THOMASON:  However, if you decide to

15   clear span and you're able to take out the piers without

16   getting below the ordinary high water marks, you wouldn't

17   even need a permit for 404, and you'd just have to do a

18   408.  Not that I'm looking for an easy out, but, you

19   know, that's for your consideration.

20               MS. WILLIAMS:  So this is Lori Williams.

21               MS. THOMASON:  Go ahead, Lori.

22               MS. WILLIAMS:  So while you're on the topic

23   of 408 Permits, it says here that the Army Corps will

24   coordinate with the Carson-Truckee and State Lands and

25   USA, the civil.
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 1               And just to be clear, your application for

 2   the 408 Permit has to go through the local sponsor, which

 3   is the Carson-Truckee Water Conservancy District.  And

 4   then we work with the flood branch in Sacramento to get

 5   the authorization to issue this permit.  And as Jennifer

 6   said, hopefully, she and Brian Luke team at the flood

 7   branch will coordinate their tribal consultations, and

 8   federal highways, NEPA, Section 7 and 106 can also

 9   include those aspects, and then all of it can be done at

10   once.

11               I also want to clarify in this presentation,

12   it says that flood risk modeling is required, and that

13   certainly is one aspect.  And if you're going to get

14   money from like the flood project, you need to have this

15   two-foot freeboard.  That is much less of a concern for

16   the Carson-Truckee when we look at it than when the Army

17   Corps Flood Hydraulics Team looks at the hydraulic

18   modeling for your project.

19               We will specifically and they will be looking

20   at things like changes in water surface elevation.  Their

21   standard is a tenth of a foot, so you want to like reduce

22   the water elevation, which this project probably will,

23   but we also need to look at like scour and velocities and

24   issues like that that may be created by the project and

25   by the removal of the pier.
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 1               But just got to put a plug in for this

 2   because the Virginia Street Bridge -- while a beautiful

 3   bridge -- does not allow access to the river from the

 4   bridge.  And so one of the issues for the district is

 5   it's our responsibility to maintain the flood channel,

 6   and we need access to the river and we need access to the

 7   river for removal of debris that gets stuck in the river.

 8               And particularly in this area where the kayak

 9   part builds up sediment, the city might be interested

10   because we will hound them mercilessly to remove

11   sediments.  This project may want to look at how to

12   incorporate some access for equipment for sediment

13   removal.

14               And then on a later slide, you talk about

15   using the TRISMA model.  And we originally got our model

16   updated from the TRISMA model, but we recently identified

17   that the model in this area that TRISMA had given us had

18   the kayak park design but not the kayak park as built.

19   And so we have updated our flow model, and if TRISMA

20   wants to update their flow model.  But when we look at

21   that flow model, we're going to be looking to make sure

22   that the model that you're using has the updated as-built

23   kayak park in it.

24               Our analysis has shown that it did make some

25   difference in the flood waters and elevations having the

0027

 1   real channel versus the design channel, I guess I'll say.

 2   We do have that model available, and we've given it to

 3   Jacob.  So the modeling engineer at Jacob has a copy of

 4   our model.

 5               And again, we're going to be most interested

 6   in looking at that model from a perspective of water

 7   velocity, scour, water surface elevation increases, and

 8   we are specifically looking at a flow rate at 14,000 CFS

 9   where the bigger picture is really the hundred-year

10   flood.

11               So you'll need to look at both of those

12   specifically, and your application for the 408 Permit

13   should be targeted only really at the 14,000 CFS flood

14   level flow level, which is different than the

15   hundred-year flow level.

16               So those are some comments that I want to put

17   in upfront so that we don't get confused about what model

18   to use when and what our expectations will be.

19               And then one final thing.  A couple of years

20   ago, the Corps of Engineers flood group ran out of 408

21   permitting permit review money.  It looks like they're

22   going to run out of that money again this year.

23               And so as you approach an application for

24   this 408 Permit, you may want to consider whether or not

25   you are willing to fund your own 408 Permit review
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 1   through the Army Corps Flood Branch.  They have a couple

 2   of mechanisms to do that.  And that may become necessary

 3   if they run out of money in the middle of your project.

 4   Otherwise, they'll put it on the shelf until they get

 5   refunded.  So just something to keep in mind.  I know

 6   it's down the road several years, but it seems to be a

 7   recurring issue at the Corps of Engineers Flood Branch.

 8               MS. KOSKI:  Lori, thank you very much.  This

 9   is Kerrie at the City of Reno.  I really appreciate that,

10   all of the information that you just went through because

11   those are the high points that I recall we went through

12   kind of late in the Virginia Street Bridge process.  So

13   some of them, obviously, we did not go through.

14               I just thought that perhaps, Judy, if you

15   could maybe make a notation on all of those requirements

16   that we just went through.  And my question is:  On the

17   freeboard -- I just want to make sure that I understood

18   you correctly -- that the Carson-Truckee Conservancy is

19   not concerned as much with the two-foot freeboard as you

20   are all of the other things that you just described.  Is

21   that kind of a summary, Lori?

22               MS. WILLIAMS:  Well, that's correct, Kerrie.

23   And the reason for that is the two-foot freeboard is

24   really like for Army Corps Flood funding, and for like

25   the flood project funding, and that's based on the
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 1   hundred-foot or the hundred-year flood.

 2               And our jurisdiction for the 408 Permit and

 3   thus the flood branch's jurisdiction for the 408 Permit

 4   is at 14,000 CFS.  And I'm going to submit to you that

 5   the hundred-year flood is probably more like 18-to-20,000

 6   CFS.

 7               MS. KOSKI:  Correct.

 8               MS. WILLIAMS:  So designing your bridge to

 9   that level only can help the 14,000, really.

10               MS. KOSKI:  Correct.

11               MS. WILLIAMS:  But that won't be a criteria

12   that we look at at all.

13               MS. KOSKI:  I would agree that I don't

14   believe that we will be getting any funding from the

15   local flood agency.  I don't see that unless Judy and

16   your team know something different.  I don't see that

17   being on their radar at this point, so --

18               MS. WILLIAMS:  The reason that matters is

19   because what the decision was on the Virginia Street

20   Bridge is to go for one foot of freeboard against the

21   Hundred-Year Flood Project or the hundred-year flood

22   rather than a two-foot freeboard because that project was

23   not going to get money.

24               MS. KOSKI:  Correct.

25               MS. WILLIAMS:  So the project team probably
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 1   should keep that in mind, that if you're not going to use

 2   that funding, then it gives you, I'll say, some other

 3   options, maybe.

 4               MS. KOSKI:  Yes.  Yep.  Noted.  Yes.  Very

 5   good description.  Thank you.

 6               MS. WILLIAMS:  That's all I have unless

 7   somebody has questions.

 8               MR. LUKE:  This is Brian Luke from Corps 408.

 9   So thank you, Lori, for that terrific information there.

10               And so just two points I'd like to make is

11   that the Corps, Jennifer, and I, will want to designate

12   federal highway as the lead federal agency with a formal

13   letter, so as soon as that would be appropriate, the

14   Corps would want to send a letter to federal highways

15   designating them lead, and then we would be covered under

16   their consultations.

17               The other point is that what Lori mentioned

18   on our 408 funding, it is true.  We are currently pretty

19   much out of money on a national level until the first of

20   October when our new fiscal year starts and we get our

21   new appropriations.

22               Moving forward, I know you're a ways away,

23   but we do -- as you move through this thing -- you can

24   get an 1156 agreement.  That's one.  We also have 214

25   agreements with agencies, but we can -- and we've done it
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 1   with other applicants -- to get 1156 funding agreement in

 2   place for the project but not funded.  So that can help

 3   in times like this in the summer.

 4               We have a couple of projects.  They have 1156

 5   agreement in place, and now that we've run out of

 6   funding, that agreement's already done and so now it's a

 7   much shorter process to actually fund it when they need

 8   it.

 9               So something to just keep in mind moving

10   forward.  Hopefully, hopefully, Congress will start

11   funding us what we need on a national level the 408

12   program, but currently, that is an issue.

13               And there is information on our Section 408

14   website on the Sacramento District that talks about

15   funding agreements, also talks about categorical

16   permissions that this bridge could potentially fall

17   under, which makes my environmental review a little

18   easier and quicker.

19               But we still have, you know, so Jennifer and

20   I will work concurrently on all of the environmental

21   reviews required for both our permitting actions.  The

22   one additional review process that the 408 has that Lori

23   was mentioning was hydraulic and levy safety review, if

24   there are levies involved.  So that's a little 408 tidbit

25   in a nutshell.
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 1               MS. WILLIAMS:  I might also add one of your

 2   RTC projects is trying -- is getting into an 1156

 3   agreement right now for the half associated with the NDEP

 4   Spaghetti Bowl Bridge.  And the reason for that is

 5   because otherwise, funding will shut down for that

 6   project.  So RTC will have some prior experience with the

 7   funding agreement.

 8               MS. TORTELLI:  I appreciate you letting me

 9   know that.  I didn't even realize that that was --

10               MS. WILLIAMS:  I think --

11               MS. TORTELLI:  -- doing -- that's why it's

12   going to start moving along again, I would guess.

13               MS. WILLIAMS:  I think Jeffery Albrecht has

14   been negotiating that.

15               MS. TORTELLI:  Yeah.  Thank you.

16               MS. THOMASON:  This is Jennifer, with the

17   Corps.  I'm going to remind everyone to identify yourself

18   when you begin speaking for the court reporter to be able

19   to record the comments.  And that was Lori Williams that

20   was advising on the current RTC agreement work.

21               MR. ABDALLA:  Jennifer, this is Bill with

22   Federal Highway Administration.  Who would be applicant

23   for the 408 Permit?

24               MS. THOMASON:  I believe that would be RTC,

25   but Lori or Brian can jump in there to help out.  I don't
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 1   know how that works as far as even the federal highways

 2   is designated the lead federal agency for both 404 and

 3   408.  I think the applicant would still remain RTC.

 4               MS. WILLIAMS:  Yeah.  The applicant would be

 5   RTC in my mind on this one.  I mean, it could be the City

 6   of Reno, but it makes more sense in this case to be an

 7   RTC application.  That was Lori Williams, by the way.

 8               MR. ABDULLA:  And this is Bill again.  The

 9   Corps will issue any permit with a 408 or 404 whether

10   before we start the NEPA documents or do we have to wait

11   for the NEPA documents?  I'm just wondering.

12               MS. WILLIAMS:  That would be part of the NEPA

13   document and the NEPA process.  We're not anticipating

14   submitting anything prior to.  Right?

15               MR. BOYD:  Right.  We would do some of the

16   investigation that supports the permit.  That information

17   can also go into the NEPA document and ask (beeping) the

18   NEPA document prior to when our construction is

19   approximately maybe 30 percent, 30 to 60, and then that's

20   when we'd submit the permit.

21               MS. THOMASON:  On the talk of the NEPA part,

22   I guess what -- I don't know if Andy Starostka, U.S. Fish

23   and Wildlife, are you still on the line?  Okay.  It looks

24   like he dropped off.  I was going to try to find out if

25   he had any, like based on your alternatives, if there was
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 1   anything he wanted to add.

 2               Donna, are you on from the Pyramid Lakes

 3   Paiute Tribe?

 4               MS. NOEL:  Yes, I'm on.

 5               MS. THOMASON:  There she is.  I kept seeing

 6   your name, but I couldn't hear you earlier.  So Donna is

 7   -- Donna, can you identify who you are with the tribe,

 8   please?  Can you hear me, Donna?

 9               MS. NOEL:  I'm being unmuted.  Can you hear

10   me now?

11               MS. THOMASON:  Yeah.  There you are.  There

12   you are.

13               MS. NOEL:  I keep getting muted or unmuted.

14   I don't know.  So my name is Donna Marie Noel.  I'm the

15   natural resources director for the Pyramid Lake Paiute

16   Tribe.

17               MS. THOMASON:  Thank you, Donna.  And so do

18   you have any immediate concerns or comments on the

19   information that's been presented?

20               MS. NOEL:  No.  I think it looks pretty

21   thorough, and I'm looking forward to reviewing a bunch of

22   documents.

23               MS. THOMASON:  Thank you.  Trying to see if

24   there's any of the other resource agencies.  Did anyone

25   from U.S. EPA join?  No?  Okay.

0035

 1               So, Judy, with Donna being the only one on

 2   line as far as the other like consultation resources and

 3   for your NEPA process, I don't think -- I think 408 has

 4   clarified everything else that I wanted to make sure that

 5   we got straight on those needs.  And I don't think anyone

 6   is on from NDEP 41.

 7               The 41 certification is an NDEP -- it's a

 8   separate application.  Birgit Widegren is the current

 9   supervisor for that section, and she's the one who is

10   assigning those.  That application would be submitted to

11   her concurrently with your 404 Permit.  So while it kind

12   of happens at the same time, it's not something that we,

13   through the 404, actually do.  It is a separate

14   application that you'd need to submit to NDEP.

15               MR. LUKE:  This is Brian Luke for NDEP.

16               MS. THOMASON:  I heard Brian Luke.  Go ahead.

17               MR. LUKE:  It's Brian Luke, for Corps 408.

18               So on the NEPA question, if the Corps is

19   going to adopt federal highways' NEPA document, if it's

20   going to be an EA, for example, or an EIS and we were to

21   adopt it, then obviously the NEPA would have to be --

22   their NEPA would have to be complete for us to issue the

23   408 Permit.

24               If the project fits under one of our

25   categorical permissions or we can complete our NEPA with
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 1   a categorical exclusion, then we would do our NEPA

 2   independently, but we would still use their consultation

 3   documents under Section 7 and 106.

 4               MS. TORTELLI:  So based on the silence, I'm

 5   going to ask a question really quick because we started

 6   the presentation off with the City of Reno Special Use

 7   Permit.

 8               And as Ken alluded to, when we had our

 9   initial stakeholder works group meeting -- and just as

10   the design team have looked at it -- we don't really feel

11   like that's something that's going to be required for

12   this project.  I would like to take that off the list

13   unless someone is seeing something different.  Okay.

14               MS. KOSKI:  This is Kerrie, with the City of

15   Reno, and I believe -- Claudia, correct me if I'm

16   incorrectly speaking here -- but I believe that we

17   determined that special use permit is not needed for a

18   bridge replacement in this area.  Does that ring a bell?

19               MS. SCHROEDER:  Yes, it does.  Sorry.  I had

20   to get to unmute.  Yes.  I agree.

21               MS. KOSKI:  So, Judy, you're absolutely

22   correct.  We can take -- we would support taking that off

23   the list.

24               MS. TORTELLI:  Okay.  I'm going to go ahead

25   and take that off of the list.  And then I know Jennifer
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 1   had talked about the -- so I'm looking at the alternative

 2   specific requirements, right?  We have alternative two,

 3   and it's a clear span.  She mentioned if it's a clear

 4   span, we don't need the 404.

 5               MR. BOYD:  Well, we've got two piers, then

 6   the river.

 7               MS. TORTELLI:  So that's where the 404 is

 8   coming in because we have to take those out?

 9               MR. BOYD:  This is Brian Boyd.  If you're

10   going to be doing work below the ordinary high to get

11   those piers out, we would need one of four types of the

12   404 Permit.  I think that's what she was saying.

13               MS. TORTELLI:  Okay.

14               MS. THOMASON:  Right.  So if you needed to

15   remove those piers, if you needed temporary access so you

16   had to build, you know, a pad to set equipment on to pull

17   that material out of the river or something like that,

18   that would still require a 404.

19               If you found a way to remove those piers

20   without putting any additional material below the

21   ordinary high watermark, you could end up not needing a

22   permit.  So it depends on how you conduct the work.

23               The 404 program regulates the discharge of

24   fill material below the ordinary high watermark or in

25   wetlands that are jurisdictional under our authority.  So
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 1   if you're able to conduct your work where you have no

 2   discharges of any type of fill material, material that

 3   changes the bed elevation, the banks, that sort of stuff,

 4   if you're able to do that work without placing material

 5   below the ordinary high water marks or an adjacent

 6   wetland, you could, theoretically, not need a permit from

 7   us.

 8               MS. KOSKI:  This is Kerrie at the City of

 9   Reno.  Judy, I'd like to just chime in here.  Based on

10   what we saw with previous bridge work that we've done

11   within the river, I am not seeing that -- I'm not feeling

12   like we should commit to that.

13               MS. TORTELLI:  Yeah.  I agree.

14               MS. KOSKI:  I'd just like to throw it out

15   there.  And Lori Williams, I would -- I know you probably

16   might have some thoughts about this as well, but I feel

17   pretty strongly that I don't think that we should commit

18   that we could not remove it without meeting the

19   requirements that Jennifer just spoke of.

20               MS. TORTELLI:  Okay.  Yeah.  I agree, Kerrie.

21   Well, you know, if I could check off a permit, but, you

22   know, you've got to do the permitting for the bridge.

23   Right?

24               THE COURT REPORTER:  Brian, I can't hear you.

25               MR. GREEN:  That was Ken.  So I was
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 1   indicating it's not just the piers.  It's also the

 2   headwalls, the bridge structure itself.

 3               MS. KOSKI:  Correct.

 4               MR. GREEN:  That could potentially get down

 5   below the ordinary high and require a permit.

 6               MS. WILLIAMS:  And this is Lori Williams.

 7   Just to chime in, like if you used Virginia Street as an

 8   example, you needed to divert the river to be able to put

 9   in the headwalls to attach the bridge to, and you had to

10   remove that pier.  And when you removed that pier,

11   something had to go back in the river, and that had to be

12   -- I'll call it fill material.

13               And so I personally don't see how you can or

14   why you'd even try to get around the 404 Permit.  Just

15   get the permit, and you can do what you need to do.

16               MS. KOSKI:  Thank you, Lori.  I concur.

17               MR. LASSALINE:  This is Peter Lassaline, with

18   NDEP.  May I, real quick?

19               Something she mentioned was the possibility

20   of encountering groundwater or any water that's just not

21   the surface flow.  And if that needs to be discharged,

22   de-watered in some way, that would also require

23   additional permits.

24               MS. KOSKI:  This is Kerrie Koski, and I agree

25   with that one hundred percent that that was something
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 1   that we didn't deal with upfront on the Virginia Street

 2   Bridge, and when the gentleman was just describing the

 3   water level, it's anything below the surface.  And there

 4   is water below the surface.

 5               MR. LASSALINE:  Right.  So depending on what

 6   happens with that, there are various permitting options

 7   that the water pollution control -- there are permits

 8   that can be issued for how that is disposed of, but a

 9   permit would likely be required.

10               MS. WILLIAMS:  This is Lori Williams again.

11   Kerrie, you might recall that on the Virginia Street

12   Bridge, we ended up putting that de-watering water in the

13   sewer.

14               And one of the limitations, Peter, at that

15   time, was the de minimus permit was kind of, I'm going to

16   say the only option since no NPDES permit was achieved.

17               So I don't know if there's another option

18   that's currently available now, but I would recommend

19   that RTC start exploring that with NDEP, those

20   de-watering options and water quality issues related to

21   that because on the Virginia Street Bridge, that water

22   ended up having to be treated and then put into the sewer

23   system because of both potential contamination and also

24   due to volume, just sheer volume of the water.

25               MS. KOSKI:  Correct.  And I would just like
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 1   to highlight when we did that work, we were in our what,

 2   third year of drought, so --

 3               MS. WILLIAMS:  As a blessing, yes.

 4               MS. KOSKI:  -- as a blessing.  That helped

 5   us.  That helped us.  Yes.  So I concur that the

 6   de-watering and water quality is something that needs to

 7   be addressed right upfront.  It drives everything.

 8               MR. DIXON:  This is Andrew Dixon, with NDEP.

 9   I just want to have you guys keep this in mind.  If it

10   ends up needing to be individual permit, whether that's

11   NPDES or an NS state permit to dispose of the water,

12   those can take upwards of six months, sometimes longer to

13   get out.

14               So that's something that the sooner you know

15   about in the process, probably the better to reach out

16   and talk to us about.

17               MS. WILLIAMS:  Thank you for that reminder on

18   that timeline, Andrew.  That rings a bell.  And I would

19   put the longer in there, Judy, in your --

20               MS. TORTELLI:  Yeah.

21               MS. WILLIAMS:  -- the timeline based on what

22   we're going through right now with COVID and the delays

23   that happen within the agencies.

24               MS. TORTELLI:  Right.

25               MS. WONG:  This is Lucy Wong.  I'm going to
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 1   have to leave soon, so I'm going to put in my two cents

 2   about state lands permits.

 3               So it looks like we'd have to do this in a

 4   two-step process.  The first step would be getting a

 5   temporary authorization to remove the bridge or do any

 6   studies that you need, and then that would be followed up

 7   by a long-term or perpetual easement of -- so we'll have

 8   to account for a two-step process in your timeline.

 9               And if this is federally funded or working

10   through the federal highways folks, then we may need to

11   use a temporary construction easement instead of a

12   temporary right-of-entry augmentation.  But that's

13   probably later down the road.  So you can put state lands

14   permitting process more toward the end because we would

15   like to get plans and whatnot along with the application.

16               MS. TORTELLI:  And, Lucy, what is the time

17   frame of those processes?  I mean, is it like a six-month

18   process to get temporary authorization to remove the

19   bridge or --

20               MS. WONG:  Right.  So accounting for all of

21   the delays we've been seeing, I would estimate about

22   three months, approximately, because we do have to do a

23   30-day public comment period review.  And then following

24   that, it has been taking us a little longer than normal

25   to push the documents through for authorization.  So I
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 1   would give it a good three months.

 2               MS. TORTELLI:  Okay.  And then for the -- to

 3   get the easement or temporary construction easement or a

 4   right of entry, depending on funding, I mean, what's the

 5   time frame on that?

 6               MS. WONG:  So, sorry.  The authorization or

 7   the temporary construction easement will take about three

 8   months.  But when you convert it into a permanent

 9   easement, that process shouldn't take as long because all

10   of the work will be done to get the approval for the

11   temporary construction easement.

12               MS. TORTELLI:  Okay.  Got you.

13               MS. KOSKI:  And, Judy, the long-term easement

14   will need to be within the city's name.  RTC doesn't have

15   the ownership, Lucy, just for clarification there.  The

16   temporary authorization, can you clarify, does that have

17   to come from the City of Reno or, I mean, obviously RTC

18   would act as our agent, but does that have to be in our

19   name or how does that work?

20               MS. WONG:  No, it doesn't have to be in your

21   name.  The person who applies will basically take

22   responsibility for the construction work, so if anything

23   goes wrong, we need a person to reach out to resolve any

24   issues.  So that could be RTC or the Jacob Group or

25   whoever is doing the majority of the work.
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 1               MS. KOSKI:  Okay.  Thank you.  This is Kerrie

 2   Koski again.  So for the temporary authorization or slash

 3   construction authorization, that could be applied for and

 4   granted to the RTC or their consultant.

 5               MS. WONG:  Yes.

 6               MS. KOSKI:  And it would be no problem with

 7   the city having the long-term easement.

 8               MS. WONG:  No, yeah.  That would work for us.

 9   That happens quite frequently where it gets turned over

10   to a local government agency to do the long-term

11   maintenance and management.

12               MS. KOSKI:  Okay.  Perfect.  Thank you so

13   much for that.

14               MS. WONG:  Okay.  Thank you.  I'm going to

15   have to sign off now.  Thank you guys.  Bye.

16               MS. THOMASON:  We have about ten minutes

17   left.

18               So, Judy, is there anyone else specifically

19   that you're looking to hear from?

20               MS. TORTELLI:  No, there's not, really.  I

21   mean, I guess, as I kind of alluded to earlier and when

22   you've looked at this chart with all of its checkboxes

23   and stuff in it, you know, all of the various

24   alternatives are pretty even in terms of permitting and

25   regulatory requirements.
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 1               I think the exception to that may be the

 2   tied-arch or the elevated concept.  And our thought

 3   there -- I'm going to let Ken just talk about where our

 4   thought was there, but maybe those two specific

 5   alternatives are a little bit more challenging from a

 6   permitting perspective.

 7               MR. GREEN:  Yeah, I think they're going to be

 8   more -- this is Ken Green -- I think they're going to be

 9   a little more challenging from a permitting perspective.

10               And certainly, in terms of maintenance,

11   whether it be for removing debris from the channel or

12   maintaining removing sediment from the kayak park, the

13   tied-arch structure is going to be -- I think it's

14   constructed similar to the Virginia Street Bridge, right?

15               MS. TORTELLI:  Right.

16               MR. GREEN:  And so access to the channel and

17   to the materials below the bridge is -- it's going to be

18   a similar challenge to what we've already got or what

19   we're seeing with the Virginia Street Bridge.

20               And then the elevated bridge, you know, it's

21   just occupying so much of Wingfield Park.  It's elevated.

22   There's an opportunity, I think, with that concept to be

23   able to remove debris from the channel.  But getting

24   equipment off that bridge down into the park is -- it's

25   not an option, at least based on the current conceptual
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 1   design.

 2               MS. TORTELLI:  So I guess, you know, I just

 3   would like to maybe gain concurrence from the folks that

 4   are on the phone that you agree with that statement that

 5   maybe those two concepts are going to be more challenging

 6   permitting as something that we could move forward with

 7   as kind of a result from this TAC meeting.

 8               Does anybody disagree with that point or --

 9               MS. WILLIAMS:  This is Lori Williams.  And so

10   like the beautiful design of the Virginia Street Bridge

11   is good, but the sidewalks on the outside of the arches

12   are cantilevered, and so they aren't really supported

13   like for equipment if you wanted to widen those and make

14   those available for equipment access.

15               But then clearly, that drives up the cost.

16   You need a wider bridge abutment.  And so I can see that,

17   you know, it really makes it infeasible to do that.  And

18   so ideally, that wouldn't be the design, from the

19   Carson-Truckee channel maintenance perspective.

20               MS. KOSKI:  Kerrie Koski here at the City of

21   Reno, and I would like to add that we have had those

22   conversations as well as far as our own maintenance

23   during high water levels that we would prefer to have

24   some -- prefer to have an access to the river, unlike

25   what we have on the Virginia Street Bridge.  So I'm
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 1   supporting Lori's statement.

 2               MS. TORTELLI:  Well, it doesn't sound like --

 3   this is Judy Tortelli again.  You can probably tell, but

 4   it doesn't sound like there's any additional input on

 5   this.  I think we've gotten great feedback today.  We

 6   really have.  I appreciate everybody's participation.

 7               We will be, you know, as I stated, we'll have

 8   a court reporter and we'll have transcribed notes from

 9   this meeting.  We'll probably put together -- probably

10   have the design team put together just kind of a quick

11   summary of discussion items and send it out to everybody

12   that attended just to make sure that you agree with what

13   we're saying and make sure that nobody wants to add

14   anything.

15               So, Jennifer, I really appreciate you hosting

16   this and letting us know that you have these.  I think

17   this was a great forum to have this meeting.  So I guess

18   with that, we're done unless anybody has any questions,

19   additional last additional questions.

20               MS. THOMASON:  Giving you 30 seconds.  This

21   is Jennifer, with the Corps.  I'm giving a 30-second

22   countdown to Judy.

23               Does anyone have any final thoughts,

24   questions, concerns, red flags?  Anything of that nature?

25               MS. KOSKI:  This is Kerrie, at the City of
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 1   Reno.  And I would also like to thank you, Jennifer, for

 2   putting this together and getting all of the players

 3   together, I think, or people that are involved in this

 4   project.  I appreciate your time.  Being with the City of

 5   Reno, we know how valuable everyone's time is.  I

 6   appreciate that very much, and this has been really good

 7   information.  Thank you all.

 8               MS. THOMASON:  Thanks, Kerrie.

 9               Anybody else?  T-minus 15 seconds.  All

10   right.  We'll call that a wrap.  Thanks, Bill.

11               Thanks, everybody from the City of Reno.  I

12   appreciate everybody's time.

13               (The meeting concluded at 10:27 a.m.)
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 1   STATE OF NEVADA,  )

 2                     )

 3   WASHOE COUNTY.    )

 4

 5

 6

          I, NICOLE J. HANSEN, Official Court Reporter for the

 7

     Technical Advisory Committee Meeting, do hereby certify:

 8

 9        That on the 15th day of July, 2020, I was

10   present remotely at said meeting for the purpose of

11   reporting in verbatim stenotype notes the within-entitled

12   public meeting;

13

          That the foregoing transcript, consisting of pages 1

14

     through 48, inclusive, includes a full, true and correct

15

     transcription of my stenotype notes of said public

16

     meeting.

17

18

          Dated at Reno, Nevada, this 16th day of

19

     July, 2020.

20

21

22

                         NICOLE J. HANSEN, NV CCR #446

23                       RPR, CRR, RMR
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 1      HEALTH INFORMATION PRIVACY & SECURITY: CAUTIONARY NOTICE

 2  Litigation Services is committed to compliance with applicable federal

 3  and state laws and regulations (“Privacy Laws”) governing the

 4  protection andsecurity of patient health information.Notice is

 5  herebygiven to all parties that transcripts of depositions and legal

 6  proceedings, and transcript exhibits, may contain patient health

 7  information that is protected from unauthorized access, use and

 8  disclosure by Privacy Laws. Litigation Services requires that access,

 9  maintenance, use, and disclosure (including but not limited to

10  electronic database maintenance and access, storage, distribution/

11  dissemination and communication) of transcripts/exhibits containing

12  patient information be performed in compliance with Privacy Laws.

13  No transcript or exhibit containing protected patient health

14  information may be further disclosed except as permitted by Privacy

15  Laws. Litigation Services expects that all parties, parties’

16  attorneys, and their HIPAA Business Associates and Subcontractors will

17  make every reasonable effort to protect and secure patient health

18  information, and to comply with applicable Privacy Law mandates,

19  including but not limited to restrictions on access, storage, use, and

20  disclosure (sharing) of transcripts and transcript exhibits, and

21  applying “minimum necessary” standards where appropriate. It is

22 recommended that your office review its policies regarding sharing of

23 transcripts and exhibits - including access, storage, use, and

24  disclosure - for compliance with Privacy Laws.
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		207						LN		8		12		false		         12    what we've defined, so is there something we've missed?				false

		208						LN		8		13		false		         13    Are our anticipated timeframes correct?  We also need				false

		209						LN		8		14		false		         14    help in determining which of the various alternatives may				false

		210						LN		8		15		false		         15    be more challenging from a permitting regulatory				false

		211						LN		8		16		false		         16    perspective.				false

		212						LN		8		17		false		         17                So, as stakeholder working group one, which				false

		213						LN		8		18		false		         18    was held back in February, we discussed engineering,				false

		214						LN		8		19		false		         19    design and environmental constraints associated with the				false

		215						LN		8		20		false		         20    project.  Since then, we have determined that FHWA will				false

		216						LN		8		21		false		         21    be the lead agency for the NEPA process, and RTC has				false

		217						LN		8		22		false		         22    identified federal funding for that phase in Fiscal Year				false

		218						LN		8		23		false		         23    2021, I believe.				false

		219						LN		8		24		false		         24                The team here has tailored the permitting				false

		220						LN		8		25		false		         25    regulatory requirements discussed as stakeholder working				false

		221						PG		9		0		false		page 9				false

		222						LN		9		1		false		          1    group one to indicate FHWA as the lead agency.  So this				false

		223						LN		9		2		false		          2    is our first technical advisory committee meeting.  We				false

		224						LN		9		3		false		          3    will be holding two TAC meetings for this.  We will be				false

		225						LN		9		4		false		          4    holding TAC meeting two in a couple of months, and that				false

		226						LN		9		5		false		          5    TAC meeting will focus on bridge concepts, bridge and				false

		227						LN		9		6		false		          6    roadway elements.  From there, we will have a second and				false

		228						LN		9		7		false		          7    third stakeholder working group meeting to discuss bridge				false

		229						LN		9		8		false		          8    and aesthetic concepts.				false

		230						LN		9		9		false		          9                You can go ahead and fast -- thank you,				false

		231						LN		9		10		false		         10    Jennifer.  So here's our agenda.  It was kind of up on				false

		232						LN		9		11		false		         11    the screen before.  I want to kind of touch on project				false

		233						LN		9		12		false		         12    scope, process, purpose and need schedule and background.				false

		234						LN		9		13		false		         13    This is not new material.  These are all items that we				false

		235						LN		9		14		false		         14    have presented to the public at our first public				false

		236						LN		9		15		false		         15    informational meeting, and again, at our first				false

		237						LN		9		16		false		         16    stakeholder working group meeting.  I just don't want to				false

		238						LN		9		17		false		         17    lose sight of the project scope and purpose and need.				false

		239						LN		9		18		false		         18                From there, we're going to dive into the				false

		240						LN		9		19		false		         19    permitting, the details of the permitting and regulatory				false

		241						LN		9		20		false		         20    requirements that we've come up with as a team.  We'll				false

		242						LN		9		21		false		         21    look at a summary of requirements and then have some				false

		243						LN		9		22		false		         22    discussion.				false

		244						LN		9		23		false		         23                So our next slide just lists the TAC members				false

		245						LN		9		24		false		         24    that are here today.  For the most part, we kind of went				false

		246						LN		9		25		false		         25    through introductions.  It looks like from this list, you				false

		247						PG		10		0		false		page 10				false

		248						LN		10		1		false		          1    know, we don't have Reno-Sparks Indian Colony				false

		249						LN		10		2		false		          2    participation or Pyramid Lake Paiute Tribe, and I don't				false

		250						LN		10		3		false		          3    believe we have anybody on the line from the state				false

		251						LN		10		4		false		          4    historic preservation office.				false

		252						LN		10		5		false		          5                So this group of TAC members was defined by				false

		253						LN		10		6		false		          6    the team and vetted through both RTC and City of Reno.				false

		254						LN		10		7		false		          7    So this is our group of TAC members associated with				false

		255						LN		10		8		false		          8    permitting and regulatory requirements.				false

		256						LN		10		9		false		          9                MS. THOMASON:  Judy, before we move on, this				false

		257						LN		10		10		false		         10    is Jennifer with the Corps.  I just want to do one more				false

		258						LN		10		11		false		         11    call for the tribal members.  Is there anyone on the line				false

		259						LN		10		12		false		         12    from Pyramid Lake Paiute Tribe?				false

		260						LN		10		13		false		         13                Is there anyone on the line from Reno-Sparks?				false

		261						LN		10		14		false		         14    Okay.				false

		262						LN		10		15		false		         15                MS. TORTELLI:  All right.  Thank you,				false

		263						LN		10		16		false		         16    Jennifer.				false

		264						LN		10		17		false		         17                So project scope.  The scope of this project				false

		265						LN		10		18		false		         18    is to complete a feasibility study to define bridge				false

		266						LN		10		19		false		         19    options, identify constraints and determine costs.  At				false

		267						LN		10		20		false		         20    the end, we will have a bridge and aesthetic package				false

		268						LN		10		21		false		         21    identified to carry forward into environmental clearance				false

		269						LN		10		22		false		         22    and design.				false

		270						LN		10		23		false		         23                Decisions will be documented using a process				false

		271						LN		10		24		false		         24    called planning and environmental linkages, also known as				false

		272						LN		10		25		false		         25    P-E-L:  PEL.  Following this process will help inform				false

		273						PG		11		0		false		page 11				false

		274						LN		11		1		false		          1    decision making, engage the public and stakeholders and				false

		275						LN		11		2		false		          2    will streamline future needs and processes.				false

		276						LN		11		3		false		          3                So our project process is modeled after the				false

		277						LN		11		4		false		          4    Virginia Street Bridge process and includes receiving				false

		278						LN		11		5		false		          5    public stakeholder and technical input.  Alternatives				false

		279						LN		11		6		false		          6    will be evaluated based on ability to meet project				false

		280						LN		11		7		false		          7    purpose and need, ability to avoid and minimize impacts				false

		281						LN		11		8		false		          8    to the natural and built environment, construction				false

		282						LN		11		9		false		          9    feasibility and cost, and input from the stakeholder				false

		283						LN		11		10		false		         10    working group, City of Reno Council and the public.				false

		284						LN		11		11		false		         11                At our public kickoff meeting, which was held				false

		285						LN		11		12		false		         12    in December of 2019, we got great feedback.  Our first				false

		286						LN		11		13		false		         13    stakeholder working group meeting was successful in				false

		287						LN		11		14		false		         14    defining constraints and criteria associated with the				false

		288						LN		11		15		false		         15    project.				false

		289						LN		11		16		false		         16                We will be holding one additional TAC meeting				false

		290						LN		11		17		false		         17    and two additional stakeholder working group meetings.				false

		291						LN		11		18		false		         18    And then from there, we will be presenting information				false

		292						LN		11		19		false		         19    gathered to get input one more time at a public meeting,				false

		293						LN		11		20		false		         20    which we're anticipating in early 2021.				false

		294						LN		11		21		false		         21                So the Arlington Avenue Bridges were built in				false

		295						LN		11		22		false		         22    the 1930s.  They are categorized as structurally				false

		296						LN		11		23		false		         23    deficient by NDEP, and it's time for us to start				false

		297						LN		11		24		false		         24    replacing them.				false

		298						LN		11		25		false		         25                So as you can see up there on the screen, the				false

		299						PG		12		0		false		page 12				false

		300						LN		12		1		false		          1    project purpose and need is to address structurally				false

		301						LN		12		2		false		          2    deficient bridges.  We want to provide safe and ADA				false

		302						LN		12		3		false		          3    compliant multimodal improvements.  We need to address				false

		303						LN		12		4		false		          4    hydraulic capacity needs and respond to regional and				false

		304						LN		12		5		false		          5    community plans.				false

		305						LN		12		6		false		          6                So schedule.  This is kind of our overall				false

		306						LN		12		7		false		          7    schedule.  Things have moved out several months just with				false

		307						LN		12		8		false		          8    the impacts of COVID-19 stuff, which I think we're all				false

		308						LN		12		9		false		          9    feeling, but you can see that first star there, we did				false

		309						LN		12		10		false		         10    have our public kickoff meeting towards the end of 2019.				false

		310						LN		12		11		false		         11                Right now, we're working to identify and				false

		311						LN		12		12		false		         12    analyze bridge and aesthetic concepts.  We're planning				false

		312						LN		12		13		false		         13    another public meeting at the beginning of next year, and				false

		313						LN		12		14		false		         14    we plan to complete this feasibility study sometime early				false

		314						LN		12		15		false		         15    next year, and then we'll kick off the NEPA process.				false

		315						LN		12		16		false		         16                Up on the bar graph there, the NEPA process				false

		316						LN		12		17		false		         17    looks like it's going to be starting in 2021, but we				false

		317						LN		12		18		false		         18    won't actually start the NEPA process until the				false

		318						LN		12		19		false		         19    feasibility study is complete.  They are kind of separate				false

		319						LN		12		20		false		         20    phases of the project, and they will be separate				false

		320						LN		12		21		false		         21    contracts.  So we've kind of got our design permitting				false

		321						LN		12		22		false		         22    there, and we are anticipating building these bridges in				false

		322						LN		12		23		false		         23    2026.				false

		323						LN		12		24		false		         24                So from there, I'm going to go ahead and hand				false

		324						LN		12		25		false		         25    it off to Ken.  He's going to dive into the permitting				false

		325						PG		13		0		false		page 13				false

		326						LN		13		1		false		          1    and regulatory requirements, some of the details that				false

		327						LN		13		2		false		          2    we've come up with as a team.				false

		328						LN		13		3		false		          3                MR. GREEN:  Thank you, Judy.  Good morning,				false

		329						LN		13		4		false		          4    everybody.  My name is Ken Green.  I'm a PM with Jacobs				false

		330						LN		13		5		false		          5    Engineering, supporting Judy on the project.				false

		331						LN		13		6		false		          6                This next handful of slides kind of				false

		332						LN		13		7		false		          7    summarizes the permitting and regulatory requirements				false

		333						LN		13		8		false		          8    that we've developed for the project based on information				false

		334						LN		13		9		false		          9    received during the December '19 public meeting as well				false

		335						LN		13		10		false		         10    as the February 2020 stakeholder working group one				false

		336						LN		13		11		false		         11    meeting, and the intent is to just kind of reiterate the				false

		337						LN		13		12		false		         12    summary of information that we've come up with on the				false

		338						LN		13		13		false		         13    permitting and regulatory side of the shop, what those				false

		339						LN		13		14		false		         14    requirements look like, and then we'd really like to have				false

		340						LN		13		15		false		         15    an engaged discussion at the end of the presentation with				false

		341						LN		13		16		false		         16    regard to what we're presenting and whether or not -- as				false

		342						LN		13		17		false		         17    Judy indicated before -- we've missed something or our				false

		343						LN		13		18		false		         18    timelines are a little off, and/or maybe there's				false

		344						LN		13		19		false		         19    something that we don't need.  And that's specific to				false

		345						LN		13		20		false		         20    this first item here on this page, the special use				false

		346						LN		13		21		false		         21    permit.				false

		347						LN		13		22		false		         22                And I think during stakeholder working group				false

		348						LN		13		23		false		         23    one, there was some discussion about whether or not the				false

		349						LN		13		24		false		         24    SUP application was going to be required for this project				false

		350						LN		13		25		false		         25    or not, so we'd like to be able to question that to the				false

		351						PG		14		0		false		page 14				false

		352						LN		14		1		false		          1    extent we can during the meeting.				false

		353						LN		14		2		false		          2                So this slide presents kind of the first				false

		354						LN		14		3		false		          3    group of permits that we think are going to be required,				false

		355						LN		14		4		false		          4    and it starts off with the SUP, the 408 permit, which is				false

		356						LN		14		5		false		          5    a permit required to if we're going to alter Corps of				false

		357						LN		14		6		false		          6    Engineers Civil Works' project.  Well, our takeaway was				false

		358						LN		14		7		false		          7    from SG1 is that this permit must precede the 404 Permit,				false

		359						LN		14		8		false		          8    and the Corp is going to coordinate with the Conservatee				false

		360						LN		14		9		false		          9    District, State Land, as well as Corps of Engineers Civil				false

		361						LN		14		10		false		         10    Works.				false

		362						LN		14		11		false		         11                The overall timeline is about 18 months,				false

		363						LN		14		12		false		         12    which is pretty consistent with, I think, the 404				false

		364						LN		14		13		false		         13    permitting, application, review and approval process.				false

		365						LN		14		14		false		         14    And then the 408 is going to require some flood risk				false

		366						LN		14		15		false		         15    modeling.				false

		367						LN		14		16		false		         16                I wanted to make sure that we continue to				false

		368						LN		14		17		false		         17    capture, in these presentations for everybody's				false

		369						LN		14		18		false		         18    information and moving forward is in the event that it				false

		370						LN		14		19		false		         19    changes, for whatever reason, the hundred-year flood				false

		371						LN		14		20		false		         20    elevation, which is -- as we indicate here at the bottom				false

		372						LN		14		21		false		         21    of this slide 45 -- two feet above sea level plus two				false

		373						LN		14		22		false		         22    feet of freeboard.				false

		374						LN		14		23		false		         23                Next slide?  So 404 Permit also required				false

		375						LN		14		24		false		         24    regulates dredge and fill waters in the U.S.,				false

		376						LN		14		25		false		         25    jurisdictional delineation of wetlands and waters to the				false

		377						PG		15		0		false		page 15				false

		378						LN		15		1		false		          1    U.S., includes consultation with the tribes as well as				false

		379						LN		15		2		false		          2    fish and wildlife for Section 7 and Section 106.  And as				false

		380						LN		15		3		false		          3    I indicated, based on the information we've got in our				false

		381						LN		15		4		false		          4    experience, it's about an 18-month review permitting				false

		382						LN		15		5		false		          5    timeline for that permit application.				false

		383						LN		15		6		false		          6                We've also got the 401 Water Quality				false

		384						LN		15		7		false		          7    Certification through NDEP, but based on my				false

		385						LN		15		8		false		          8    understanding, that's going to be part of the 404 Permit				false

		386						LN		15		9		false		          9    as well, regulates water quality during construction.				false

		387						LN		15		10		false		         10                Next slide?  Thank you.  Construction storm				false

		388						LN		15		11		false		         11    water permit.  This is a permit that's required during				false

		389						LN		15		12		false		         12    construction.  That will be required.				false

		390						LN		15		13		false		         13                Not so much --  it's something that we need				false

		391						LN		15		14		false		         14    to consider as part of the pre-application process,				false

		392						LN		15		15		false		         15    making sure that the contractor understands what their				false

		393						LN		15		16		false		         16    permitting requirements are going to be once they hit the				false

		394						LN		15		17		false		         17    ground.  And then we've also got the state land				false

		395						LN		15		18		false		         18    encroachment permit, which is required to use state-owned				false

		396						LN		15		19		false		         19    lands below the ordinary high watermark.  That was kind				false

		397						LN		15		20		false		         20    of a summary of the permitting requirements.				false

		398						LN		15		21		false		         21                The regulatory requirements, this is the next				false

		399						LN		15		22		false		         22    kind of summary of information that we think we're going				false

		400						LN		15		23		false		         23    to need to obtain.  So we've got to determine the				false

		401						LN		15		24		false		         24    ordinary high watermark, analyze current flood model				false

		402						LN		15		25		false		         25    conditions.  And based on stakeholder working group one				false

		403						PG		16		0		false		page 16				false

		404						LN		16		1		false		          1    and previous conversations with TRFMA, they're going to				false

		405						LN		16		2		false		          2    support the RTC in that endeavor.				false

		406						LN		16		3		false		          3                As I indicated before, the hundred-year water				false

		407						LN		16		4		false		          4    surface elevation is currently defined at 4,502 feet				false

		408						LN		16		5		false		          5    AMSL.  And then the TRFMA modeling is going to guide or				false

		409						LN		16		6		false		          6    assist with the alternatives design.  Consultations with				false

		410						LN		16		7		false		          7    fish and wildlife will be required.  Section 7 requires a				false

		411						LN		16		8		false		          8    BA to document natural resources impacts and mitigation.				false

		412						LN		16		9		false		          9                And again, the intent here is to make sure				false

		413						LN		16		10		false		         10    that we've got things pretty accurately summarized here,				false

		414						LN		16		11		false		         11    and if not, what changes do we need to make so that we're				false

		415						LN		16		12		false		         12    all on the same page going forward as we conclude the				false

		416						LN		16		13		false		         13    feasibility study process.				false

		417						LN		16		14		false		         14                We've got a clear direction and path on				false

		418						LN		16		15		false		         15    permitting requirements and the regulatory requirements				false

		419						LN		16		16		false		         16    for the project going forward once we get into design,				false

		420						LN		16		17		false		         17    NEPA compliance and design.  The BA is prepared to submit				false

		421						LN		16		18		false		         18    it as part of the 404 Permit application.				false

		422						LN		16		19		false		         19                And then consultations with the State SHPO,				false

		423						LN		16		20		false		         20    required per Section 106 to document impacts as well as				false

		424						LN		16		21		false		         21    the mitigation requirements for both direct and indirect				false

		425						LN		16		22		false		         22    effects to historic and/or prehistoric properties.				false

		426						LN		16		23		false		         23                Corps of Engineers' consultation with SHPO				false

		427						LN		16		24		false		         24    and traditional cultural property considerations for the				false

		428						LN		16		25		false		         25    Truckee River.  This was a topic of conversation during				false

		429						PG		17		0		false		page 17				false

		430						LN		17		1		false		          1    stakeholder working group meeting one.  We want to make				false

		431						LN		17		2		false		          2    sure that we consider that going forward, keep that in				false

		432						LN		17		3		false		          3    mind, and after that, into the schedule going forward.				false

		433						LN		17		4		false		          4                U.S. DOT Section 4(f), we're hanging on to				false

		434						LN		17		5		false		          5    this as well because we're still evaluating the				false

		435						LN		17		6		false		          6    alternatives, and what this does is it prohibits the				false

		436						LN		17		7		false		          7    taking or using of publicly-owned parks, recreation				false

		437						LN		17		8		false		          8    areas, unless no feasible or prudent alternative exists.				false

		438						LN		17		9		false		          9                Next slide?  We did talk about Section 6(f)				false

		439						LN		17		10		false		         10    during the stakeholder working group one, and it was				false

		440						LN		17		11		false		         11    determined to be not applicable.  We hung on to it here				false

		441						LN		17		12		false		         12    for TAC one just to make sure everybody sees that.				false

		442						LN		17		13		false		         13                It's probably going to fall off the table				false

		443						LN		17		14		false		         14    going forward since it's not applicable, but what was				false

		444						LN		17		15		false		         15    concluded was that publicly-owned parks, recreation areas				false

		445						LN		17		16		false		         16    and other outdoor recreation resources do not qualify for				false

		446						LN		17		17		false		         17    land and water conservation fund funding.  Did not.				false

		447						LN		17		18		false		         18                And then lastly, we've got the Storm Water				false

		448						LN		17		19		false		         19    Pollution Prevention Plan.  And this will be something				false

		449						LN		17		20		false		         20    that's required from the construction contractor to				false

		450						LN		17		21		false		         21    demonstrate compliance with water quality monitoring				false

		451						LN		17		22		false		         22    during construction, and it's through the Corps of				false

		452						LN		17		23		false		         23    Engineers and NDEP.				false

		453						LN		17		24		false		         24                So for those on the call who attended				false

		454						LN		17		25		false		         25    stakeholder working group one and/or were present during				false

		455						PG		18		0		false		page 18				false

		456						LN		18		1		false		          1    the December 19, 2019 public meeting, these next two				false

		457						LN		18		2		false		          2    slides, three sides -- I'm sorry -- summarize the				false

		458						LN		18		3		false		          3    alternative-specific concepts, with that one to the lower				false

		459						LN		18		4		false		          4    left showing a clear span.  These really focus on the				false

		460						LN		18		5		false		          5    north bridge.  The south bridge, much narrower; similar				false

		461						LN		18		6		false		          6    or nearly identical construction process bridge type for				false

		462						LN		18		7		false		          7    that southernmost bridge.  So we're really focusing in on				false

		463						LN		18		8		false		          8    the wider north bridge here in regards to these concepts.				false

		464						LN		18		9		false		          9                So that lower left is a clear span concept.				false

		465						LN		18		10		false		         10    Clear span is that north channel.  Single pier concept				false

		466						LN		18		11		false		         11    puts single pier versus current two piers that are in the				false

		467						LN		18		12		false		         12    channel back into the channel as part of the new bridge				false

		468						LN		18		13		false		         13    structure.				false

		469						LN		18		14		false		         14                Tied-arch concept clear spans the channel but				false

		470						LN		18		15		false		         15    constructs the tied-arch, and then the underdeck arch				false

		471						LN		18		16		false		         16    concept also clears spans to channel with the underdeck				false

		472						LN		18		17		false		         17    arch.				false

		473						LN		18		18		false		         18                And then this last one is the elevated bridge				false

		474						LN		18		19		false		         19    concept, so that gets the entire structure up and above				false

		475						LN		18		20		false		         20    the channel and encumbers a large portion of Wingfield				false

		476						LN		18		21		false		         21    Park, effectively taking it out of the open space				false

		477						LN		18		22		false		         22    available arena.				false

		478						LN		18		23		false		         23                So this is a summary of the alternatives				false

		479						LN		18		24		false		         24    relative to the permitting and regulatory requirements				false

		480						LN		18		25		false		         25    that we just went through.  This is new information that				false

		481						PG		19		0		false		page 19				false

		482						LN		19		1		false		          1    captures in a single location what our perception is of				false

		483						LN		19		2		false		          2    permitting and regulatory requirements and alternatives.				false

		484						LN		19		3		false		          3    And what we've concluded is that they're nearly identical				false

		485						LN		19		4		false		          4    for each of the alternatives save just a couple of				false

		486						LN		19		5		false		          5    exceptions, and the asterisk denotes those exceptions.				false

		487						LN		19		6		false		          6                For the single-pier concept -- that's the new				false

		488						LN		19		7		false		          7    structure north bridge -- the old structure has two piers				false

		489						LN		19		8		false		          8    in the channel.  Those piers would have to come out.				false

		490						LN		19		9		false		          9    Compliance requirements would be specified in the 404				false

		491						LN		19		10		false		         10    Permit.				false

		492						LN		19		11		false		         11                The new bridge, the single-pier structure, we				false

		493						LN		19		12		false		         12    would have to reconstruct or construct a pier back into				false

		494						LN		19		13		false		         13    that channel, and so that constitutes at least some level				false

		495						LN		19		14		false		         14    of additional requirements that would be levied on the				false

		496						LN		19		15		false		         15    project during construction, in other words, to				false

		497						LN		19		16		false		         16    permitting under the 404.				false

		498						LN		19		17		false		         17                The other two alternatives that we've got				false

		499						LN		19		18		false		         18    that show an asterisk -- both related to the 404				false

		500						LN		19		19		false		         19    Permit -- are the tied-arch, that's alternative four, and				false

		501						LN		19		20		false		         20    the elevated concept.  That's alternative five.				false

		502						LN		19		21		false		         21                And those relate to -- again, based on the				false

		503						LN		19		22		false		         22    work that we've done, relate to view shed effects, right,				false

		504						LN		19		23		false		         23    indirect APE effects just because of the elevation of				false

		505						LN		19		24		false		         24    those structures and their potential impact to nearby				false

		506						LN		19		25		false		         25    historic properties.  But beyond that, we didn't identify				false

		507						PG		20		0		false		page 20				false

		508						LN		20		1		false		          1    or document any distinct or specific requirements that				false

		509						LN		20		2		false		          2    would be levied on one concept alternative versus another				false

		510						LN		20		3		false		          3    for each one of those five alternatives that we're				false

		511						LN		20		4		false		          4    looking at.				false

		512						LN		20		5		false		          5                MS. TORTELLI:  So I guess with that, I mean,				false

		513						LN		20		6		false		          6    let's go ahead and leave up that slide there, Jennifer,				false

		514						LN		20		7		false		          7    you know, because I think I'd like to base our discussion				false

		515						LN		20		8		false		          8    around this slide.				false

		516						LN		20		9		false		          9                But I'd like to start with just seeing if				false

		517						LN		20		10		false		         10    anybody has any questions on the material that we've				false

		518						LN		20		11		false		         11    presented or comments on stuff that we may have missed or				false

		519						LN		20		12		false		         12    don't have included.				false

		520						LN		20		13		false		         13                MR. DIXON:  Yeah.  This is Andrew Dixon, with				false

		521						LN		20		14		false		         14    NDEP.  I think a permitting requirement that you may have				false

		522						LN		20		15		false		         15    missed is a working waters permit from the State.  So				false

		523						LN		20		16		false		         16    water pollution control does do those permits as well.				false

		524						LN		20		17		false		         17    They're generally a temporary permit for six months.				false

		525						LN		20		18		false		         18    Some of that program could be changing with kind of				false

		526						LN		20		19		false		         19    updating for us, but a permit would still be needed.				false

		527						LN		20		20		false		         20                So I think maybe just including that with the				false

		528						LN		20		21		false		         21    storm water permit if you plan on doing -- having any				false

		529						LN		20		22		false		         22    equipment within the water or diverting flow or anything				false

		530						LN		20		23		false		         23    like that.				false

		531						LN		20		24		false		         24                MR. GREEN:  Sounds good.  Thanks, Andrew.				false

		532						LN		20		25		false		         25                MR. ABDALLA:  This is Bill.  Can you hear me?				false

		533						PG		21		0		false		page 21				false

		534						LN		21		1		false		          1                MS. TORTELLI:  Yes, Bill, we can hear you.				false

		535						LN		21		2		false		          2                MR. ABDULLA:  Okay.  My first question is:				false

		536						LN		21		3		false		          3    Is there federal aid money in this project, meaning				false

		537						LN		21		4		false		          4    coming from federal highway?				false

		538						LN		21		5		false		          5                MS. TORTELLI:  Yes.  I mean, right now, we're				false

		539						LN		21		6		false		          6    doing -- so let me be specific.  Right now, we're doing				false

		540						LN		21		7		false		          7    this feasibility study.  This particular project is				false

		541						LN		21		8		false		          8    funded with RTC fuel tax.				false

		542						LN		21		9		false		          9                At the close of this feasibility study, we				false

		543						LN		21		10		false		         10    intend to kickoff the NEPA process.  And we at RTC have				false

		544						LN		21		11		false		         11    identified right now, I think, like two and a half				false

		545						LN		21		12		false		         12    million dollars of federal STBG money for that as to be				false

		546						LN		21		13		false		         13    included as part of that process.  So does that answer				false

		547						LN		21		14		false		         14    your question?				false

		548						LN		21		15		false		         15                MR. ABDULLA:  Yes.  Yes, I just want to know				false

		549						LN		21		16		false		         16    if we should get involved or not.				false

		550						LN		21		17		false		         17                MS. TORTELLI:  Absolutely.				false

		551						LN		21		18		false		         18                MR. ABDULLA:  My other question is:  Is this				false

		552						LN		21		19		false		         19    a historic bridge?				false

		553						LN		21		20		false		         20                MR. GREEN:  No.  NDEP -- there's a report out				false

		554						LN		21		21		false		         21    there.  NDEP concluded that the bridge was not historic.				false

		555						LN		21		22		false		         22    We can capture that in the notes, I think, going forward.				false

		556						LN		21		23		false		         23                MS. TORTELLI:  Yeah.  The bridge itself is				false

		557						LN		21		24		false		         24    not historic, right?  But there are historic properties				false

		558						LN		21		25		false		         25    around the bridge.				false

		559						PG		22		0		false		page 22				false

		560						LN		22		1		false		          1                A VOICE:  Correct.				false

		561						LN		22		2		false		          2                MS. TORTELLI:  Right.				false

		562						LN		22		3		false		          3                MR. ABDULLA:  So that means we don't have				false

		563						LN		22		4		false		          4    4(f) with the bridge, which is good.				false

		564						LN		22		5		false		          5                My other thing is related to the 404 Permit.				false

		565						LN		22		6		false		          6    Are we going -- when we talk about 404 Permit, are we				false

		566						LN		22		7		false		          7    talking about a nationwide permit or are we talking about				false

		567						LN		22		8		false		          8    an individual 404 Permit?				false

		568						LN		22		9		false		          9                MS. THOMASON:  This is Jennifer with the				false

		569						LN		22		10		false		         10    Corps, the 404 program.  That decision -- there's not				false

		570						LN		22		11		false		         11    been a decision because we don't yet know what the impact				false

		571						LN		22		12		false		         12    level for the project is going to be, so we wouldn't be				false

		572						LN		22		13		false		         13    able to assess the appropriate type of permit for the				false

		573						LN		22		14		false		         14    city evaluated other.				false

		574						LN		22		15		false		         15                    (Cell phone ringing.)				false

		575						LN		22		16		false		         16                MR. ABDULLA:  Whoa.  Sorry.				false

		576						LN		22		17		false		         17                MS. THOMASON:  We don't have an idea of what				false

		577						LN		22		18		false		         18    type of permit this project would be evaluated under				false

		578						LN		22		19		false		         19    because we don't know what the impacts for or the				false

		579						LN		22		20		false		         20    ordinary high water marks is at this time.				false

		580						LN		22		21		false		         21                MR. ABDULLA:  Great.  Thank you.				false

		581						LN		22		22		false		         22                MS. THOMASON:  Yep.				false

		582						LN		22		23		false		         23                MR. ABDULLA:  That's all that I have for now.				false

		583						LN		22		24		false		         24                MS. THOMASON:  So this is Jennifer again.				false

		584						LN		22		25		false		         25    And one of the things that I want to be clear about on				false

		585						PG		23		0		false		page 23				false

		586						LN		23		1		false		          1    the way the 404 and the 408 Permits kind of work together				false

		587						LN		23		2		false		          2    is that while I cannot make any 404 decision without the				false

		588						LN		23		3		false		          3    408 permission, if one is needed, we do have concurrent				false

		589						LN		23		4		false		          4    and try to run concurrent reviews as far as for Section 7				false

		590						LN		23		5		false		          5    and Section 106.  But in this case, the federal highway				false

		591						LN		23		6		false		          6    is the lead on that, on those aspects.  That could change				false

		592						LN		23		7		false		          7    that permitting timeline to the 404 side.				false

		593						LN		23		8		false		          8                MS. TORTELLI:  And why is that?  Because they				false

		594						LN		23		9		false		          9    approach it differently, Jennifer, or and maybe they				false

		595						LN		23		10		false		         10    don't run concurrently?				false

		596						LN		23		11		false		         11                MS. THOMASON:  So the impact is that if				false

		597						LN		23		12		false		         12    federal highways is the lead agency, whenever you --				false

		598						LN		23		13		false		         13    whenever the application to the 404 comes in, presumably,				false

		599						LN		23		14		false		         14    your Section 7 is being handled through federal highways.				false

		600						LN		23		15		false		         15    They've already done that through the NEPA.  They've				false

		601						LN		23		16		false		         16    already done those consultations with U.S. Fish and				false

		602						LN		23		17		false		         17    Wildlife Service, or in the case of Section 106, with the				false

		603						LN		23		18		false		         18    state historic preservation office.				false

		604						LN		23		19		false		         19                And so when federal highways is the lead, so				false

		605						LN		23		20		false		         20    long as they have that -- that consultation has included				false

		606						LN		23		21		false		         21    the Corp's area of interest, we can adopt those				false

		607						LN		23		22		false		         22    consultations and not have to re-do those.  But we need				false

		608						LN		23		23		false		         23    to make sure that when federal highways is doing those				false

		609						LN		23		24		false		         24    consultations that the Corps' area of interest, both for				false

		610						LN		23		25		false		         25    404 and 408, are included.  And then we can adopt those				false

		611						PG		24		0		false		page 24				false

		612						LN		24		1		false		          1    things so that we don't have multiple consultations going				false

		613						LN		24		2		false		          2    out.				false

		614						LN		24		3		false		          3                So if you give me a 404 Application where				false

		615						LN		24		4		false		          4    Section 7 is completed and Section 106 with the State				false

		616						LN		24		5		false		          5    Historic Preservation Office is completed, I can adopt				false

		617						LN		24		6		false		          6    those consultations.				false

		618						LN		24		7		false		          7                Now, for the Corps for the 404 part, we still				false

		619						LN		24		8		false		          8    have to do our own tribal consultations, and 408 and I				false

		620						LN		24		9		false		          9    would try to work together to do those so that we're				false

		621						LN		24		10		false		         10    still only presenting one consultation for the tribes and				false

		622						LN		24		11		false		         11    not confusing and not doing multiple consultations for				false

		623						LN		24		12		false		         12    our areas.				false

		624						LN		24		13		false		         13                MS. TORTELLI:  Okay.				false

		625						LN		24		14		false		         14                MS. THOMASON:  However, if you decide to				false

		626						LN		24		15		false		         15    clear span and you're able to take out the piers without				false

		627						LN		24		16		false		         16    getting below the ordinary high water marks, you wouldn't				false

		628						LN		24		17		false		         17    even need a permit for 404, and you'd just have to do a				false

		629						LN		24		18		false		         18    408.  Not that I'm looking for an easy out, but, you				false

		630						LN		24		19		false		         19    know, that's for your consideration.				false

		631						LN		24		20		false		         20                MS. WILLIAMS:  So this is Lori Williams.				false

		632						LN		24		21		false		         21                MS. THOMASON:  Go ahead, Lori.				false

		633						LN		24		22		false		         22                MS. WILLIAMS:  So while you're on the topic				false

		634						LN		24		23		false		         23    of 408 Permits, it says here that the Army Corps will				false

		635						LN		24		24		false		         24    coordinate with the Carson-Truckee and State Lands and				false

		636						LN		24		25		false		         25    USA, the civil.				false

		637						PG		25		0		false		page 25				false

		638						LN		25		1		false		          1                And just to be clear, your application for				false

		639						LN		25		2		false		          2    the 408 Permit has to go through the local sponsor, which				false

		640						LN		25		3		false		          3    is the Carson-Truckee Water Conservancy District.  And				false

		641						LN		25		4		false		          4    then we work with the flood branch in Sacramento to get				false

		642						LN		25		5		false		          5    the authorization to issue this permit.  And as Jennifer				false

		643						LN		25		6		false		          6    said, hopefully, she and Brian Luke team at the flood				false

		644						LN		25		7		false		          7    branch will coordinate their tribal consultations, and				false

		645						LN		25		8		false		          8    federal highways, NEPA, Section 7 and 106 can also				false

		646						LN		25		9		false		          9    include those aspects, and then all of it can be done at				false

		647						LN		25		10		false		         10    once.				false

		648						LN		25		11		false		         11                I also want to clarify in this presentation,				false

		649						LN		25		12		false		         12    it says that flood risk modeling is required, and that				false

		650						LN		25		13		false		         13    certainly is one aspect.  And if you're going to get				false

		651						LN		25		14		false		         14    money from like the flood project, you need to have this				false

		652						LN		25		15		false		         15    two-foot freeboard.  That is much less of a concern for				false

		653						LN		25		16		false		         16    the Carson-Truckee when we look at it than when the Army				false

		654						LN		25		17		false		         17    Corps Flood Hydraulics Team looks at the hydraulic				false

		655						LN		25		18		false		         18    modeling for your project.				false

		656						LN		25		19		false		         19                We will specifically and they will be looking				false

		657						LN		25		20		false		         20    at things like changes in water surface elevation.  Their				false

		658						LN		25		21		false		         21    standard is a tenth of a foot, so you want to like reduce				false

		659						LN		25		22		false		         22    the water elevation, which this project probably will,				false

		660						LN		25		23		false		         23    but we also need to look at like scour and velocities and				false

		661						LN		25		24		false		         24    issues like that that may be created by the project and				false

		662						LN		25		25		false		         25    by the removal of the pier.				false

		663						PG		26		0		false		page 26				false

		664						LN		26		1		false		          1                But just got to put a plug in for this				false

		665						LN		26		2		false		          2    because the Virginia Street Bridge -- while a beautiful				false

		666						LN		26		3		false		          3    bridge -- does not allow access to the river from the				false

		667						LN		26		4		false		          4    bridge.  And so one of the issues for the district is				false

		668						LN		26		5		false		          5    it's our responsibility to maintain the flood channel,				false

		669						LN		26		6		false		          6    and we need access to the river and we need access to the				false

		670						LN		26		7		false		          7    river for removal of debris that gets stuck in the river.				false

		671						LN		26		8		false		          8                And particularly in this area where the kayak				false

		672						LN		26		9		false		          9    part builds up sediment, the city might be interested				false

		673						LN		26		10		false		         10    because we will hound them mercilessly to remove				false

		674						LN		26		11		false		         11    sediments.  This project may want to look at how to				false

		675						LN		26		12		false		         12    incorporate some access for equipment for sediment				false

		676						LN		26		13		false		         13    removal.				false

		677						LN		26		14		false		         14                And then on a later slide, you talk about				false

		678						LN		26		15		false		         15    using the TRISMA model.  And we originally got our model				false

		679						LN		26		16		false		         16    updated from the TRISMA model, but we recently identified				false

		680						LN		26		17		false		         17    that the model in this area that TRISMA had given us had				false

		681						LN		26		18		false		         18    the kayak park design but not the kayak park as built.				false

		682						LN		26		19		false		         19    And so we have updated our flow model, and if TRISMA				false

		683						LN		26		20		false		         20    wants to update their flow model.  But when we look at				false

		684						LN		26		21		false		         21    that flow model, we're going to be looking to make sure				false

		685						LN		26		22		false		         22    that the model that you're using has the updated as-built				false

		686						LN		26		23		false		         23    kayak park in it.				false

		687						LN		26		24		false		         24                Our analysis has shown that it did make some				false

		688						LN		26		25		false		         25    difference in the flood waters and elevations having the				false

		689						PG		27		0		false		page 27				false

		690						LN		27		1		false		          1    real channel versus the design channel, I guess I'll say.				false

		691						LN		27		2		false		          2    We do have that model available, and we've given it to				false

		692						LN		27		3		false		          3    Jacob.  So the modeling engineer at Jacob has a copy of				false

		693						LN		27		4		false		          4    our model.				false

		694						LN		27		5		false		          5                And again, we're going to be most interested				false

		695						LN		27		6		false		          6    in looking at that model from a perspective of water				false

		696						LN		27		7		false		          7    velocity, scour, water surface elevation increases, and				false

		697						LN		27		8		false		          8    we are specifically looking at a flow rate at 14,000 CFS				false

		698						LN		27		9		false		          9    where the bigger picture is really the hundred-year				false

		699						LN		27		10		false		         10    flood.				false

		700						LN		27		11		false		         11                So you'll need to look at both of those				false

		701						LN		27		12		false		         12    specifically, and your application for the 408 Permit				false

		702						LN		27		13		false		         13    should be targeted only really at the 14,000 CFS flood				false

		703						LN		27		14		false		         14    level flow level, which is different than the				false

		704						LN		27		15		false		         15    hundred-year flow level.				false

		705						LN		27		16		false		         16                So those are some comments that I want to put				false

		706						LN		27		17		false		         17    in upfront so that we don't get confused about what model				false

		707						LN		27		18		false		         18    to use when and what our expectations will be.				false

		708						LN		27		19		false		         19                And then one final thing.  A couple of years				false

		709						LN		27		20		false		         20    ago, the Corps of Engineers flood group ran out of 408				false

		710						LN		27		21		false		         21    permitting permit review money.  It looks like they're				false

		711						LN		27		22		false		         22    going to run out of that money again this year.				false

		712						LN		27		23		false		         23                And so as you approach an application for				false

		713						LN		27		24		false		         24    this 408 Permit, you may want to consider whether or not				false

		714						LN		27		25		false		         25    you are willing to fund your own 408 Permit review				false

		715						PG		28		0		false		page 28				false

		716						LN		28		1		false		          1    through the Army Corps Flood Branch.  They have a couple				false

		717						LN		28		2		false		          2    of mechanisms to do that.  And that may become necessary				false

		718						LN		28		3		false		          3    if they run out of money in the middle of your project.				false

		719						LN		28		4		false		          4    Otherwise, they'll put it on the shelf until they get				false

		720						LN		28		5		false		          5    refunded.  So just something to keep in mind.  I know				false

		721						LN		28		6		false		          6    it's down the road several years, but it seems to be a				false

		722						LN		28		7		false		          7    recurring issue at the Corps of Engineers Flood Branch.				false

		723						LN		28		8		false		          8                MS. KOSKI:  Lori, thank you very much.  This				false

		724						LN		28		9		false		          9    is Kerrie at the City of Reno.  I really appreciate that,				false

		725						LN		28		10		false		         10    all of the information that you just went through because				false

		726						LN		28		11		false		         11    those are the high points that I recall we went through				false

		727						LN		28		12		false		         12    kind of late in the Virginia Street Bridge process.  So				false

		728						LN		28		13		false		         13    some of them, obviously, we did not go through.				false

		729						LN		28		14		false		         14                I just thought that perhaps, Judy, if you				false

		730						LN		28		15		false		         15    could maybe make a notation on all of those requirements				false

		731						LN		28		16		false		         16    that we just went through.  And my question is:  On the				false

		732						LN		28		17		false		         17    freeboard -- I just want to make sure that I understood				false

		733						LN		28		18		false		         18    you correctly -- that the Carson-Truckee Conservancy is				false

		734						LN		28		19		false		         19    not concerned as much with the two-foot freeboard as you				false

		735						LN		28		20		false		         20    are all of the other things that you just described.  Is				false

		736						LN		28		21		false		         21    that kind of a summary, Lori?				false

		737						LN		28		22		false		         22                MS. WILLIAMS:  Well, that's correct, Kerrie.				false

		738						LN		28		23		false		         23    And the reason for that is the two-foot freeboard is				false

		739						LN		28		24		false		         24    really like for Army Corps Flood funding, and for like				false

		740						LN		28		25		false		         25    the flood project funding, and that's based on the				false
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		742						LN		29		1		false		          1    hundred-foot or the hundred-year flood.				false

		743						LN		29		2		false		          2                And our jurisdiction for the 408 Permit and				false

		744						LN		29		3		false		          3    thus the flood branch's jurisdiction for the 408 Permit				false

		745						LN		29		4		false		          4    is at 14,000 CFS.  And I'm going to submit to you that				false

		746						LN		29		5		false		          5    the hundred-year flood is probably more like 18-to-20,000				false

		747						LN		29		6		false		          6    CFS.				false

		748						LN		29		7		false		          7                MS. KOSKI:  Correct.				false

		749						LN		29		8		false		          8                MS. WILLIAMS:  So designing your bridge to				false

		750						LN		29		9		false		          9    that level only can help the 14,000, really.				false

		751						LN		29		10		false		         10                MS. KOSKI:  Correct.				false

		752						LN		29		11		false		         11                MS. WILLIAMS:  But that won't be a criteria				false

		753						LN		29		12		false		         12    that we look at at all.				false

		754						LN		29		13		false		         13                MS. KOSKI:  I would agree that I don't				false

		755						LN		29		14		false		         14    believe that we will be getting any funding from the				false

		756						LN		29		15		false		         15    local flood agency.  I don't see that unless Judy and				false

		757						LN		29		16		false		         16    your team know something different.  I don't see that				false

		758						LN		29		17		false		         17    being on their radar at this point, so --				false

		759						LN		29		18		false		         18                MS. WILLIAMS:  The reason that matters is				false

		760						LN		29		19		false		         19    because what the decision was on the Virginia Street				false

		761						LN		29		20		false		         20    Bridge is to go for one foot of freeboard against the				false

		762						LN		29		21		false		         21    Hundred-Year Flood Project or the hundred-year flood				false

		763						LN		29		22		false		         22    rather than a two-foot freeboard because that project was				false

		764						LN		29		23		false		         23    not going to get money.				false

		765						LN		29		24		false		         24                MS. KOSKI:  Correct.				false

		766						LN		29		25		false		         25                MS. WILLIAMS:  So the project team probably				false
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		768						LN		30		1		false		          1    should keep that in mind, that if you're not going to use				false

		769						LN		30		2		false		          2    that funding, then it gives you, I'll say, some other				false

		770						LN		30		3		false		          3    options, maybe.				false

		771						LN		30		4		false		          4                MS. KOSKI:  Yes.  Yep.  Noted.  Yes.  Very				false

		772						LN		30		5		false		          5    good description.  Thank you.				false

		773						LN		30		6		false		          6                MS. WILLIAMS:  That's all I have unless				false

		774						LN		30		7		false		          7    somebody has questions.				false

		775						LN		30		8		false		          8                MR. LUKE:  This is Brian Luke from Corps 408.				false

		776						LN		30		9		false		          9    So thank you, Lori, for that terrific information there.				false

		777						LN		30		10		false		         10                And so just two points I'd like to make is				false

		778						LN		30		11		false		         11    that the Corps, Jennifer, and I, will want to designate				false

		779						LN		30		12		false		         12    federal highway as the lead federal agency with a formal				false

		780						LN		30		13		false		         13    letter, so as soon as that would be appropriate, the				false

		781						LN		30		14		false		         14    Corps would want to send a letter to federal highways				false

		782						LN		30		15		false		         15    designating them lead, and then we would be covered under				false

		783						LN		30		16		false		         16    their consultations.				false

		784						LN		30		17		false		         17                The other point is that what Lori mentioned				false

		785						LN		30		18		false		         18    on our 408 funding, it is true.  We are currently pretty				false

		786						LN		30		19		false		         19    much out of money on a national level until the first of				false

		787						LN		30		20		false		         20    October when our new fiscal year starts and we get our				false

		788						LN		30		21		false		         21    new appropriations.				false

		789						LN		30		22		false		         22                Moving forward, I know you're a ways away,				false

		790						LN		30		23		false		         23    but we do -- as you move through this thing -- you can				false

		791						LN		30		24		false		         24    get an 1156 agreement.  That's one.  We also have 214				false

		792						LN		30		25		false		         25    agreements with agencies, but we can -- and we've done it				false
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		794						LN		31		1		false		          1    with other applicants -- to get 1156 funding agreement in				false

		795						LN		31		2		false		          2    place for the project but not funded.  So that can help				false

		796						LN		31		3		false		          3    in times like this in the summer.				false

		797						LN		31		4		false		          4                We have a couple of projects.  They have 1156				false

		798						LN		31		5		false		          5    agreement in place, and now that we've run out of				false

		799						LN		31		6		false		          6    funding, that agreement's already done and so now it's a				false

		800						LN		31		7		false		          7    much shorter process to actually fund it when they need				false

		801						LN		31		8		false		          8    it.				false

		802						LN		31		9		false		          9                So something to just keep in mind moving				false

		803						LN		31		10		false		         10    forward.  Hopefully, hopefully, Congress will start				false

		804						LN		31		11		false		         11    funding us what we need on a national level the 408				false

		805						LN		31		12		false		         12    program, but currently, that is an issue.				false

		806						LN		31		13		false		         13                And there is information on our Section 408				false

		807						LN		31		14		false		         14    website on the Sacramento District that talks about				false

		808						LN		31		15		false		         15    funding agreements, also talks about categorical				false

		809						LN		31		16		false		         16    permissions that this bridge could potentially fall				false

		810						LN		31		17		false		         17    under, which makes my environmental review a little				false

		811						LN		31		18		false		         18    easier and quicker.				false

		812						LN		31		19		false		         19                But we still have, you know, so Jennifer and				false

		813						LN		31		20		false		         20    I will work concurrently on all of the environmental				false

		814						LN		31		21		false		         21    reviews required for both our permitting actions.  The				false

		815						LN		31		22		false		         22    one additional review process that the 408 has that Lori				false

		816						LN		31		23		false		         23    was mentioning was hydraulic and levy safety review, if				false

		817						LN		31		24		false		         24    there are levies involved.  So that's a little 408 tidbit				false

		818						LN		31		25		false		         25    in a nutshell.				false
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		820						LN		32		1		false		          1                MS. WILLIAMS:  I might also add one of your				false

		821						LN		32		2		false		          2    RTC projects is trying -- is getting into an 1156				false

		822						LN		32		3		false		          3    agreement right now for the half associated with the NDEP				false

		823						LN		32		4		false		          4    Spaghetti Bowl Bridge.  And the reason for that is				false

		824						LN		32		5		false		          5    because otherwise, funding will shut down for that				false

		825						LN		32		6		false		          6    project.  So RTC will have some prior experience with the				false

		826						LN		32		7		false		          7    funding agreement.				false

		827						LN		32		8		false		          8                MS. TORTELLI:  I appreciate you letting me				false

		828						LN		32		9		false		          9    know that.  I didn't even realize that that was --				false

		829						LN		32		10		false		         10                MS. WILLIAMS:  I think --				false

		830						LN		32		11		false		         11                MS. TORTELLI:  -- doing -- that's why it's				false

		831						LN		32		12		false		         12    going to start moving along again, I would guess.				false

		832						LN		32		13		false		         13                MS. WILLIAMS:  I think Jeffery Albrecht has				false

		833						LN		32		14		false		         14    been negotiating that.				false

		834						LN		32		15		false		         15                MS. TORTELLI:  Yeah.  Thank you.				false

		835						LN		32		16		false		         16                MS. THOMASON:  This is Jennifer, with the				false

		836						LN		32		17		false		         17    Corps.  I'm going to remind everyone to identify yourself				false

		837						LN		32		18		false		         18    when you begin speaking for the court reporter to be able				false

		838						LN		32		19		false		         19    to record the comments.  And that was Lori Williams that				false

		839						LN		32		20		false		         20    was advising on the current RTC agreement work.				false

		840						LN		32		21		false		         21                MR. ABDALLA:  Jennifer, this is Bill with				false

		841						LN		32		22		false		         22    Federal Highway Administration.  Who would be applicant				false

		842						LN		32		23		false		         23    for the 408 Permit?				false

		843						LN		32		24		false		         24                MS. THOMASON:  I believe that would be RTC,				false

		844						LN		32		25		false		         25    but Lori or Brian can jump in there to help out.  I don't				false
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		846						LN		33		1		false		          1    know how that works as far as even the federal highways				false

		847						LN		33		2		false		          2    is designated the lead federal agency for both 404 and				false

		848						LN		33		3		false		          3    408.  I think the applicant would still remain RTC.				false

		849						LN		33		4		false		          4                MS. WILLIAMS:  Yeah.  The applicant would be				false

		850						LN		33		5		false		          5    RTC in my mind on this one.  I mean, it could be the City				false

		851						LN		33		6		false		          6    of Reno, but it makes more sense in this case to be an				false

		852						LN		33		7		false		          7    RTC application.  That was Lori Williams, by the way.				false

		853						LN		33		8		false		          8                MR. ABDULLA:  And this is Bill again.  The				false

		854						LN		33		9		false		          9    Corps will issue any permit with a 408 or 404 whether				false

		855						LN		33		10		false		         10    before we start the NEPA documents or do we have to wait				false

		856						LN		33		11		false		         11    for the NEPA documents?  I'm just wondering.				false

		857						LN		33		12		false		         12                MS. WILLIAMS:  That would be part of the NEPA				false

		858						LN		33		13		false		         13    document and the NEPA process.  We're not anticipating				false

		859						LN		33		14		false		         14    submitting anything prior to.  Right?				false

		860						LN		33		15		false		         15                MR. BOYD:  Right.  We would do some of the				false

		861						LN		33		16		false		         16    investigation that supports the permit.  That information				false

		862						LN		33		17		false		         17    can also go into the NEPA document and ask (beeping) the				false

		863						LN		33		18		false		         18    NEPA document prior to when our construction is				false

		864						LN		33		19		false		         19    approximately maybe 30 percent, 30 to 60, and then that's				false

		865						LN		33		20		false		         20    when we'd submit the permit.				false

		866						LN		33		21		false		         21                MS. THOMASON:  On the talk of the NEPA part,				false

		867						LN		33		22		false		         22    I guess what -- I don't know if Andy Starostka, U.S. Fish				false

		868						LN		33		23		false		         23    and Wildlife, are you still on the line?  Okay.  It looks				false

		869						LN		33		24		false		         24    like he dropped off.  I was going to try to find out if				false

		870						LN		33		25		false		         25    he had any, like based on your alternatives, if there was				false
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		872						LN		34		1		false		          1    anything he wanted to add.				false

		873						LN		34		2		false		          2                Donna, are you on from the Pyramid Lakes				false

		874						LN		34		3		false		          3    Paiute Tribe?				false

		875						LN		34		4		false		          4                MS. NOEL:  Yes, I'm on.				false

		876						LN		34		5		false		          5                MS. THOMASON:  There she is.  I kept seeing				false

		877						LN		34		6		false		          6    your name, but I couldn't hear you earlier.  So Donna is				false

		878						LN		34		7		false		          7    -- Donna, can you identify who you are with the tribe,				false

		879						LN		34		8		false		          8    please?  Can you hear me, Donna?				false

		880						LN		34		9		false		          9                MS. NOEL:  I'm being unmuted.  Can you hear				false

		881						LN		34		10		false		         10    me now?				false

		882						LN		34		11		false		         11                MS. THOMASON:  Yeah.  There you are.  There				false

		883						LN		34		12		false		         12    you are.				false

		884						LN		34		13		false		         13                MS. NOEL:  I keep getting muted or unmuted.				false

		885						LN		34		14		false		         14    I don't know.  So my name is Donna Marie Noel.  I'm the				false

		886						LN		34		15		false		         15    natural resources director for the Pyramid Lake Paiute				false

		887						LN		34		16		false		         16    Tribe.				false

		888						LN		34		17		false		         17                MS. THOMASON:  Thank you, Donna.  And so do				false

		889						LN		34		18		false		         18    you have any immediate concerns or comments on the				false

		890						LN		34		19		false		         19    information that's been presented?				false

		891						LN		34		20		false		         20                MS. NOEL:  No.  I think it looks pretty				false

		892						LN		34		21		false		         21    thorough, and I'm looking forward to reviewing a bunch of				false

		893						LN		34		22		false		         22    documents.				false

		894						LN		34		23		false		         23                MS. THOMASON:  Thank you.  Trying to see if				false

		895						LN		34		24		false		         24    there's any of the other resource agencies.  Did anyone				false

		896						LN		34		25		false		         25    from U.S. EPA join?  No?  Okay.				false
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		898						LN		35		1		false		          1                So, Judy, with Donna being the only one on				false

		899						LN		35		2		false		          2    line as far as the other like consultation resources and				false

		900						LN		35		3		false		          3    for your NEPA process, I don't think -- I think 408 has				false

		901						LN		35		4		false		          4    clarified everything else that I wanted to make sure that				false

		902						LN		35		5		false		          5    we got straight on those needs.  And I don't think anyone				false

		903						LN		35		6		false		          6    is on from NDEP 41.				false

		904						LN		35		7		false		          7                The 41 certification is an NDEP -- it's a				false

		905						LN		35		8		false		          8    separate application.  Birgit Widegren is the current				false

		906						LN		35		9		false		          9    supervisor for that section, and she's the one who is				false

		907						LN		35		10		false		         10    assigning those.  That application would be submitted to				false

		908						LN		35		11		false		         11    her concurrently with your 404 Permit.  So while it kind				false

		909						LN		35		12		false		         12    of happens at the same time, it's not something that we,				false

		910						LN		35		13		false		         13    through the 404, actually do.  It is a separate				false

		911						LN		35		14		false		         14    application that you'd need to submit to NDEP.				false

		912						LN		35		15		false		         15                MR. LUKE:  This is Brian Luke for NDEP.				false

		913						LN		35		16		false		         16                MS. THOMASON:  I heard Brian Luke.  Go ahead.				false

		914						LN		35		17		false		         17                MR. LUKE:  It's Brian Luke, for Corps 408.				false

		915						LN		35		18		false		         18                So on the NEPA question, if the Corps is				false

		916						LN		35		19		false		         19    going to adopt federal highways' NEPA document, if it's				false

		917						LN		35		20		false		         20    going to be an EA, for example, or an EIS and we were to				false

		918						LN		35		21		false		         21    adopt it, then obviously the NEPA would have to be --				false

		919						LN		35		22		false		         22    their NEPA would have to be complete for us to issue the				false

		920						LN		35		23		false		         23    408 Permit.				false

		921						LN		35		24		false		         24                If the project fits under one of our				false

		922						LN		35		25		false		         25    categorical permissions or we can complete our NEPA with				false
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		924						LN		36		1		false		          1    a categorical exclusion, then we would do our NEPA				false

		925						LN		36		2		false		          2    independently, but we would still use their consultation				false

		926						LN		36		3		false		          3    documents under Section 7 and 106.				false

		927						LN		36		4		false		          4                MS. TORTELLI:  So based on the silence, I'm				false

		928						LN		36		5		false		          5    going to ask a question really quick because we started				false

		929						LN		36		6		false		          6    the presentation off with the City of Reno Special Use				false

		930						LN		36		7		false		          7    Permit.				false

		931						LN		36		8		false		          8                And as Ken alluded to, when we had our				false

		932						LN		36		9		false		          9    initial stakeholder works group meeting -- and just as				false

		933						LN		36		10		false		         10    the design team have looked at it -- we don't really feel				false

		934						LN		36		11		false		         11    like that's something that's going to be required for				false

		935						LN		36		12		false		         12    this project.  I would like to take that off the list				false

		936						LN		36		13		false		         13    unless someone is seeing something different.  Okay.				false

		937						LN		36		14		false		         14                MS. KOSKI:  This is Kerrie, with the City of				false

		938						LN		36		15		false		         15    Reno, and I believe -- Claudia, correct me if I'm				false

		939						LN		36		16		false		         16    incorrectly speaking here -- but I believe that we				false

		940						LN		36		17		false		         17    determined that special use permit is not needed for a				false

		941						LN		36		18		false		         18    bridge replacement in this area.  Does that ring a bell?				false

		942						LN		36		19		false		         19                MS. SCHROEDER:  Yes, it does.  Sorry.  I had				false

		943						LN		36		20		false		         20    to get to unmute.  Yes.  I agree.				false

		944						LN		36		21		false		         21                MS. KOSKI:  So, Judy, you're absolutely				false

		945						LN		36		22		false		         22    correct.  We can take -- we would support taking that off				false

		946						LN		36		23		false		         23    the list.				false

		947						LN		36		24		false		         24                MS. TORTELLI:  Okay.  I'm going to go ahead				false

		948						LN		36		25		false		         25    and take that off of the list.  And then I know Jennifer				false

		949						PG		37		0		false		page 37				false

		950						LN		37		1		false		          1    had talked about the -- so I'm looking at the alternative				false

		951						LN		37		2		false		          2    specific requirements, right?  We have alternative two,				false

		952						LN		37		3		false		          3    and it's a clear span.  She mentioned if it's a clear				false

		953						LN		37		4		false		          4    span, we don't need the 404.				false

		954						LN		37		5		false		          5                MR. BOYD:  Well, we've got two piers, then				false

		955						LN		37		6		false		          6    the river.				false

		956						LN		37		7		false		          7                MS. TORTELLI:  So that's where the 404 is				false

		957						LN		37		8		false		          8    coming in because we have to take those out?				false

		958						LN		37		9		false		          9                MR. BOYD:  This is Brian Boyd.  If you're				false

		959						LN		37		10		false		         10    going to be doing work below the ordinary high to get				false

		960						LN		37		11		false		         11    those piers out, we would need one of four types of the				false

		961						LN		37		12		false		         12    404 Permit.  I think that's what she was saying.				false

		962						LN		37		13		false		         13                MS. TORTELLI:  Okay.				false

		963						LN		37		14		false		         14                MS. THOMASON:  Right.  So if you needed to				false

		964						LN		37		15		false		         15    remove those piers, if you needed temporary access so you				false

		965						LN		37		16		false		         16    had to build, you know, a pad to set equipment on to pull				false

		966						LN		37		17		false		         17    that material out of the river or something like that,				false

		967						LN		37		18		false		         18    that would still require a 404.				false

		968						LN		37		19		false		         19                If you found a way to remove those piers				false

		969						LN		37		20		false		         20    without putting any additional material below the				false

		970						LN		37		21		false		         21    ordinary high watermark, you could end up not needing a				false

		971						LN		37		22		false		         22    permit.  So it depends on how you conduct the work.				false

		972						LN		37		23		false		         23                The 404 program regulates the discharge of				false

		973						LN		37		24		false		         24    fill material below the ordinary high watermark or in				false

		974						LN		37		25		false		         25    wetlands that are jurisdictional under our authority.  So				false

		975						PG		38		0		false		page 38				false

		976						LN		38		1		false		          1    if you're able to conduct your work where you have no				false

		977						LN		38		2		false		          2    discharges of any type of fill material, material that				false

		978						LN		38		3		false		          3    changes the bed elevation, the banks, that sort of stuff,				false

		979						LN		38		4		false		          4    if you're able to do that work without placing material				false

		980						LN		38		5		false		          5    below the ordinary high water marks or an adjacent				false

		981						LN		38		6		false		          6    wetland, you could, theoretically, not need a permit from				false

		982						LN		38		7		false		          7    us.				false

		983						LN		38		8		false		          8                MS. KOSKI:  This is Kerrie at the City of				false

		984						LN		38		9		false		          9    Reno.  Judy, I'd like to just chime in here.  Based on				false

		985						LN		38		10		false		         10    what we saw with previous bridge work that we've done				false

		986						LN		38		11		false		         11    within the river, I am not seeing that -- I'm not feeling				false

		987						LN		38		12		false		         12    like we should commit to that.				false

		988						LN		38		13		false		         13                MS. TORTELLI:  Yeah.  I agree.				false

		989						LN		38		14		false		         14                MS. KOSKI:  I'd just like to throw it out				false

		990						LN		38		15		false		         15    there.  And Lori Williams, I would -- I know you probably				false

		991						LN		38		16		false		         16    might have some thoughts about this as well, but I feel				false

		992						LN		38		17		false		         17    pretty strongly that I don't think that we should commit				false

		993						LN		38		18		false		         18    that we could not remove it without meeting the				false

		994						LN		38		19		false		         19    requirements that Jennifer just spoke of.				false

		995						LN		38		20		false		         20                MS. TORTELLI:  Okay.  Yeah.  I agree, Kerrie.				false

		996						LN		38		21		false		         21    Well, you know, if I could check off a permit, but, you				false

		997						LN		38		22		false		         22    know, you've got to do the permitting for the bridge.				false

		998						LN		38		23		false		         23    Right?				false

		999						LN		38		24		false		         24                THE COURT REPORTER:  Brian, I can't hear you.				false

		1000						LN		38		25		false		         25                MR. GREEN:  That was Ken.  So I was				false

		1001						PG		39		0		false		page 39				false

		1002						LN		39		1		false		          1    indicating it's not just the piers.  It's also the				false

		1003						LN		39		2		false		          2    headwalls, the bridge structure itself.				false

		1004						LN		39		3		false		          3                MS. KOSKI:  Correct.				false

		1005						LN		39		4		false		          4                MR. GREEN:  That could potentially get down				false

		1006						LN		39		5		false		          5    below the ordinary high and require a permit.				false

		1007						LN		39		6		false		          6                MS. WILLIAMS:  And this is Lori Williams.				false

		1008						LN		39		7		false		          7    Just to chime in, like if you used Virginia Street as an				false

		1009						LN		39		8		false		          8    example, you needed to divert the river to be able to put				false

		1010						LN		39		9		false		          9    in the headwalls to attach the bridge to, and you had to				false

		1011						LN		39		10		false		         10    remove that pier.  And when you removed that pier,				false

		1012						LN		39		11		false		         11    something had to go back in the river, and that had to be				false

		1013						LN		39		12		false		         12    -- I'll call it fill material.				false

		1014						LN		39		13		false		         13                And so I personally don't see how you can or				false

		1015						LN		39		14		false		         14    why you'd even try to get around the 404 Permit.  Just				false

		1016						LN		39		15		false		         15    get the permit, and you can do what you need to do.				false

		1017						LN		39		16		false		         16                MS. KOSKI:  Thank you, Lori.  I concur.				false

		1018						LN		39		17		false		         17                MR. LASSALINE:  This is Peter Lassaline, with				false

		1019						LN		39		18		false		         18    NDEP.  May I, real quick?				false

		1020						LN		39		19		false		         19                Something she mentioned was the possibility				false

		1021						LN		39		20		false		         20    of encountering groundwater or any water that's just not				false

		1022						LN		39		21		false		         21    the surface flow.  And if that needs to be discharged,				false

		1023						LN		39		22		false		         22    de-watered in some way, that would also require				false

		1024						LN		39		23		false		         23    additional permits.				false

		1025						LN		39		24		false		         24                MS. KOSKI:  This is Kerrie Koski, and I agree				false

		1026						LN		39		25		false		         25    with that one hundred percent that that was something				false

		1027						PG		40		0		false		page 40				false

		1028						LN		40		1		false		          1    that we didn't deal with upfront on the Virginia Street				false

		1029						LN		40		2		false		          2    Bridge, and when the gentleman was just describing the				false

		1030						LN		40		3		false		          3    water level, it's anything below the surface.  And there				false

		1031						LN		40		4		false		          4    is water below the surface.				false

		1032						LN		40		5		false		          5                MR. LASSALINE:  Right.  So depending on what				false

		1033						LN		40		6		false		          6    happens with that, there are various permitting options				false

		1034						LN		40		7		false		          7    that the water pollution control -- there are permits				false

		1035						LN		40		8		false		          8    that can be issued for how that is disposed of, but a				false

		1036						LN		40		9		false		          9    permit would likely be required.				false

		1037						LN		40		10		false		         10                MS. WILLIAMS:  This is Lori Williams again.				false

		1038						LN		40		11		false		         11    Kerrie, you might recall that on the Virginia Street				false

		1039						LN		40		12		false		         12    Bridge, we ended up putting that de-watering water in the				false

		1040						LN		40		13		false		         13    sewer.				false

		1041						LN		40		14		false		         14                And one of the limitations, Peter, at that				false

		1042						LN		40		15		false		         15    time, was the de minimus permit was kind of, I'm going to				false

		1043						LN		40		16		false		         16    say the only option since no NPDES permit was achieved.				false

		1044						LN		40		17		false		         17                So I don't know if there's another option				false

		1045						LN		40		18		false		         18    that's currently available now, but I would recommend				false

		1046						LN		40		19		false		         19    that RTC start exploring that with NDEP, those				false

		1047						LN		40		20		false		         20    de-watering options and water quality issues related to				false

		1048						LN		40		21		false		         21    that because on the Virginia Street Bridge, that water				false

		1049						LN		40		22		false		         22    ended up having to be treated and then put into the sewer				false

		1050						LN		40		23		false		         23    system because of both potential contamination and also				false

		1051						LN		40		24		false		         24    due to volume, just sheer volume of the water.				false

		1052						LN		40		25		false		         25                MS. KOSKI:  Correct.  And I would just like				false

		1053						PG		41		0		false		page 41				false

		1054						LN		41		1		false		          1    to highlight when we did that work, we were in our what,				false

		1055						LN		41		2		false		          2    third year of drought, so --				false

		1056						LN		41		3		false		          3                MS. WILLIAMS:  As a blessing, yes.				false

		1057						LN		41		4		false		          4                MS. KOSKI:  -- as a blessing.  That helped				false

		1058						LN		41		5		false		          5    us.  That helped us.  Yes.  So I concur that the				false

		1059						LN		41		6		false		          6    de-watering and water quality is something that needs to				false

		1060						LN		41		7		false		          7    be addressed right upfront.  It drives everything.				false

		1061						LN		41		8		false		          8                MR. DIXON:  This is Andrew Dixon, with NDEP.				false

		1062						LN		41		9		false		          9    I just want to have you guys keep this in mind.  If it				false

		1063						LN		41		10		false		         10    ends up needing to be individual permit, whether that's				false

		1064						LN		41		11		false		         11    NPDES or an NS state permit to dispose of the water,				false

		1065						LN		41		12		false		         12    those can take upwards of six months, sometimes longer to				false

		1066						LN		41		13		false		         13    get out.				false

		1067						LN		41		14		false		         14                So that's something that the sooner you know				false

		1068						LN		41		15		false		         15    about in the process, probably the better to reach out				false

		1069						LN		41		16		false		         16    and talk to us about.				false

		1070						LN		41		17		false		         17                MS. WILLIAMS:  Thank you for that reminder on				false

		1071						LN		41		18		false		         18    that timeline, Andrew.  That rings a bell.  And I would				false

		1072						LN		41		19		false		         19    put the longer in there, Judy, in your --				false

		1073						LN		41		20		false		         20                MS. TORTELLI:  Yeah.				false

		1074						LN		41		21		false		         21                MS. WILLIAMS:  -- the timeline based on what				false

		1075						LN		41		22		false		         22    we're going through right now with COVID and the delays				false

		1076						LN		41		23		false		         23    that happen within the agencies.				false

		1077						LN		41		24		false		         24                MS. TORTELLI:  Right.				false

		1078						LN		41		25		false		         25                MS. WONG:  This is Lucy Wong.  I'm going to				false

		1079						PG		42		0		false		page 42				false

		1080						LN		42		1		false		          1    have to leave soon, so I'm going to put in my two cents				false

		1081						LN		42		2		false		          2    about state lands permits.				false

		1082						LN		42		3		false		          3                So it looks like we'd have to do this in a				false

		1083						LN		42		4		false		          4    two-step process.  The first step would be getting a				false

		1084						LN		42		5		false		          5    temporary authorization to remove the bridge or do any				false

		1085						LN		42		6		false		          6    studies that you need, and then that would be followed up				false

		1086						LN		42		7		false		          7    by a long-term or perpetual easement of -- so we'll have				false

		1087						LN		42		8		false		          8    to account for a two-step process in your timeline.				false

		1088						LN		42		9		false		          9                And if this is federally funded or working				false

		1089						LN		42		10		false		         10    through the federal highways folks, then we may need to				false

		1090						LN		42		11		false		         11    use a temporary construction easement instead of a				false

		1091						LN		42		12		false		         12    temporary right-of-entry augmentation.  But that's				false

		1092						LN		42		13		false		         13    probably later down the road.  So you can put state lands				false

		1093						LN		42		14		false		         14    permitting process more toward the end because we would				false

		1094						LN		42		15		false		         15    like to get plans and whatnot along with the application.				false

		1095						LN		42		16		false		         16                MS. TORTELLI:  And, Lucy, what is the time				false

		1096						LN		42		17		false		         17    frame of those processes?  I mean, is it like a six-month				false

		1097						LN		42		18		false		         18    process to get temporary authorization to remove the				false

		1098						LN		42		19		false		         19    bridge or --				false

		1099						LN		42		20		false		         20                MS. WONG:  Right.  So accounting for all of				false

		1100						LN		42		21		false		         21    the delays we've been seeing, I would estimate about				false

		1101						LN		42		22		false		         22    three months, approximately, because we do have to do a				false

		1102						LN		42		23		false		         23    30-day public comment period review.  And then following				false

		1103						LN		42		24		false		         24    that, it has been taking us a little longer than normal				false

		1104						LN		42		25		false		         25    to push the documents through for authorization.  So I				false

		1105						PG		43		0		false		page 43				false

		1106						LN		43		1		false		          1    would give it a good three months.				false

		1107						LN		43		2		false		          2                MS. TORTELLI:  Okay.  And then for the -- to				false

		1108						LN		43		3		false		          3    get the easement or temporary construction easement or a				false

		1109						LN		43		4		false		          4    right of entry, depending on funding, I mean, what's the				false

		1110						LN		43		5		false		          5    time frame on that?				false

		1111						LN		43		6		false		          6                MS. WONG:  So, sorry.  The authorization or				false

		1112						LN		43		7		false		          7    the temporary construction easement will take about three				false

		1113						LN		43		8		false		          8    months.  But when you convert it into a permanent				false

		1114						LN		43		9		false		          9    easement, that process shouldn't take as long because all				false

		1115						LN		43		10		false		         10    of the work will be done to get the approval for the				false

		1116						LN		43		11		false		         11    temporary construction easement.				false

		1117						LN		43		12		false		         12                MS. TORTELLI:  Okay.  Got you.				false

		1118						LN		43		13		false		         13                MS. KOSKI:  And, Judy, the long-term easement				false

		1119						LN		43		14		false		         14    will need to be within the city's name.  RTC doesn't have				false

		1120						LN		43		15		false		         15    the ownership, Lucy, just for clarification there.  The				false

		1121						LN		43		16		false		         16    temporary authorization, can you clarify, does that have				false

		1122						LN		43		17		false		         17    to come from the City of Reno or, I mean, obviously RTC				false

		1123						LN		43		18		false		         18    would act as our agent, but does that have to be in our				false

		1124						LN		43		19		false		         19    name or how does that work?				false

		1125						LN		43		20		false		         20                MS. WONG:  No, it doesn't have to be in your				false

		1126						LN		43		21		false		         21    name.  The person who applies will basically take				false

		1127						LN		43		22		false		         22    responsibility for the construction work, so if anything				false

		1128						LN		43		23		false		         23    goes wrong, we need a person to reach out to resolve any				false

		1129						LN		43		24		false		         24    issues.  So that could be RTC or the Jacob Group or				false

		1130						LN		43		25		false		         25    whoever is doing the majority of the work.				false

		1131						PG		44		0		false		page 44				false

		1132						LN		44		1		false		          1                MS. KOSKI:  Okay.  Thank you.  This is Kerrie				false

		1133						LN		44		2		false		          2    Koski again.  So for the temporary authorization or slash				false

		1134						LN		44		3		false		          3    construction authorization, that could be applied for and				false

		1135						LN		44		4		false		          4    granted to the RTC or their consultant.				false

		1136						LN		44		5		false		          5                MS. WONG:  Yes.				false

		1137						LN		44		6		false		          6                MS. KOSKI:  And it would be no problem with				false

		1138						LN		44		7		false		          7    the city having the long-term easement.				false

		1139						LN		44		8		false		          8                MS. WONG:  No, yeah.  That would work for us.				false

		1140						LN		44		9		false		          9    That happens quite frequently where it gets turned over				false

		1141						LN		44		10		false		         10    to a local government agency to do the long-term				false

		1142						LN		44		11		false		         11    maintenance and management.				false

		1143						LN		44		12		false		         12                MS. KOSKI:  Okay.  Perfect.  Thank you so				false

		1144						LN		44		13		false		         13    much for that.				false

		1145						LN		44		14		false		         14                MS. WONG:  Okay.  Thank you.  I'm going to				false

		1146						LN		44		15		false		         15    have to sign off now.  Thank you guys.  Bye.				false

		1147						LN		44		16		false		         16                MS. THOMASON:  We have about ten minutes				false

		1148						LN		44		17		false		         17    left.				false

		1149						LN		44		18		false		         18                So, Judy, is there anyone else specifically				false

		1150						LN		44		19		false		         19    that you're looking to hear from?				false

		1151						LN		44		20		false		         20                MS. TORTELLI:  No, there's not, really.  I				false

		1152						LN		44		21		false		         21    mean, I guess, as I kind of alluded to earlier and when				false

		1153						LN		44		22		false		         22    you've looked at this chart with all of its checkboxes				false

		1154						LN		44		23		false		         23    and stuff in it, you know, all of the various				false

		1155						LN		44		24		false		         24    alternatives are pretty even in terms of permitting and				false

		1156						LN		44		25		false		         25    regulatory requirements.				false

		1157						PG		45		0		false		page 45				false

		1158						LN		45		1		false		          1                I think the exception to that may be the				false

		1159						LN		45		2		false		          2    tied-arch or the elevated concept.  And our thought				false

		1160						LN		45		3		false		          3    there -- I'm going to let Ken just talk about where our				false

		1161						LN		45		4		false		          4    thought was there, but maybe those two specific				false

		1162						LN		45		5		false		          5    alternatives are a little bit more challenging from a				false

		1163						LN		45		6		false		          6    permitting perspective.				false

		1164						LN		45		7		false		          7                MR. GREEN:  Yeah, I think they're going to be				false

		1165						LN		45		8		false		          8    more -- this is Ken Green -- I think they're going to be				false

		1166						LN		45		9		false		          9    a little more challenging from a permitting perspective.				false

		1167						LN		45		10		false		         10                And certainly, in terms of maintenance,				false

		1168						LN		45		11		false		         11    whether it be for removing debris from the channel or				false

		1169						LN		45		12		false		         12    maintaining removing sediment from the kayak park, the				false
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          1                MS. THOMASON:  First thing I want to do is



          2    make sure everyone can see my screen for those that are



          3    able to join the Webex.  The first item is going to be



          4    introductions.



          5                This meeting is regarding the Arlington



          6    Street -- Arlington Avenue Bridges Replacement Project.



          7    In a moment, we're going to go around, and I'll try to do



          8    it by agency just to kind of keep the line somewhat clear



          9    so that we're not all trying to talk over each other.  It



         10    sometimes happens.



         11                One thing I want to make sure that -- we



         12    don't currently have an application on this.  This is a



         13    pre-application meeting.  This is RTC trying to get the



         14    information they need to be able to move forward in their



         15    consideration.



         16                This meeting is being transcribed by a court



         17    reporter, so at any point before you make any comments or



         18    ask questions as we go, you are going to be asked to



         19    identify your name so that the court reporter can



         20    accurately transcribe the meeting.



         21                So my name is Jennifer Thomason.  I'm the



         22    senior project manager here in the Reno office for the



         23    Corps of Engineers Regulatory Division.  So anyone else



         24    with regulatory that's on the line, please introduce



         25    yourself.
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          1                MS. CARR:  Hi there.  Melissa, student



          2    intern, under Jennifer.



          3                THE COURT REPORTER:  Melissa, I didn't get



          4    your last name.



          5                MS. CARR:  Melissa Carr.



          6                MS. THOMASON:  Okay.  We should also have



          7    U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 408 Section on the line.



          8                MR. LUKE:  I'm Brian Luke, Section 408



          9    Environmental Compliance Lead.



         10                MS. WILLIAMS:  I'm Lori Williams, the



         11    engineer for the Carson-Truckee Water Conservancy



         12    District, who is the local 408 sponsor on this section of



         13    the river.



         14                MR. RUFFCORN:  This is Oren Ruffcorn, 408



         15    Section biologist.



         16                THE COURT REPORTER:  Oren, I didn't get your



         17    last name.  Could you spell it, please?



         18                MR. RUFFCORN:  Yeah.  Ruffcorn:  R-U-F-F,



         19    like Frank, C-O-R-N, like the vegetable.



         20                MS. THOMASON:  Okay.  I also think U.S. Fish



         21    and Wildlife Service accepted.



         22                MR. STAROSTKA:  This is Andy Starostka, US



         23    Fish and Wildlife Service.  Last name:



         24    S-T-A-R-O-S-T-K-A.



         25                MS. THOMASON:  I think we also have Federal





                        

                                     3

�









          1    Highways on the line.



          2                MR. ABDALLA:  Good morning.  This is Bill



          3    Abdalla, with the Federal Highway Administration.  How



          4    are you doing?



          5                MS. THOMASON:  Great.  Good to hear from you,



          6    Bill.



          7                MR. ABDALLA:  Nice to hear from you.



          8                THE COURT REPORTER:  Can I get your last



          9    name, please?



         10                MR. ABDALLA:  Abdalla:  A-B-D-A-L-L-A.



         11                MS. THOMASON:  Bill, was there anyone else



         12    from Federal Highways on the line or that you're



         13    expecting?



         14                MR. ABDALLA:  If nobody responds, there is



         15    nobody.



         16                MS. THOMASON:  Okay.  Thank you.  US EPA, are



         17    you on the line?  Okay.  Maybe she'll join us later.  I



         18    think that was all of the federal entities that I



         19    remember being on the invite.



         20                So now I'll move to NVP.  Who do you have on



         21    the line?



         22                MR. DICKSON:  This is Andrew Dickson, with



         23    water/fish control, storm water.



         24                MR. LASSALINE:  This is Peter Lassaline, with



         25    NDEP Water Pollution Control Storm Water.  That's:
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          1    L-A-S-S-A-L-I-N-E.



          2                MS. THOMASON:  Anyone else with NDEP?  Okay.



          3    NDEP, are you on the line?



          4                MR. YOUNG:  Good morning.  Yeah.  Chris



          5    Young:  Y-O-U-N-G, NDEP Environmental.



          6                MS. THOMASON:  Thanks, Chris.  Is there



          7    anyone else on the NDEP team expected?  Okay.  I'll take



          8    silence as a no.  So then I have City of Reno.



          9                MS. WONG:  There's another state agency, NDS,



         10    State Lands.



         11                MS. THOMASON:  Oh, State Lands is on.  Great.



         12                MS. WONG:  So this is Lucy Wong from the



         13    Nevada Division of State Land.



         14                MS. THOMASON:  Thanks, Lucy.



         15                MS. WONG:  Sure.



         16                MS. THOMASON:  City of Reno?



         17                MS. KOSKI:  Yes.  This is Kerrie:



         18    K-E-R-R-I-E.  The last name is:  K-O-S-K-I.  And I'm the



         19    Assistant Director of Public Works City Engineer.



         20                MS. SCHROEDER:  This is Jaime Schroeder.



         21                Go ahead, Claudia.



         22                MS. HANSON:  This is Claudia Hanson.  Hanson



         23    is:  H-A-N-S-O-N.  I'm with the Historical Resource



         24    Commission and the City Manager's Office.



         25                MS. SCHROEDER:  Jaime Schroeder, Director of
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          1    Parks and Recreation.  J-A-I-M-E S-C-H-R-O-E-D-E-R.



          2                MS. THOMASON:  Anyone else?  City of Reno?



          3    Okay.  Anyone from Washoe County on?  Okay.



          4                Do I have any tribal members?  Pyramid Lake



          5    Paiute Tribe?



          6                Reno-Sparks Indian Colony?  Anyone on view?



          7                What about Washoe Tribe?  Anyone on for you?



          8    Okay.  All right.



          9                RTC?  Who is on for you?



         10                MS. TORTELLI:  So this is Judy Tortelli, RTC



         11    project manager.  And I have here with me Ken Green,



         12    project manager from Jacobs, and Brian Boyd, natural



         13    resource specialist for Jacobs.



         14                MS. THOMASON:  I heard a few beeps while we



         15    were doing introductions, so anyone who has not been



         16    identified yet, please identify yourself.



         17                MS. HOUSTON:  Yes.  Kelly Houston, with



         18    Jacobs.



         19                MS. JONES:  This is Theresa Jones, for the



         20    City of Reno, program manager.



         21                MS. THOMASON:  Theresa, can you tell us your



         22    title again?



         23                All right.  Did we just have someone else



         24    join?  Theresa, can you repeat your program title?



         25                MS. JONES:  Sure.  I apologize for that.
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          1    Flood and drainage program manager and bridge maintenance



          2    program manager.



          3                MS. THOMASON:  Thank you.  I think Pyramid



          4    Lake Paiute Tribe, do you have someone on the line now?



          5    I see a name on the list, but maybe she doesn't have



          6    audio yet.  Okay.



          7                So I'll start by letting RTC know that we've



          8    assigned Project Number 2020-00533 to this action, so any



          9    future correspondence should include that number on it.



         10    And so now we'll do another introduction towards the end



         11    to make sure we captured everyone.



         12                I'm going to turn it over to Judy to tell us



         13    why we're all here.



         14                MS. TORTELLI:  Thank you, Jennifer.  Can you



         15    hear me okay?



         16                MS. THOMASON:  I can.  Yeah.



         17                MS. TORTELLI:  We can have the agenda up



         18    there, but we can go ahead and start the presentation,



         19    and I'll start from there.



         20                So welcome, everybody.  As I said, I'm Judy



         21    Tortelli, project manager for the RTC, and I'm here today



         22    to talk about the permitting and regulatory requirements



         23    for the Arlington Avenue Bridges Project.



         24                We will today here, we will run through a



         25    brief presentation, and then I want to kind of open it up
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          1    to a group discussion.  I would like to ask that everyone



          2    kind of hold your questions as we go through the



          3    presentation and maybe just make note of them, and then



          4    we can talk about those during the discussion portion



          5    just so that it's a little bit easier to get through the



          6    presentation itself.



          7                So the purpose of today's meeting is to give



          8    you an overview of what we've done, tell you about the



          9    permitting and regulatory requirements the team has



         10    defined and get your input.



         11                We're looking specifically for feedback on



         12    what we've defined, so is there something we've missed?



         13    Are our anticipated timeframes correct?  We also need



         14    help in determining which of the various alternatives may



         15    be more challenging from a permitting regulatory



         16    perspective.



         17                So, as stakeholder working group one, which



         18    was held back in February, we discussed engineering,



         19    design and environmental constraints associated with the



         20    project.  Since then, we have determined that FHWA will



         21    be the lead agency for the NEPA process, and RTC has



         22    identified federal funding for that phase in Fiscal Year



         23    2021, I believe.



         24                The team here has tailored the permitting



         25    regulatory requirements discussed as stakeholder working
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          1    group one to indicate FHWA as the lead agency.  So this



          2    is our first technical advisory committee meeting.  We



          3    will be holding two TAC meetings for this.  We will be



          4    holding TAC meeting two in a couple of months, and that



          5    TAC meeting will focus on bridge concepts, bridge and



          6    roadway elements.  From there, we will have a second and



          7    third stakeholder working group meeting to discuss bridge



          8    and aesthetic concepts.



          9                You can go ahead and fast -- thank you,



         10    Jennifer.  So here's our agenda.  It was kind of up on



         11    the screen before.  I want to kind of touch on project



         12    scope, process, purpose and need schedule and background.



         13    This is not new material.  These are all items that we



         14    have presented to the public at our first public



         15    informational meeting, and again, at our first



         16    stakeholder working group meeting.  I just don't want to



         17    lose sight of the project scope and purpose and need.



         18                From there, we're going to dive into the



         19    permitting, the details of the permitting and regulatory



         20    requirements that we've come up with as a team.  We'll



         21    look at a summary of requirements and then have some



         22    discussion.



         23                So our next slide just lists the TAC members



         24    that are here today.  For the most part, we kind of went



         25    through introductions.  It looks like from this list, you
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          1    know, we don't have Reno-Sparks Indian Colony



          2    participation or Pyramid Lake Paiute Tribe, and I don't



          3    believe we have anybody on the line from the state



          4    historic preservation office.



          5                So this group of TAC members was defined by



          6    the team and vetted through both RTC and City of Reno.



          7    So this is our group of TAC members associated with



          8    permitting and regulatory requirements.



          9                MS. THOMASON:  Judy, before we move on, this



         10    is Jennifer with the Corps.  I just want to do one more



         11    call for the tribal members.  Is there anyone on the line



         12    from Pyramid Lake Paiute Tribe?



         13                Is there anyone on the line from Reno-Sparks?



         14    Okay.



         15                MS. TORTELLI:  All right.  Thank you,



         16    Jennifer.



         17                So project scope.  The scope of this project



         18    is to complete a feasibility study to define bridge



         19    options, identify constraints and determine costs.  At



         20    the end, we will have a bridge and aesthetic package



         21    identified to carry forward into environmental clearance



         22    and design.



         23                Decisions will be documented using a process



         24    called planning and environmental linkages, also known as



         25    P-E-L:  PEL.  Following this process will help inform
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          1    decision making, engage the public and stakeholders and



          2    will streamline future needs and processes.



          3                So our project process is modeled after the



          4    Virginia Street Bridge process and includes receiving



          5    public stakeholder and technical input.  Alternatives



          6    will be evaluated based on ability to meet project



          7    purpose and need, ability to avoid and minimize impacts



          8    to the natural and built environment, construction



          9    feasibility and cost, and input from the stakeholder



         10    working group, City of Reno Council and the public.



         11                At our public kickoff meeting, which was held



         12    in December of 2019, we got great feedback.  Our first



         13    stakeholder working group meeting was successful in



         14    defining constraints and criteria associated with the



         15    project.



         16                We will be holding one additional TAC meeting



         17    and two additional stakeholder working group meetings.



         18    And then from there, we will be presenting information



         19    gathered to get input one more time at a public meeting,



         20    which we're anticipating in early 2021.



         21                So the Arlington Avenue Bridges were built in



         22    the 1930s.  They are categorized as structurally



         23    deficient by NDEP, and it's time for us to start



         24    replacing them.



         25                So as you can see up there on the screen, the
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          1    project purpose and need is to address structurally



          2    deficient bridges.  We want to provide safe and ADA



          3    compliant multimodal improvements.  We need to address



          4    hydraulic capacity needs and respond to regional and



          5    community plans.



          6                So schedule.  This is kind of our overall



          7    schedule.  Things have moved out several months just with



          8    the impacts of COVID-19 stuff, which I think we're all



          9    feeling, but you can see that first star there, we did



         10    have our public kickoff meeting towards the end of 2019.



         11                Right now, we're working to identify and



         12    analyze bridge and aesthetic concepts.  We're planning



         13    another public meeting at the beginning of next year, and



         14    we plan to complete this feasibility study sometime early



         15    next year, and then we'll kick off the NEPA process.



         16                Up on the bar graph there, the NEPA process



         17    looks like it's going to be starting in 2021, but we



         18    won't actually start the NEPA process until the



         19    feasibility study is complete.  They are kind of separate



         20    phases of the project, and they will be separate



         21    contracts.  So we've kind of got our design permitting



         22    there, and we are anticipating building these bridges in



         23    2026.



         24                So from there, I'm going to go ahead and hand



         25    it off to Ken.  He's going to dive into the permitting
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          1    and regulatory requirements, some of the details that



          2    we've come up with as a team.



          3                MR. GREEN:  Thank you, Judy.  Good morning,



          4    everybody.  My name is Ken Green.  I'm a PM with Jacobs



          5    Engineering, supporting Judy on the project.



          6                This next handful of slides kind of



          7    summarizes the permitting and regulatory requirements



          8    that we've developed for the project based on information



          9    received during the December '19 public meeting as well



         10    as the February 2020 stakeholder working group one



         11    meeting, and the intent is to just kind of reiterate the



         12    summary of information that we've come up with on the



         13    permitting and regulatory side of the shop, what those



         14    requirements look like, and then we'd really like to have



         15    an engaged discussion at the end of the presentation with



         16    regard to what we're presenting and whether or not -- as



         17    Judy indicated before -- we've missed something or our



         18    timelines are a little off, and/or maybe there's



         19    something that we don't need.  And that's specific to



         20    this first item here on this page, the special use



         21    permit.



         22                And I think during stakeholder working group



         23    one, there was some discussion about whether or not the



         24    SUP application was going to be required for this project



         25    or not, so we'd like to be able to question that to the
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          1    extent we can during the meeting.



          2                So this slide presents kind of the first



          3    group of permits that we think are going to be required,



          4    and it starts off with the SUP, the 408 permit, which is



          5    a permit required to if we're going to alter Corps of



          6    Engineers Civil Works' project.  Well, our takeaway was



          7    from SG1 is that this permit must precede the 404 Permit,



          8    and the Corp is going to coordinate with the Conservatee



          9    District, State Land, as well as Corps of Engineers Civil



         10    Works.



         11                The overall timeline is about 18 months,



         12    which is pretty consistent with, I think, the 404



         13    permitting, application, review and approval process.



         14    And then the 408 is going to require some flood risk



         15    modeling.



         16                I wanted to make sure that we continue to



         17    capture, in these presentations for everybody's



         18    information and moving forward is in the event that it



         19    changes, for whatever reason, the hundred-year flood



         20    elevation, which is -- as we indicate here at the bottom



         21    of this slide 45 -- two feet above sea level plus two



         22    feet of freeboard.



         23                Next slide?  So 404 Permit also required



         24    regulates dredge and fill waters in the U.S.,



         25    jurisdictional delineation of wetlands and waters to the
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          1    U.S., includes consultation with the tribes as well as



          2    fish and wildlife for Section 7 and Section 106.  And as



          3    I indicated, based on the information we've got in our



          4    experience, it's about an 18-month review permitting



          5    timeline for that permit application.



          6                We've also got the 401 Water Quality



          7    Certification through NDEP, but based on my



          8    understanding, that's going to be part of the 404 Permit



          9    as well, regulates water quality during construction.



         10                Next slide?  Thank you.  Construction storm



         11    water permit.  This is a permit that's required during



         12    construction.  That will be required.



         13                Not so much --  it's something that we need



         14    to consider as part of the pre-application process,



         15    making sure that the contractor understands what their



         16    permitting requirements are going to be once they hit the



         17    ground.  And then we've also got the state land



         18    encroachment permit, which is required to use state-owned



         19    lands below the ordinary high watermark.  That was kind



         20    of a summary of the permitting requirements.



         21                The regulatory requirements, this is the next



         22    kind of summary of information that we think we're going



         23    to need to obtain.  So we've got to determine the



         24    ordinary high watermark, analyze current flood model



         25    conditions.  And based on stakeholder working group one
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          1    and previous conversations with TRFMA, they're going to



          2    support the RTC in that endeavor.



          3                As I indicated before, the hundred-year water



          4    surface elevation is currently defined at 4,502 feet



          5    AMSL.  And then the TRFMA modeling is going to guide or



          6    assist with the alternatives design.  Consultations with



          7    fish and wildlife will be required.  Section 7 requires a



          8    BA to document natural resources impacts and mitigation.



          9                And again, the intent here is to make sure



         10    that we've got things pretty accurately summarized here,



         11    and if not, what changes do we need to make so that we're



         12    all on the same page going forward as we conclude the



         13    feasibility study process.



         14                We've got a clear direction and path on



         15    permitting requirements and the regulatory requirements



         16    for the project going forward once we get into design,



         17    NEPA compliance and design.  The BA is prepared to submit



         18    it as part of the 404 Permit application.



         19                And then consultations with the State SHPO,



         20    required per Section 106 to document impacts as well as



         21    the mitigation requirements for both direct and indirect



         22    effects to historic and/or prehistoric properties.



         23                Corps of Engineers' consultation with SHPO



         24    and traditional cultural property considerations for the



         25    Truckee River.  This was a topic of conversation during
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          1    stakeholder working group meeting one.  We want to make



          2    sure that we consider that going forward, keep that in



          3    mind, and after that, into the schedule going forward.



          4                U.S. DOT Section 4(f), we're hanging on to



          5    this as well because we're still evaluating the



          6    alternatives, and what this does is it prohibits the



          7    taking or using of publicly-owned parks, recreation



          8    areas, unless no feasible or prudent alternative exists.



          9                Next slide?  We did talk about Section 6(f)



         10    during the stakeholder working group one, and it was



         11    determined to be not applicable.  We hung on to it here



         12    for TAC one just to make sure everybody sees that.



         13                It's probably going to fall off the table



         14    going forward since it's not applicable, but what was



         15    concluded was that publicly-owned parks, recreation areas



         16    and other outdoor recreation resources do not qualify for



         17    land and water conservation fund funding.  Did not.



         18                And then lastly, we've got the Storm Water



         19    Pollution Prevention Plan.  And this will be something



         20    that's required from the construction contractor to



         21    demonstrate compliance with water quality monitoring



         22    during construction, and it's through the Corps of



         23    Engineers and NDEP.



         24                So for those on the call who attended



         25    stakeholder working group one and/or were present during
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          1    the December 19, 2019 public meeting, these next two



          2    slides, three sides -- I'm sorry -- summarize the



          3    alternative-specific concepts, with that one to the lower



          4    left showing a clear span.  These really focus on the



          5    north bridge.  The south bridge, much narrower; similar



          6    or nearly identical construction process bridge type for



          7    that southernmost bridge.  So we're really focusing in on



          8    the wider north bridge here in regards to these concepts.



          9                So that lower left is a clear span concept.



         10    Clear span is that north channel.  Single pier concept



         11    puts single pier versus current two piers that are in the



         12    channel back into the channel as part of the new bridge



         13    structure.



         14                Tied-arch concept clear spans the channel but



         15    constructs the tied-arch, and then the underdeck arch



         16    concept also clears spans to channel with the underdeck



         17    arch.



         18                And then this last one is the elevated bridge



         19    concept, so that gets the entire structure up and above



         20    the channel and encumbers a large portion of Wingfield



         21    Park, effectively taking it out of the open space



         22    available arena.



         23                So this is a summary of the alternatives



         24    relative to the permitting and regulatory requirements



         25    that we just went through.  This is new information that
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          1    captures in a single location what our perception is of



          2    permitting and regulatory requirements and alternatives.



          3    And what we've concluded is that they're nearly identical



          4    for each of the alternatives save just a couple of



          5    exceptions, and the asterisk denotes those exceptions.



          6                For the single-pier concept -- that's the new



          7    structure north bridge -- the old structure has two piers



          8    in the channel.  Those piers would have to come out.



          9    Compliance requirements would be specified in the 404



         10    Permit.



         11                The new bridge, the single-pier structure, we



         12    would have to reconstruct or construct a pier back into



         13    that channel, and so that constitutes at least some level



         14    of additional requirements that would be levied on the



         15    project during construction, in other words, to



         16    permitting under the 404.



         17                The other two alternatives that we've got



         18    that show an asterisk -- both related to the 404



         19    Permit -- are the tied-arch, that's alternative four, and



         20    the elevated concept.  That's alternative five.



         21                And those relate to -- again, based on the



         22    work that we've done, relate to view shed effects, right,



         23    indirect APE effects just because of the elevation of



         24    those structures and their potential impact to nearby



         25    historic properties.  But beyond that, we didn't identify
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          1    or document any distinct or specific requirements that



          2    would be levied on one concept alternative versus another



          3    for each one of those five alternatives that we're



          4    looking at.



          5                MS. TORTELLI:  So I guess with that, I mean,



          6    let's go ahead and leave up that slide there, Jennifer,



          7    you know, because I think I'd like to base our discussion



          8    around this slide.



          9                But I'd like to start with just seeing if



         10    anybody has any questions on the material that we've



         11    presented or comments on stuff that we may have missed or



         12    don't have included.



         13                MR. DIXON:  Yeah.  This is Andrew Dixon, with



         14    NDEP.  I think a permitting requirement that you may have



         15    missed is a working waters permit from the State.  So



         16    water pollution control does do those permits as well.



         17    They're generally a temporary permit for six months.



         18    Some of that program could be changing with kind of



         19    updating for us, but a permit would still be needed.



         20                So I think maybe just including that with the



         21    storm water permit if you plan on doing -- having any



         22    equipment within the water or diverting flow or anything



         23    like that.



         24                MR. GREEN:  Sounds good.  Thanks, Andrew.



         25                MR. ABDALLA:  This is Bill.  Can you hear me?
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          1                MS. TORTELLI:  Yes, Bill, we can hear you.



          2                MR. ABDULLA:  Okay.  My first question is:



          3    Is there federal aid money in this project, meaning



          4    coming from federal highway?



          5                MS. TORTELLI:  Yes.  I mean, right now, we're



          6    doing -- so let me be specific.  Right now, we're doing



          7    this feasibility study.  This particular project is



          8    funded with RTC fuel tax.



          9                At the close of this feasibility study, we



         10    intend to kickoff the NEPA process.  And we at RTC have



         11    identified right now, I think, like two and a half



         12    million dollars of federal STBG money for that as to be



         13    included as part of that process.  So does that answer



         14    your question?



         15                MR. ABDULLA:  Yes.  Yes, I just want to know



         16    if we should get involved or not.



         17                MS. TORTELLI:  Absolutely.



         18                MR. ABDULLA:  My other question is:  Is this



         19    a historic bridge?



         20                MR. GREEN:  No.  NDEP -- there's a report out



         21    there.  NDEP concluded that the bridge was not historic.



         22    We can capture that in the notes, I think, going forward.



         23                MS. TORTELLI:  Yeah.  The bridge itself is



         24    not historic, right?  But there are historic properties



         25    around the bridge.
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          1                A VOICE:  Correct.



          2                MS. TORTELLI:  Right.



          3                MR. ABDULLA:  So that means we don't have



          4    4(f) with the bridge, which is good.



          5                My other thing is related to the 404 Permit.



          6    Are we going -- when we talk about 404 Permit, are we



          7    talking about a nationwide permit or are we talking about



          8    an individual 404 Permit?



          9                MS. THOMASON:  This is Jennifer with the



         10    Corps, the 404 program.  That decision -- there's not



         11    been a decision because we don't yet know what the impact



         12    level for the project is going to be, so we wouldn't be



         13    able to assess the appropriate type of permit for the



         14    city evaluated other.



         15                    (Cell phone ringing.)



         16                MR. ABDULLA:  Whoa.  Sorry.



         17                MS. THOMASON:  We don't have an idea of what



         18    type of permit this project would be evaluated under



         19    because we don't know what the impacts for or the



         20    ordinary high water marks is at this time.



         21                MR. ABDULLA:  Great.  Thank you.



         22                MS. THOMASON:  Yep.



         23                MR. ABDULLA:  That's all that I have for now.



         24                MS. THOMASON:  So this is Jennifer again.



         25    And one of the things that I want to be clear about on
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          1    the way the 404 and the 408 Permits kind of work together



          2    is that while I cannot make any 404 decision without the



          3    408 permission, if one is needed, we do have concurrent



          4    and try to run concurrent reviews as far as for Section 7



          5    and Section 106.  But in this case, the federal highway



          6    is the lead on that, on those aspects.  That could change



          7    that permitting timeline to the 404 side.



          8                MS. TORTELLI:  And why is that?  Because they



          9    approach it differently, Jennifer, or and maybe they



         10    don't run concurrently?



         11                MS. THOMASON:  So the impact is that if



         12    federal highways is the lead agency, whenever you --



         13    whenever the application to the 404 comes in, presumably,



         14    your Section 7 is being handled through federal highways.



         15    They've already done that through the NEPA.  They've



         16    already done those consultations with U.S. Fish and



         17    Wildlife Service, or in the case of Section 106, with the



         18    state historic preservation office.



         19                And so when federal highways is the lead, so



         20    long as they have that -- that consultation has included



         21    the Corp's area of interest, we can adopt those



         22    consultations and not have to re-do those.  But we need



         23    to make sure that when federal highways is doing those



         24    consultations that the Corps' area of interest, both for



         25    404 and 408, are included.  And then we can adopt those
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          1    things so that we don't have multiple consultations going



          2    out.



          3                So if you give me a 404 Application where



          4    Section 7 is completed and Section 106 with the State



          5    Historic Preservation Office is completed, I can adopt



          6    those consultations.



          7                Now, for the Corps for the 404 part, we still



          8    have to do our own tribal consultations, and 408 and I



          9    would try to work together to do those so that we're



         10    still only presenting one consultation for the tribes and



         11    not confusing and not doing multiple consultations for



         12    our areas.



         13                MS. TORTELLI:  Okay.



         14                MS. THOMASON:  However, if you decide to



         15    clear span and you're able to take out the piers without



         16    getting below the ordinary high water marks, you wouldn't



         17    even need a permit for 404, and you'd just have to do a



         18    408.  Not that I'm looking for an easy out, but, you



         19    know, that's for your consideration.



         20                MS. WILLIAMS:  So this is Lori Williams.



         21                MS. THOMASON:  Go ahead, Lori.



         22                MS. WILLIAMS:  So while you're on the topic



         23    of 408 Permits, it says here that the Army Corps will



         24    coordinate with the Carson-Truckee and State Lands and



         25    USA, the civil.
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          1                And just to be clear, your application for



          2    the 408 Permit has to go through the local sponsor, which



          3    is the Carson-Truckee Water Conservancy District.  And



          4    then we work with the flood branch in Sacramento to get



          5    the authorization to issue this permit.  And as Jennifer



          6    said, hopefully, she and Brian Luke team at the flood



          7    branch will coordinate their tribal consultations, and



          8    federal highways, NEPA, Section 7 and 106 can also



          9    include those aspects, and then all of it can be done at



         10    once.



         11                I also want to clarify in this presentation,



         12    it says that flood risk modeling is required, and that



         13    certainly is one aspect.  And if you're going to get



         14    money from like the flood project, you need to have this



         15    two-foot freeboard.  That is much less of a concern for



         16    the Carson-Truckee when we look at it than when the Army



         17    Corps Flood Hydraulics Team looks at the hydraulic



         18    modeling for your project.



         19                We will specifically and they will be looking



         20    at things like changes in water surface elevation.  Their



         21    standard is a tenth of a foot, so you want to like reduce



         22    the water elevation, which this project probably will,



         23    but we also need to look at like scour and velocities and



         24    issues like that that may be created by the project and



         25    by the removal of the pier.
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          1                But just got to put a plug in for this



          2    because the Virginia Street Bridge -- while a beautiful



          3    bridge -- does not allow access to the river from the



          4    bridge.  And so one of the issues for the district is



          5    it's our responsibility to maintain the flood channel,



          6    and we need access to the river and we need access to the



          7    river for removal of debris that gets stuck in the river.



          8                And particularly in this area where the kayak



          9    part builds up sediment, the city might be interested



         10    because we will hound them mercilessly to remove



         11    sediments.  This project may want to look at how to



         12    incorporate some access for equipment for sediment



         13    removal.



         14                And then on a later slide, you talk about



         15    using the TRISMA model.  And we originally got our model



         16    updated from the TRISMA model, but we recently identified



         17    that the model in this area that TRISMA had given us had



         18    the kayak park design but not the kayak park as built.



         19    And so we have updated our flow model, and if TRISMA



         20    wants to update their flow model.  But when we look at



         21    that flow model, we're going to be looking to make sure



         22    that the model that you're using has the updated as-built



         23    kayak park in it.



         24                Our analysis has shown that it did make some



         25    difference in the flood waters and elevations having the
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          1    real channel versus the design channel, I guess I'll say.



          2    We do have that model available, and we've given it to



          3    Jacob.  So the modeling engineer at Jacob has a copy of



          4    our model.



          5                And again, we're going to be most interested



          6    in looking at that model from a perspective of water



          7    velocity, scour, water surface elevation increases, and



          8    we are specifically looking at a flow rate at 14,000 CFS



          9    where the bigger picture is really the hundred-year



         10    flood.



         11                So you'll need to look at both of those



         12    specifically, and your application for the 408 Permit



         13    should be targeted only really at the 14,000 CFS flood



         14    level flow level, which is different than the



         15    hundred-year flow level.



         16                So those are some comments that I want to put



         17    in upfront so that we don't get confused about what model



         18    to use when and what our expectations will be.



         19                And then one final thing.  A couple of years



         20    ago, the Corps of Engineers flood group ran out of 408



         21    permitting permit review money.  It looks like they're



         22    going to run out of that money again this year.



         23                And so as you approach an application for



         24    this 408 Permit, you may want to consider whether or not



         25    you are willing to fund your own 408 Permit review
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          1    through the Army Corps Flood Branch.  They have a couple



          2    of mechanisms to do that.  And that may become necessary



          3    if they run out of money in the middle of your project.



          4    Otherwise, they'll put it on the shelf until they get



          5    refunded.  So just something to keep in mind.  I know



          6    it's down the road several years, but it seems to be a



          7    recurring issue at the Corps of Engineers Flood Branch.



          8                MS. KOSKI:  Lori, thank you very much.  This



          9    is Kerrie at the City of Reno.  I really appreciate that,



         10    all of the information that you just went through because



         11    those are the high points that I recall we went through



         12    kind of late in the Virginia Street Bridge process.  So



         13    some of them, obviously, we did not go through.



         14                I just thought that perhaps, Judy, if you



         15    could maybe make a notation on all of those requirements



         16    that we just went through.  And my question is:  On the



         17    freeboard -- I just want to make sure that I understood



         18    you correctly -- that the Carson-Truckee Conservancy is



         19    not concerned as much with the two-foot freeboard as you



         20    are all of the other things that you just described.  Is



         21    that kind of a summary, Lori?



         22                MS. WILLIAMS:  Well, that's correct, Kerrie.



         23    And the reason for that is the two-foot freeboard is



         24    really like for Army Corps Flood funding, and for like



         25    the flood project funding, and that's based on the
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          1    hundred-foot or the hundred-year flood.



          2                And our jurisdiction for the 408 Permit and



          3    thus the flood branch's jurisdiction for the 408 Permit



          4    is at 14,000 CFS.  And I'm going to submit to you that



          5    the hundred-year flood is probably more like 18-to-20,000



          6    CFS.



          7                MS. KOSKI:  Correct.



          8                MS. WILLIAMS:  So designing your bridge to



          9    that level only can help the 14,000, really.



         10                MS. KOSKI:  Correct.



         11                MS. WILLIAMS:  But that won't be a criteria



         12    that we look at at all.



         13                MS. KOSKI:  I would agree that I don't



         14    believe that we will be getting any funding from the



         15    local flood agency.  I don't see that unless Judy and



         16    your team know something different.  I don't see that



         17    being on their radar at this point, so --



         18                MS. WILLIAMS:  The reason that matters is



         19    because what the decision was on the Virginia Street



         20    Bridge is to go for one foot of freeboard against the



         21    Hundred-Year Flood Project or the hundred-year flood



         22    rather than a two-foot freeboard because that project was



         23    not going to get money.



         24                MS. KOSKI:  Correct.



         25                MS. WILLIAMS:  So the project team probably
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          1    should keep that in mind, that if you're not going to use



          2    that funding, then it gives you, I'll say, some other



          3    options, maybe.



          4                MS. KOSKI:  Yes.  Yep.  Noted.  Yes.  Very



          5    good description.  Thank you.



          6                MS. WILLIAMS:  That's all I have unless



          7    somebody has questions.



          8                MR. LUKE:  This is Brian Luke from Corps 408.



          9    So thank you, Lori, for that terrific information there.



         10                And so just two points I'd like to make is



         11    that the Corps, Jennifer, and I, will want to designate



         12    federal highway as the lead federal agency with a formal



         13    letter, so as soon as that would be appropriate, the



         14    Corps would want to send a letter to federal highways



         15    designating them lead, and then we would be covered under



         16    their consultations.



         17                The other point is that what Lori mentioned



         18    on our 408 funding, it is true.  We are currently pretty



         19    much out of money on a national level until the first of



         20    October when our new fiscal year starts and we get our



         21    new appropriations.



         22                Moving forward, I know you're a ways away,



         23    but we do -- as you move through this thing -- you can



         24    get an 1156 agreement.  That's one.  We also have 214



         25    agreements with agencies, but we can -- and we've done it
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          1    with other applicants -- to get 1156 funding agreement in



          2    place for the project but not funded.  So that can help



          3    in times like this in the summer.



          4                We have a couple of projects.  They have 1156



          5    agreement in place, and now that we've run out of



          6    funding, that agreement's already done and so now it's a



          7    much shorter process to actually fund it when they need



          8    it.



          9                So something to just keep in mind moving



         10    forward.  Hopefully, hopefully, Congress will start



         11    funding us what we need on a national level the 408



         12    program, but currently, that is an issue.



         13                And there is information on our Section 408



         14    website on the Sacramento District that talks about



         15    funding agreements, also talks about categorical



         16    permissions that this bridge could potentially fall



         17    under, which makes my environmental review a little



         18    easier and quicker.



         19                But we still have, you know, so Jennifer and



         20    I will work concurrently on all of the environmental



         21    reviews required for both our permitting actions.  The



         22    one additional review process that the 408 has that Lori



         23    was mentioning was hydraulic and levy safety review, if



         24    there are levies involved.  So that's a little 408 tidbit



         25    in a nutshell.
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          1                MS. WILLIAMS:  I might also add one of your



          2    RTC projects is trying -- is getting into an 1156



          3    agreement right now for the half associated with the NDEP



          4    Spaghetti Bowl Bridge.  And the reason for that is



          5    because otherwise, funding will shut down for that



          6    project.  So RTC will have some prior experience with the



          7    funding agreement.



          8                MS. TORTELLI:  I appreciate you letting me



          9    know that.  I didn't even realize that that was --



         10                MS. WILLIAMS:  I think --



         11                MS. TORTELLI:  -- doing -- that's why it's



         12    going to start moving along again, I would guess.



         13                MS. WILLIAMS:  I think Jeffery Albrecht has



         14    been negotiating that.



         15                MS. TORTELLI:  Yeah.  Thank you.



         16                MS. THOMASON:  This is Jennifer, with the



         17    Corps.  I'm going to remind everyone to identify yourself



         18    when you begin speaking for the court reporter to be able



         19    to record the comments.  And that was Lori Williams that



         20    was advising on the current RTC agreement work.



         21                MR. ABDALLA:  Jennifer, this is Bill with



         22    Federal Highway Administration.  Who would be applicant



         23    for the 408 Permit?



         24                MS. THOMASON:  I believe that would be RTC,



         25    but Lori or Brian can jump in there to help out.  I don't
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          1    know how that works as far as even the federal highways



          2    is designated the lead federal agency for both 404 and



          3    408.  I think the applicant would still remain RTC.



          4                MS. WILLIAMS:  Yeah.  The applicant would be



          5    RTC in my mind on this one.  I mean, it could be the City



          6    of Reno, but it makes more sense in this case to be an



          7    RTC application.  That was Lori Williams, by the way.



          8                MR. ABDULLA:  And this is Bill again.  The



          9    Corps will issue any permit with a 408 or 404 whether



         10    before we start the NEPA documents or do we have to wait



         11    for the NEPA documents?  I'm just wondering.



         12                MS. WILLIAMS:  That would be part of the NEPA



         13    document and the NEPA process.  We're not anticipating



         14    submitting anything prior to.  Right?



         15                MR. BOYD:  Right.  We would do some of the



         16    investigation that supports the permit.  That information



         17    can also go into the NEPA document and ask (beeping) the



         18    NEPA document prior to when our construction is



         19    approximately maybe 30 percent, 30 to 60, and then that's



         20    when we'd submit the permit.



         21                MS. THOMASON:  On the talk of the NEPA part,



         22    I guess what -- I don't know if Andy Starostka, U.S. Fish



         23    and Wildlife, are you still on the line?  Okay.  It looks



         24    like he dropped off.  I was going to try to find out if



         25    he had any, like based on your alternatives, if there was
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          1    anything he wanted to add.



          2                Donna, are you on from the Pyramid Lakes



          3    Paiute Tribe?



          4                MS. NOEL:  Yes, I'm on.



          5                MS. THOMASON:  There she is.  I kept seeing



          6    your name, but I couldn't hear you earlier.  So Donna is



          7    -- Donna, can you identify who you are with the tribe,



          8    please?  Can you hear me, Donna?



          9                MS. NOEL:  I'm being unmuted.  Can you hear



         10    me now?



         11                MS. THOMASON:  Yeah.  There you are.  There



         12    you are.



         13                MS. NOEL:  I keep getting muted or unmuted.



         14    I don't know.  So my name is Donna Marie Noel.  I'm the



         15    natural resources director for the Pyramid Lake Paiute



         16    Tribe.



         17                MS. THOMASON:  Thank you, Donna.  And so do



         18    you have any immediate concerns or comments on the



         19    information that's been presented?



         20                MS. NOEL:  No.  I think it looks pretty



         21    thorough, and I'm looking forward to reviewing a bunch of



         22    documents.



         23                MS. THOMASON:  Thank you.  Trying to see if



         24    there's any of the other resource agencies.  Did anyone



         25    from U.S. EPA join?  No?  Okay.
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          1                So, Judy, with Donna being the only one on



          2    line as far as the other like consultation resources and



          3    for your NEPA process, I don't think -- I think 408 has



          4    clarified everything else that I wanted to make sure that



          5    we got straight on those needs.  And I don't think anyone



          6    is on from NDEP 41.



          7                The 41 certification is an NDEP -- it's a



          8    separate application.  Birgit Widegren is the current



          9    supervisor for that section, and she's the one who is



         10    assigning those.  That application would be submitted to



         11    her concurrently with your 404 Permit.  So while it kind



         12    of happens at the same time, it's not something that we,



         13    through the 404, actually do.  It is a separate



         14    application that you'd need to submit to NDEP.



         15                MR. LUKE:  This is Brian Luke for NDEP.



         16                MS. THOMASON:  I heard Brian Luke.  Go ahead.



         17                MR. LUKE:  It's Brian Luke, for Corps 408.



         18                So on the NEPA question, if the Corps is



         19    going to adopt federal highways' NEPA document, if it's



         20    going to be an EA, for example, or an EIS and we were to



         21    adopt it, then obviously the NEPA would have to be --



         22    their NEPA would have to be complete for us to issue the



         23    408 Permit.



         24                If the project fits under one of our



         25    categorical permissions or we can complete our NEPA with
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          1    a categorical exclusion, then we would do our NEPA



          2    independently, but we would still use their consultation



          3    documents under Section 7 and 106.



          4                MS. TORTELLI:  So based on the silence, I'm



          5    going to ask a question really quick because we started



          6    the presentation off with the City of Reno Special Use



          7    Permit.



          8                And as Ken alluded to, when we had our



          9    initial stakeholder works group meeting -- and just as



         10    the design team have looked at it -- we don't really feel



         11    like that's something that's going to be required for



         12    this project.  I would like to take that off the list



         13    unless someone is seeing something different.  Okay.



         14                MS. KOSKI:  This is Kerrie, with the City of



         15    Reno, and I believe -- Claudia, correct me if I'm



         16    incorrectly speaking here -- but I believe that we



         17    determined that special use permit is not needed for a



         18    bridge replacement in this area.  Does that ring a bell?



         19                MS. SCHROEDER:  Yes, it does.  Sorry.  I had



         20    to get to unmute.  Yes.  I agree.



         21                MS. KOSKI:  So, Judy, you're absolutely



         22    correct.  We can take -- we would support taking that off



         23    the list.



         24                MS. TORTELLI:  Okay.  I'm going to go ahead



         25    and take that off of the list.  And then I know Jennifer
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          1    had talked about the -- so I'm looking at the alternative



          2    specific requirements, right?  We have alternative two,



          3    and it's a clear span.  She mentioned if it's a clear



          4    span, we don't need the 404.



          5                MR. BOYD:  Well, we've got two piers, then



          6    the river.



          7                MS. TORTELLI:  So that's where the 404 is



          8    coming in because we have to take those out?



          9                MR. BOYD:  This is Brian Boyd.  If you're



         10    going to be doing work below the ordinary high to get



         11    those piers out, we would need one of four types of the



         12    404 Permit.  I think that's what she was saying.



         13                MS. TORTELLI:  Okay.



         14                MS. THOMASON:  Right.  So if you needed to



         15    remove those piers, if you needed temporary access so you



         16    had to build, you know, a pad to set equipment on to pull



         17    that material out of the river or something like that,



         18    that would still require a 404.



         19                If you found a way to remove those piers



         20    without putting any additional material below the



         21    ordinary high watermark, you could end up not needing a



         22    permit.  So it depends on how you conduct the work.



         23                The 404 program regulates the discharge of



         24    fill material below the ordinary high watermark or in



         25    wetlands that are jurisdictional under our authority.  So
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          1    if you're able to conduct your work where you have no



          2    discharges of any type of fill material, material that



          3    changes the bed elevation, the banks, that sort of stuff,



          4    if you're able to do that work without placing material



          5    below the ordinary high water marks or an adjacent



          6    wetland, you could, theoretically, not need a permit from



          7    us.



          8                MS. KOSKI:  This is Kerrie at the City of



          9    Reno.  Judy, I'd like to just chime in here.  Based on



         10    what we saw with previous bridge work that we've done



         11    within the river, I am not seeing that -- I'm not feeling



         12    like we should commit to that.



         13                MS. TORTELLI:  Yeah.  I agree.



         14                MS. KOSKI:  I'd just like to throw it out



         15    there.  And Lori Williams, I would -- I know you probably



         16    might have some thoughts about this as well, but I feel



         17    pretty strongly that I don't think that we should commit



         18    that we could not remove it without meeting the



         19    requirements that Jennifer just spoke of.



         20                MS. TORTELLI:  Okay.  Yeah.  I agree, Kerrie.



         21    Well, you know, if I could check off a permit, but, you



         22    know, you've got to do the permitting for the bridge.



         23    Right?



         24                THE COURT REPORTER:  Brian, I can't hear you.



         25                MR. GREEN:  That was Ken.  So I was
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          1    indicating it's not just the piers.  It's also the



          2    headwalls, the bridge structure itself.



          3                MS. KOSKI:  Correct.



          4                MR. GREEN:  That could potentially get down



          5    below the ordinary high and require a permit.



          6                MS. WILLIAMS:  And this is Lori Williams.



          7    Just to chime in, like if you used Virginia Street as an



          8    example, you needed to divert the river to be able to put



          9    in the headwalls to attach the bridge to, and you had to



         10    remove that pier.  And when you removed that pier,



         11    something had to go back in the river, and that had to be



         12    -- I'll call it fill material.



         13                And so I personally don't see how you can or



         14    why you'd even try to get around the 404 Permit.  Just



         15    get the permit, and you can do what you need to do.



         16                MS. KOSKI:  Thank you, Lori.  I concur.



         17                MR. LASSALINE:  This is Peter Lassaline, with



         18    NDEP.  May I, real quick?



         19                Something she mentioned was the possibility



         20    of encountering groundwater or any water that's just not



         21    the surface flow.  And if that needs to be discharged,



         22    de-watered in some way, that would also require



         23    additional permits.



         24                MS. KOSKI:  This is Kerrie Koski, and I agree



         25    with that one hundred percent that that was something
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          1    that we didn't deal with upfront on the Virginia Street



          2    Bridge, and when the gentleman was just describing the



          3    water level, it's anything below the surface.  And there



          4    is water below the surface.



          5                MR. LASSALINE:  Right.  So depending on what



          6    happens with that, there are various permitting options



          7    that the water pollution control -- there are permits



          8    that can be issued for how that is disposed of, but a



          9    permit would likely be required.



         10                MS. WILLIAMS:  This is Lori Williams again.



         11    Kerrie, you might recall that on the Virginia Street



         12    Bridge, we ended up putting that de-watering water in the



         13    sewer.



         14                And one of the limitations, Peter, at that



         15    time, was the de minimus permit was kind of, I'm going to



         16    say the only option since no NPDES permit was achieved.



         17                So I don't know if there's another option



         18    that's currently available now, but I would recommend



         19    that RTC start exploring that with NDEP, those



         20    de-watering options and water quality issues related to



         21    that because on the Virginia Street Bridge, that water



         22    ended up having to be treated and then put into the sewer



         23    system because of both potential contamination and also



         24    due to volume, just sheer volume of the water.



         25                MS. KOSKI:  Correct.  And I would just like
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          1    to highlight when we did that work, we were in our what,



          2    third year of drought, so --



          3                MS. WILLIAMS:  As a blessing, yes.



          4                MS. KOSKI:  -- as a blessing.  That helped



          5    us.  That helped us.  Yes.  So I concur that the



          6    de-watering and water quality is something that needs to



          7    be addressed right upfront.  It drives everything.



          8                MR. DIXON:  This is Andrew Dixon, with NDEP.



          9    I just want to have you guys keep this in mind.  If it



         10    ends up needing to be individual permit, whether that's



         11    NPDES or an NS state permit to dispose of the water,



         12    those can take upwards of six months, sometimes longer to



         13    get out.



         14                So that's something that the sooner you know



         15    about in the process, probably the better to reach out



         16    and talk to us about.



         17                MS. WILLIAMS:  Thank you for that reminder on



         18    that timeline, Andrew.  That rings a bell.  And I would



         19    put the longer in there, Judy, in your --



         20                MS. TORTELLI:  Yeah.



         21                MS. WILLIAMS:  -- the timeline based on what



         22    we're going through right now with COVID and the delays



         23    that happen within the agencies.



         24                MS. TORTELLI:  Right.



         25                MS. WONG:  This is Lucy Wong.  I'm going to
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          1    have to leave soon, so I'm going to put in my two cents



          2    about state lands permits.



          3                So it looks like we'd have to do this in a



          4    two-step process.  The first step would be getting a



          5    temporary authorization to remove the bridge or do any



          6    studies that you need, and then that would be followed up



          7    by a long-term or perpetual easement of -- so we'll have



          8    to account for a two-step process in your timeline.



          9                And if this is federally funded or working



         10    through the federal highways folks, then we may need to



         11    use a temporary construction easement instead of a



         12    temporary right-of-entry augmentation.  But that's



         13    probably later down the road.  So you can put state lands



         14    permitting process more toward the end because we would



         15    like to get plans and whatnot along with the application.



         16                MS. TORTELLI:  And, Lucy, what is the time



         17    frame of those processes?  I mean, is it like a six-month



         18    process to get temporary authorization to remove the



         19    bridge or --



         20                MS. WONG:  Right.  So accounting for all of



         21    the delays we've been seeing, I would estimate about



         22    three months, approximately, because we do have to do a



         23    30-day public comment period review.  And then following



         24    that, it has been taking us a little longer than normal



         25    to push the documents through for authorization.  So I
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          1    would give it a good three months.



          2                MS. TORTELLI:  Okay.  And then for the -- to



          3    get the easement or temporary construction easement or a



          4    right of entry, depending on funding, I mean, what's the



          5    time frame on that?



          6                MS. WONG:  So, sorry.  The authorization or



          7    the temporary construction easement will take about three



          8    months.  But when you convert it into a permanent



          9    easement, that process shouldn't take as long because all



         10    of the work will be done to get the approval for the



         11    temporary construction easement.



         12                MS. TORTELLI:  Okay.  Got you.



         13                MS. KOSKI:  And, Judy, the long-term easement



         14    will need to be within the city's name.  RTC doesn't have



         15    the ownership, Lucy, just for clarification there.  The



         16    temporary authorization, can you clarify, does that have



         17    to come from the City of Reno or, I mean, obviously RTC



         18    would act as our agent, but does that have to be in our



         19    name or how does that work?



         20                MS. WONG:  No, it doesn't have to be in your



         21    name.  The person who applies will basically take



         22    responsibility for the construction work, so if anything



         23    goes wrong, we need a person to reach out to resolve any



         24    issues.  So that could be RTC or the Jacob Group or



         25    whoever is doing the majority of the work.
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          1                MS. KOSKI:  Okay.  Thank you.  This is Kerrie



          2    Koski again.  So for the temporary authorization or slash



          3    construction authorization, that could be applied for and



          4    granted to the RTC or their consultant.



          5                MS. WONG:  Yes.



          6                MS. KOSKI:  And it would be no problem with



          7    the city having the long-term easement.



          8                MS. WONG:  No, yeah.  That would work for us.



          9    That happens quite frequently where it gets turned over



         10    to a local government agency to do the long-term



         11    maintenance and management.



         12                MS. KOSKI:  Okay.  Perfect.  Thank you so



         13    much for that.



         14                MS. WONG:  Okay.  Thank you.  I'm going to



         15    have to sign off now.  Thank you guys.  Bye.



         16                MS. THOMASON:  We have about ten minutes



         17    left.



         18                So, Judy, is there anyone else specifically



         19    that you're looking to hear from?



         20                MS. TORTELLI:  No, there's not, really.  I



         21    mean, I guess, as I kind of alluded to earlier and when



         22    you've looked at this chart with all of its checkboxes



         23    and stuff in it, you know, all of the various



         24    alternatives are pretty even in terms of permitting and



         25    regulatory requirements.
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          1                I think the exception to that may be the



          2    tied-arch or the elevated concept.  And our thought



          3    there -- I'm going to let Ken just talk about where our



          4    thought was there, but maybe those two specific



          5    alternatives are a little bit more challenging from a



          6    permitting perspective.



          7                MR. GREEN:  Yeah, I think they're going to be



          8    more -- this is Ken Green -- I think they're going to be



          9    a little more challenging from a permitting perspective.



         10                And certainly, in terms of maintenance,



         11    whether it be for removing debris from the channel or



         12    maintaining removing sediment from the kayak park, the



         13    tied-arch structure is going to be -- I think it's



         14    constructed similar to the Virginia Street Bridge, right?



         15                MS. TORTELLI:  Right.



         16                MR. GREEN:  And so access to the channel and



         17    to the materials below the bridge is -- it's going to be



         18    a similar challenge to what we've already got or what



         19    we're seeing with the Virginia Street Bridge.



         20                And then the elevated bridge, you know, it's



         21    just occupying so much of Wingfield Park.  It's elevated.



         22    There's an opportunity, I think, with that concept to be



         23    able to remove debris from the channel.  But getting



         24    equipment off that bridge down into the park is -- it's



         25    not an option, at least based on the current conceptual
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          1    design.



          2                MS. TORTELLI:  So I guess, you know, I just



          3    would like to maybe gain concurrence from the folks that



          4    are on the phone that you agree with that statement that



          5    maybe those two concepts are going to be more challenging



          6    permitting as something that we could move forward with



          7    as kind of a result from this TAC meeting.



          8                Does anybody disagree with that point or --



          9                MS. WILLIAMS:  This is Lori Williams.  And so



         10    like the beautiful design of the Virginia Street Bridge



         11    is good, but the sidewalks on the outside of the arches



         12    are cantilevered, and so they aren't really supported



         13    like for equipment if you wanted to widen those and make



         14    those available for equipment access.



         15                But then clearly, that drives up the cost.



         16    You need a wider bridge abutment.  And so I can see that,



         17    you know, it really makes it infeasible to do that.  And



         18    so ideally, that wouldn't be the design, from the



         19    Carson-Truckee channel maintenance perspective.



         20                MS. KOSKI:  Kerrie Koski here at the City of



         21    Reno, and I would like to add that we have had those



         22    conversations as well as far as our own maintenance



         23    during high water levels that we would prefer to have



         24    some -- prefer to have an access to the river, unlike



         25    what we have on the Virginia Street Bridge.  So I'm
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          1    supporting Lori's statement.



          2                MS. TORTELLI:  Well, it doesn't sound like --



          3    this is Judy Tortelli again.  You can probably tell, but



          4    it doesn't sound like there's any additional input on



          5    this.  I think we've gotten great feedback today.  We



          6    really have.  I appreciate everybody's participation.



          7                We will be, you know, as I stated, we'll have



          8    a court reporter and we'll have transcribed notes from



          9    this meeting.  We'll probably put together -- probably



         10    have the design team put together just kind of a quick



         11    summary of discussion items and send it out to everybody



         12    that attended just to make sure that you agree with what



         13    we're saying and make sure that nobody wants to add



         14    anything.



         15                So, Jennifer, I really appreciate you hosting



         16    this and letting us know that you have these.  I think



         17    this was a great forum to have this meeting.  So I guess



         18    with that, we're done unless anybody has any questions,



         19    additional last additional questions.



         20                MS. THOMASON:  Giving you 30 seconds.  This



         21    is Jennifer, with the Corps.  I'm giving a 30-second



         22    countdown to Judy.



         23                Does anyone have any final thoughts,



         24    questions, concerns, red flags?  Anything of that nature?



         25                MS. KOSKI:  This is Kerrie, at the City of
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          1    Reno.  And I would also like to thank you, Jennifer, for



          2    putting this together and getting all of the players



          3    together, I think, or people that are involved in this



          4    project.  I appreciate your time.  Being with the City of



          5    Reno, we know how valuable everyone's time is.  I



          6    appreciate that very much, and this has been really good



          7    information.  Thank you all.



          8                MS. THOMASON:  Thanks, Kerrie.



          9                Anybody else?  T-minus 15 seconds.  All



         10    right.  We'll call that a wrap.  Thanks, Bill.



         11                Thanks, everybody from the City of Reno.  I



         12    appreciate everybody's time.



         13                (The meeting concluded at 10:27 a.m.)
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