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Staff Report 

TO: Board of Directors 

FROM: Gabe Aronow, P.E., Director of Engineering 

DATE: August 13, 2025 

SUBJECT:  Scotts Flat Campground Gate 1 Options Related to Spillway 
Construction Access 

ENGINEERING

RECOMMENDATION:  

Hold a workshop to discuss options for access to the project site through the 
Scotts Flat Gate 1 Campground for the construction of Scotts Flat Spillway 
Replacement Project No. 2094.

BACKGROUND: 

NID has to replace the existing Scotts Flat Spillway chute and upper and lower 
plunge pools to accommodate the Probable Maximum Flow and reduce erosion 
risks. The project is mandated through the FERC-License Project No. 5930 which 
is classified as High Hazard due to the potential for loss of life in the event of 
failure.  The improvements are still under development but are anticipated to be 
completed over approximately four (4) years: one year for tree clearing and access 
improvements; one year to build the lower chute; one year to build the upper 
chute, and one year to build the upper plunge pool.   

Primary access to the project site will be from Scotts Flat Road, through the Scotts 
Flat Gate 1 Campground.  Options to build a new road around the campground were 
considered and dismissed due to trees, topography and electrical utilities.  Primary 
access from the south on the Scotts Flat Dam Road from Pasquale Road was also 
considered and dismissed since most of the work will be accessed from the north 
side of the spillway. Please note that Pasquale Road may be used for equipment 
access on a limited basis during construction. 

Access through the campground will affect campground function due to the need to 
create a safe project access corridor, which will sever portions of the campground 
from the rest, resulting in partial or full campground closures.  Four permutations of 
access and campground configurations have been considered, each with 
advantages and disadvantages.  Reference the attached figures for the four 

1



- 2 -

campground options.  Note that these figures are for illustrative purposes only and 
the exact details will likely change with further development.   

Option 1 keeps the lake sites and group sites open and routes the access road 
through the upper sites.  Some of the upper sites are not directly along the proposed 
access road, but due to the one-way road corridors through the upper sites, they all 
would be closed with this option.  To accommodate use of the lake sites and group 
sites, a new temporary kiosk and access road are required and temporary 
construction fence placed between the open campground sites and the access road. 
The fence is required for public safety and construction security.  To provide 
continued access to the lake sites, a new road will need to be constructed where 
the access road is coincident with the campground loop.  Many of the lake sites will 
be very close to the access road. 

Option 2 keeps the group site open.  It is very similar to Option 1 however the lake 
sites are closed and there is no road improvement required to keep the sites open.  
In this option only the group sites are open, but fence remains to the lake sites to 
avail the group sites to the restrooms and lake front. 

Option 3 has the upper sites open and uses the easterly roads (to the group sites 
and lake sites) as the construction access road.  This option has the advantage of 
not requiring a temporary kiosk or entry road but has the disadvantages of 
separating the open sites from the lake.   

Option 4 closes all Gate 1 camp sites and uses the existing campground roads for 
construction access.  Minor fencing and gates will be required to control public 
access to the campground and construction site.  No new improvements are needed 
to accommodate partial campground use. 

COSTS - BUDGETARY IMPACTS: 

Costs for Options 1 to 4 are presented in the table below.  Costs include estimates 
for the loss of revenue from a closed or partially closed campground, plus high-level 
planning estimates for campground improvements.  All estimates represent costs 
for four years. 

1 2 3 4

Ops - Lost Revenue/Cost (4 Years) 500,000$   650,000$   550,000$   800,000$   

250' of Road Widening 200,000$   - - -

Fencing & Security 300,000$   300,000$   300,000$   -

New Kiosk  50,000$   50,000$   - -

New Entry Road 200,000$   200,000$   200,000$   -

Miscellaneous Site, Security & Safety 50,000$   50,000$   50,000$   50,000$   

Design, CEQA, Permits 100,000$   100,000$   100,000$   -

Subtotal 1,400,000$  1,350,000$  1,200,000$  850,000$   

Contingency (Excluding OPs) 230,000$   180,000$   160,000$   10,000$   

Total (Rounded) 1,600,000$  1,500,000$  1,400,000$  900,000$   

OPTION
DESCRIPTION
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The cost differences between Option 1, Option 2 and Option 3 are within the margins 
of error of the estimate.  Therefore, these three options are approximately equivalent 
with respect to costs.  Option 4, closing the campground, is the lowest cost option 
and is accompanied by some non-monetary advantages, presented below. 

NON-MONETARY FACTORS: 

Operating a campground around construction activities will likely incur complexity, 
liability, and operational hardship.   The Table below is a summary of relative 
impacts for of a few key non-monetary factors. 

Each campground option results in a cost impact. Option 4, full Gate 1 Campground 
closure results in the lowest anticipated cost and the lowest non-monetary impacts. 

GA 

Attachments: (1) 

 Scotts Flat Campground Gate 1 Figures for Options 1-4.

1 2 3 4

Beach Access YES YES NO N/A

Operational Complexity HIGH MODERATE MODERATE LOW

Complaint Exposure HIGH HIGH HIGH LOW

Water/Sewer Utility Impacts HIGH HIGH LOW LOW

Liability HIGH HIGH HIGH LOW

OPTION
NON-MONETARY FACTOR
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