3

V.

For the best experience, open this PDF portfolio in
Acrobat X or Adobe Reader X, or later.

Get Adobe Reader Now!



http://www.adobe.com/go/reader


9/13/2019 RE: Nevada State Clearinghouse Notice E2020-53 (E2020... - NevadaClearinghouse

RE: Nevada State Clearinghouse Notice E2020-53 (E2020-53 Public
Informational Meeting for Round Hill Pines Access Project - Douglas
County)

Sue Gaskill

Thu 9/12/2019 8:30 AM

To:Thomas Pyeatte <tpyeatte@water.nv.gov>; NevadaClearinghouse <NevadaClearinghouse@lands.nv.gov>;

NEVADA STATE CLEARINGHOUSE

Department of Conservation and Natural Resources, Division of State Lands
901 S. Stewart St., Ste. 5003, Carson City, Nevada 89701-5246

(775) 684-2723 Fax (775) 684-2721

TRANSMISSION DATE: 09/10/2019

U.S. Federal Highway Administration

Nevada State Clearinghouse Notice E2020-53

Project: E2020-53 Public Informational Meeting for Round Hill Pines Access Project - Douglas
County

Follow the link below to find information concerning the above-mentioned project
for your review and comment.

E2020-53 - http://clearinghouse.nv.gov/public/Notice/2020/E2020-53.pdf

o Please evaluate this project's effects on your agency's plans and programs and any other issues
that you are aware of that might be pertinent to applicable laws and regulations.

e Please reply directly from this e-mail and attach your comments.

¢ Please submit your comments no later than Tuesday September 24th, 2019.

Clearinghouse project archive

Questions? Andre Emme, Program Manager, (775) 684-2733 or nevadaclearinghouse@state.nv.us

https://mail.state.nv.us/owa/#viewmodel=ReadMessageltem&Iltem|D=AAMKADg 1NTIjOTBKLTI/MWItNDA4OC1iNmEwWLWI4M2FjM2VmYTc4NgBGAAA... 1/2



http://clearinghouse.nv.gov/public/Notice/2020/E2020-53.pdf

http://clearinghouse.nv.gov/public/Notice/2020/E2020-53.pdf

http://clearinghouse.nv.gov/

mailto:nevadaclearinghouse@lands.nv.gov



9/13/2019 RE: Nevada State Clearinghouse Notice E2020-53 (E2020... - NevadaClearinghouse

No comment on this project Proposal supported as written
AGENCY COMMENTS:

Nevada State Clearinghouse

Department of Conservation and Natural Resources
901 South Stewart Street, Suite 5003

Carson City, NV 89701

775-684-2723

http://clearinghouse.ny.gov

www.lands.nv.gov

DATE: September 12, 2019

Division of Water Resources

Nevada SAI # E2020-053

Project: Public Informational Meeting for Round Hill Pines Access Project - Douglas County

No comment on this project X Proposal supported as written

AGENCY COMMENTS:

Water for Construction Projects

All Nevada water laws must receive full compliance.

Ensure that any water used on a project for any use shall be provided by an established utility or under permit or
temporary change application or waiver issued by the State Engineer’s Office with a manner of use acceptable for
suggested projects water needs.

https://mail.state.nv.us/owa/#viewmodel=ReadMessageltem&ltem|D=AAMKADg 1NTIjOTBKLTI/MWItNDA4OC1iNmEwWLWI4M2FjM2VmYTc4NgBGAAA... 2/2



http://clearinghouse.nv.gov/

http://www.lands.nv.gov/




Biological Assessment / Biological Evaluation

for the

NV FLAP US 50(1) Round Hill Pines Access
Douglas County, Nevada

Prepared for:

Federal Highway Administration
Central Federal Lands Highway Division

12300 West Dakota Avenue St. 380 N
Lakewood, CO 80228

OF TR4
\} N,

%,
kA
5
2
:
(€)
&

DEP4
W Ry,
& <

Stargs of ¥

Revised
September 2020





Table of Contents

Acronyms and ADDIeVIAtIONS .....c..cicvvrireeicrveressnncscsncscnnissssnosssssssssisssssssssssssssessassssassosssssssassesssssssassossssese ii
1.0 Introduction 1
2.0 Description of the Proposed Action 1
3.0 Species Considered and Evaluated 3
3.1 Pre=fleld REVIEW ........ccueeiuiiiii ettt ettt ettt ettt 3

3.2 Field ReVIieW ANA SUTVEYS.........ccccueceuiieiiieeieeeciee ettt ettt et e eaee e 5

4.0 Agency Coordination to Date 5
5.0 Action Area/Biological Setting 5
6.0 Species Evaluation 6
0.1  ESA-LISTEA SPECIES ........ccvveevveeiieiie ettt ettt ettt sttt ba et e etbeeabeenseesse e 6

6.1.1  North American WOIVETIINE...........cceevuierieriierierienieereereesee e seessaesseesseesseessaessnesnnas 6

6.1.2  Sierra Nevada Yellow-legged FTog.......ccooiiiiiiiiiiiiieieeete e 7

6.1.3  Lahontan Cutthroat TTOUL..........cccccuveriieriierierierieere ettt sre e eseeaeessaesenesnnes 8

6.2  State Species of Greatest Conservational Need ..................cccoccuecueeiiaiiaiianianienieeieeieeveennes 9

6.2.1  Tah0e YEILOWCTESS .....coueieuiieiieiieite ettt ettt st et 10

6.2.2  FriNGEd MYOLIS ...oeiiiiieiiie i eeiieeeiee et et e te e vt eetveesbeeestaeessbaessraeeeseasssesessseessseeans 10

6.2.3  Western JUMPING MOUSE.....cc.eeviereerieiiieieeieeseesteesresreeseesseeseesseessaesssesssesssesssesnns 11

6.2.4  Mountain POCKEt GOPNET.........ccviiiiiiiiiiieie ettt ettt s aeeeereeaveeave e 12

0.3 Other ReSOUICES Of CONCEII .............ccoueeeeieieiieeiieeeeiee et etee ettt sreeeave e 13

6.3.1  MiGratory BirdS ....c.cccuieciieiieiieiieriieee ettt st 13

6.3.2  WILdLIfe MOVEMENL ........oecviiiieiieiienie ettt ettt st e ssaesraesnnesnseenseenns 13

6.3.3  Noxious and INVASIVE SPECIES.....cceivvuiiiieriieirieriiesieste e ereereesreesteesreesreerveesreeveenns 13

7.0 Conservation/Minimization Measures 14
8.0 Summary of Findings 14
9.0 References 15
10.0 List of Contacts/Contributors/Preparers 17

List of Appendices

A Project Design Figures

B Agency Coordination

C Project Area Photographs

D ESA Listed Species and State Species of Greatest Conservation Concern
List of Tables

1 Federal and State Listed Species Considered for Further Analysis.......ccccccvvevvieviieniienienieiieennenn, 4
List of Figures

1 PrOJECt STUAY ATCA....oiiiiiiiiiiieiie ettt ettt et e et e st e e e tae e st eeeteeesbeeessaeessseasssaeesseessseeessens 2

Round Hill Pines Access Project
Biological Assessment / Biological Evaluation i





Acronyms and Abbreviations

CFLHD
ESA
FHWA
FLAP
IPaC
LCT
LTBMU
MIS
NNHP
SNYLF
SGCN
STA
TRPA
TYC
us
USC
USFS
USFWS

Central Federal Lands Highway Division
Endangered Species Act

Federal Highways Administration
Federal Lands Access Program
Information for Planning and Consultation
Lahontan Cutthroat Trout

Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit
management indicator species

Nevada Natural Heritage Program

Sierra Nevada Yellow-legged Frog
species of greatest conservation need
station

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency

Tahoe yellowcress

U.S. Route

United States Code

U.S. Forest Service

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Round Hill Pines Access Project
Biological Assessment / Biological Evaluation





1.0 Introduction

The Federal Highway Administration, Central Federal Lands Highway Division (FHWA-CFLHD), in
cooperation with the U.S. Forest Service Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit (LTBMU), the Nevada
Department of Transportation (NDOT), and the Tahoe Regional Planning Authority (TRPA), is proposing
to construct improvements to a 0.45-mile segment of U.S. Route 50 (US 50) and relocate the current
access road into the Round Hill Pines Beach Resort along a new alignment. The purpose of the project is
to increase safety and improve accessibility for motorists, pedestrians, and bicycles entering and exiting
Round Hill Pines Resort from US 50 in Douglas County, Nevada. Funding for the project is provided
through the Federal Lands Access Program. Construction is currently programmed to begin in 2022.

The following are the purposes of this biological assessment/biological evaluation:

1. Review the proposed improvements to US 50 and relocation of the Round Hill Pines access road
sufficiently to determine if the proposed action may affect threatened, endangered, proposed, or
candidate species and their designated or proposed critical habitat requiring informal or formal
consultation or conference with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) pursuant to the
Endangered Species Act of 1973 ([ESA] 16 United States Code [USC] 1531 et seq.)

2. Determine whether the proposed action would impact LTBMU and TRPA sensitive species and State
Species of Greatest Conservational Need (SGCN)

3. Determine the occurrence of wetlands, waterbodies, noxious weeds, potential impacts to migratory
birds, and wildlife migration patterns

2.0 Description of the Proposed Action

As part of the Proposed Action, the Round Hill Pines Resort access road and US 50 intersection would be
relocated approximately 0.2 mile further to the north from the existing location. U.S. Highway 50 would
be widened at the relocated intersection to accommodate a new median left turn bay and eastbound US 50
acceleration lane. The US 50 cross section at the relocated intersection would consist of two 12-foot
castbound lanes two 12-foot westbound lanes, a 12-foot wide median left turn bay and eastbound US 50
acceleration lane. Shoulder widths along US 50 would remain the same as existing and would consist of
4-foot along US 50 westbound and 6-foot along US 50 eastbound. The US 50 alignment would not
change as part of the proposed project. The remaining areas of US 50 adjacent to the relocated
intersection would receive a pavement mill and overlay, lane striping, pavement markings and a safety
edge in addition to the widening.

An existing concrete slab retaining wall is located along the west US 50 slope embankment facing into
the Round Hill Pines Resort. The existing retaining wall would remain in place and the slope paving
would be removed. Guardrail would be used at this location along with 1:2 slopes to minimize the
construction footprint. A curb section with minimal ditching would be added along the west side of US 50
and no ditches would be constructed along the east side of US 50. Roadway slopes would be constructed
using boulders and vegetation to enhance visual aesthetics and blend into the natural setting.

Existing 18- and 36-inch culverts within the project area would be replaced as well as armored with riprap
where feasible. The clear zone, which is the area available for safe use by errant vehicles, would be
improved through removal of obstructions, including clearing vegetation adjacent to the roadway as
feasible. All traffic control signs would be reviewed and replaced, if needed, to meet current standards.

Round Hill Pines Access Project
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The Round Hill Pines access road would be constructed on new alignment. The access road would be
reconstructed to accommodate two 12-foot lanes with 2-foot wide shoulders. The new access road would
have barn-roof slopes consisting of 1:4 within the clear zone (12 feet from edge of traveled way) with 1:2
slopes to reduce construction impacts (L. Edgar, pers. comm. 2020).

3.0 Species Considered and Evaluated

3.1 Pre-field Review

On May 29 and June 5, 2019, and July 15, 2020, Jacobs Engineering Group Inc. (Jacobs) requested a list
of federal ESA-listed species, critical habitat, and state SGCN that may occur in the action area, and/or
may be affected by the proposed project from the following sources (see Appendix B):

USFWS’s Information for Planning and Consultation (IPaC) online system
Nevada Natural Heritage Program (NNHP) Data Request Tool

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA)

Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit (LTBMU)

According to the NNHP (2019a), wildlife and plant species are prioritized into five tiers within the state:
S1, S2, S3, S4, and SS5. Tier S1 contains those species at very high risk of extirpation in the jurisdiction
because of very restricted range, very few populations or occurrences, very steep declines, severe threats,
or other factors. Tier S2 contains species at high risk of extirpation in the jurisdiction because of restricted
range, few populations or occurrences, steep declines, severe threats, or other factors. Tier S3 contains
species at moderate risk of extirpation in the jurisdiction because of a fairly restricted range, relatively
few populations or occurrences, recent and widespread declines, threats, or other factors. Only Tiers S1,
S2, and S3 species are analyzed in this report, Tiers S4 and S5 species were not analyzed because of their
stable population status and lower conservation need.

State of Nevada Protected Species are prioritized into 23 categories within the state (NAC 503 and 527).
Species identified to potentially occur within the project area fall into the Critically Endangered Plant
(CE), the Protected Mammal (PM), the Game Fish (GF), the Endangered Bird (EB), the Fur-bearing
Mammal (FM), the Game Mammal (GM), the Sensitive Bird (SB), Sensitive Mammal (SM), and the
Nevada State Symbol (EM) categories.

U.S. Forest Service LTBMU sensitive species were identified through email correspondence with
FHWA-CFLHD (L.Edgar, 2019b) and by reviewing the Integrated Management and Use of Roads,
Trails, and Facilities Project (Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit, El Dorado, Placer, Washoe, Carson
City and Douglas Counties). Species requiring further analysis are included in Table 1, other species
considered, but not further analyzed are included in Appendix D.

TRPA special interest species occurrence and mapping were accessed via TRPA website, on May 29 as
well as TRPA environmental checklist to review locally important species and features for consideration
during project development (TRPA 2019).

According to the IPaC and NNHP Data Request Tool results, seven ESA- or state-listed species were
identified as potentially occurring within the action area (Table 1). All seven of these species will be
evaluated further for the presence of suitable habitat (e.g., soils, climate, disturbance, and plant
communities) within the action area based on desktop analysis, project scoping, and field surveys.
Sources of data reviewed included the following:

e USFWS Species Profiles (species status, distribution, and ecology) (2019a, 2019b)
e NNHP species abstracts (2019b)
e Field studies and personal knowledge of the action area and ecological setting

Round Hill Pines Access Project
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Table 1 summarizes the habitat and range information for each listed species evaluated during this

analysis.

Table 1. Federal and State Listed Species Considered for Further Analysis

Scientific Common Regulatory Status
Name Name Federal | Special Status General Habitat Description?
Gulo gulo North PT USFS Uses caves, hollows, logs, rock outcrops, and burrows
luscus American for cover. Presence is positively associated with higher
Wolverine elevation snow pack, snags, talus, and remote
undisturbed wilderness with minimal motorized access
and low human population densities.
Rana sierra Sierra E USFS Large permanent water bodies or streams that are
Nevada fishless and >4,000 feet. Associated with high-
Yellow- elevation water bodies, but they are capable of long-
legged frog distance travel. Within water bodies, adults and
tadpoles prefer shallower areas and shelves with solar
exposure (features rendering these areas warmer).
Oncorhynchus | Lahontan T GF, EM, S3 Inhabits lakes and streams and requires cool, well-
clarkia Cutthroat oxygenated water. It is adapted to highly mineralized
henshawi Trout waters. In streams, the LCT uses rocky areas, riffles,
deep pools, and areas under logs and overhanging
banks.
Rorippa Tahoe - CE, S1, Coarse sand and sandy soils of active beaches,
subumbellata yellowcress USFS stream inlets, beach dunes, and backshore
depressions, generally within a few feet of the local
water table, endemic to the shore zone of Lake Tahoe.
Myotis Fringed - PM, S2, Roosts in crevices in rocks, cliffs, buildings,
thysanodes myotis USFS underground mines, caves, bridges, and in large,
decadent trees. Mostly found in dry habitats
(grasslands or deserts) interspersed with mature
forests (especially ponderosa pine, pifion-juniper, or
oak).
Thomomys Mountain - S3 Occur in mountain meadows and rocky slopes in pine,
monticola pocket fir, and spruce. In rich moist soil, as well as gravelly or
gopher rocky ground. They can generally be found on open
forest floor and at the edge of meadows. Mountain
pocket gophers are found at high altitudes where
temperatures are lower than the habitat of other
pocket gopher species.
Zapus Western - S2 Occur in mountain meadows, marshes, and along
princeps jumping banks of streams and ponds, in dense cover of tall
mouse grasses and herbs. They nest in burrows in well-
drained mound or elevated banks or on the surface
among vegetation.

" Regulatory Status

- = No Status

S1 = NNHP state rank 1
S2 = NNHP state rank 2

2Sources:

NNHP’s Species Information

CE = critically endangered plant
E = federally listed as endangered
EM = Nevada state symbol

GF = game fish

PM = protected mammal

PT = federally proposed threated

S3 = NNHP state rank 3
T = federally listed as threatened
USFS = USFS Lake Tahoe Basin

Management Unit [LTBMU] sensitive

(2019b)

NatureServe Species Profiles
(2019)

Round Hill Pines Access Project

Biological Assessment / Biological Evaluation





3.2  Field Review and Surveys

Jacobs biologists conducted site visits to perform a habitat assessment for ESA-listed species, state
SGCN, USFS-sensitive and management indicator species (MIS) and TRPA special interest species
within the action area on June 5, 2019. During the habitat assessment, information about hydrology,
vegetation, and habitat suitability for special-status species were photographed (see Appendix C) and
recorded.

4.0 Agency Coordination to Date
The following agency coordination has been completed to date:

e An official species list of threatened or endangered species that may occur in the action area was
requested through the USFWS IPaC online system on May 29, 2019 and July 15, 2020.

e A listing of sensitive species known to occur in Douglas County was pulled from the NNHP website
on May 29, 2019.

e An official species list of sensitive species that may occur in the action area was requested through
the NNHP data request online system on June 5, 2019.

e Integrated Management and Use of Roads, Trails, and Facilities Project (Lake Tahoe Basin
Management Unit, EI Dorado, Placer, Washoe, Carson City and Douglas Counties) was reviewed in
May 2019

5.0 Action Area/Biological Setting

The regulations governing consultations under the ESA define the “action area” as “all areas to be
affected directly or indirectly by the Federal action and not merely the immediate area involved in the
action” (51 Federal Register 19957). The action area should be determined based on consideration of all
direct and indirect effects of the proposed agency action (project) (50 Code of Federal Regulations 402.02
and 402.14[b][2]). Therefore, the action area (proposed action) is typically larger than the area directly
affected by the action. For this project, the action area consists of a 1-mile radius from the proposed
survey because of the potential for noise impacts and visual disturbance from construction activities. All
direct and indirect effects are expected to be contained within this 1-mile radius. For plants, the action
area consists of all areas confined within the survey area.

The project would occur on USFS land along a developed highway in the Sierra Nevada Ecoregion,
characterized by a deeply dissected block fault that rises sharply from the arid basin and range ecoregions
on the east and slopes gently toward the Central California Valley to the west (NFWS 2014). The
vegetation is mixed conifer and are predominately white fir (4bies concolor) and lodgepole pine (Pinus
contorta) on the western side and Jeffery pine (Pinus jefferyi) and lodgepole pine on the eastern side.
Higher elevations include red fir (4lbies magnifica), mountain hemlock (Tsuga martensiana), and
western white pine (Pinus monticola). There are many high mountain lakes, streams, and
meadow/riparian areas. Alpine conditions exist at the highest elevations (NFWS 2014). The project is
located within the montane coniferous forest community (USDA NRCS 2006) at approximately 6,250 to
6,380 feet in elevation. The topography through the action area is generally sloped, east to west, down
towards Lake Tahoe.

Montane coniferous forest vegetation within the action area consists mainly of Ponderosa pine (Pinus
ponderosa), Jeffery pine, Douglas fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii), western juniper (Juniperus occidentalis),
snowbrush (Ceanothus velutinus), antelope bitterbrush (Purshia tridentata), whiteleaf manzanita
(Arctostaphylos viscida), serviceberry (Amelanchier spp.), mountain big sagebrush (4Artemisia tridentata
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ssp. vaseyana), prickly phlox (Leptodactylon pungens), fireweed (Chamerion angustifolia), threadleaf
sedge (Carex philifolia), needlegrass (Stipa occidentalis), Sandberg bluegrass (Poa secunda), smooth
brome (Bromus inermis), cheatgrass (Bromus tectorum), and bulbous bluegrass (Poa bulbosa).

The action area is in the Lake Tahoe sub-section of Great Basin Watershed (USGS 2019). Surface runoff of
the project area drains from east to west with the slope of the project area, towards Lake Tahoe. Lake Tahoe
is located approximately 3,000 feet west of project boundary. Delineations were performed by Jacobs and
CFLHD environmental staff, using the Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation
Manual: Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region (Version 2.0) (USDS NRCS 2019). One culvert
exists within the project boundary, where water from rain events flows under the paved trail currently
existing in the project area. Flow from rain events through this culvert has created an unvegetated swale that
lacks an ordinary high water mark or other jurisdictional features. We can conclude that this project will not
impact any jurisdictional wetlands, waterbodies, or other waters of the United States.

6.0 Species Evaluation

The action area was evaluated for the presence of, and potential to support, ESA-listed species and state
SGCN. The action area includes the area that could be directly impacted by project actions plus the
surrounding land adjacent to the project limits that may be disturbed by project activities. Most of the
potential direct project-related habitat disturbance would occur within the proposed project boundaries. In
addition, indirect effects related to the project, including cumulative effects, will be described and evaluated.

6.1 ESA-Listed Species

Based upon site visits and extensive literature research and review, it has been determined that the
proposed project would have no effect on any federally listed, proposed, or candidate species or any
proposed critical habitat.

This section contains background information, potential project-related effects, and ESA Section 7
determinations for the three federal ESA-listed species that have a potential to occur within or near the
action area. These species and the effect determinations for each are described in the following sections.

e North American wolverine (Gulo gulo luscus) — ESA Proposed Threatened

e Sierra Nevada yellow-legged Frog (SNYLF) (Rana sierra) — ESA Endangered with Final Critical
Habitat (project site is outside of final critical habitat)

e Lahontan cutthroat trout (LCT) (Oncorhynchus clarkia henshawi) — ESA Threatened

6.1.1 North American Wolverine

6.1.1.1  Status and Distribution

The North American wolverine is the largest terrestrial member of the family Mustelidae, with adult
males weighing 26 to 40 pounds and adult females weighing 17 to 26 pounds. It resembles a small bear
with a bushy tail. It has a round, broad head; short, rounded ears; and small eyes. There are five toes on
each foot, with curved and semi-retractile claws used for digging and climbing. The species’ historical
range includes California, Colorado, Idaho, Oregon, Minnesota, Montana, Nevada, North Dakota, Utah,
Washington, and Wyoming. The USFWS currently lists the North American wolverine as a proposed
threatened species under the ESA. (2019b)

6.1.1.2  Life History and Habitat Relationships

Wolverines are limited to alpine tundra and boreal and mountain forests (primarily coniferous) in the
western mountains, especially large wilderness areas. However, dispersing individuals have been found
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far outside of usual habitats. They are usually in areas with snow on the ground in winter. Riparian areas
may be important winter habitat. When inactive, wolverines occupy dens in caves, rock crevices, under
fallen trees, in thickets, or similar sites. Wolverines are primarily terrestrial but may climb trees. (2019b)

Breeding generally occurs from late spring to early fall. Females undergo delayed implantation until the
following winter to spring, when active gestation lasts from 30 to 40 days. Litters are born between
February and April, containing one to five kits, with two to three kits being the most common number.
Female wolverines use natal (birthing) dens that are excavated in snow. Persistent, stable snow greater
than 5 feet deep appears to be a requirement for natal denning, because it provides security for offspring
and buffers cold winter temperatures. Female wolverines go to great lengths to find secure den sites,
suggesting that predation is a concern. Natal dens consist of tunnels that contain well-used runways and
bed sites and may naturally incorporate shrubs, rocks, and downed logs as part of their structure.
Occupation of natal dens is variable, ranging from approximately 9 to 65 days. (2019b)

6.1.1.3  Population Trend

On February 28, 2008, a detection of a lone male wolverine occurred approximately 14 to 19 miles
northwest of the LTBMU near Truckee, California. This was the first verified record of a wolverine from
California since 1922. Agency biologists and researchers used genetic samples (i.e., hair and scat) to
determine that the wolverine was most closely related to, and most likely came from, a population on the
western edge of the Rocky Mountains rather than either the historical California population (compared to
samples taken from museum specimens) or contemporary northern Cascades (Washington) population.
This attempted dispersal event may represent a continuation of the wolverine expansion in the contiguous
United States and other wolverines may have traveled to the Sierra Nevada and remain undetected.
However, there is no evidence that California currently hosts a wolverine population or that female
wolverines have made, or are likely to make, similar dispersal movements. There are no current
occurrences on the LTBMU. There are approximately 50,000 acres of wolverine habitat on the LTBMU.
(USFS LTBMU 2016)

6.1.1.4  Occurrence in the Action Area
The North American wolverine it is not known to currently occur on the LTBMU (USFS LTBMU 2016).

6.1.1.5 Determination

The proposed threatened North American wolverine does not occur on the LTBMU. No direct, indirect,
or cumulative effects are expected to occur because of the proposed project. Therefore, it is the
determination of this report that the proposed project is not likely to jeopardize the proposed threatened
wolverine.

6.1.2 Sierra Nevada Yellow-legged Frog

6.1.2.1  Status and Distribution

SNYLF occupy the western Sierra Nevada north of the Monarch Divide (in Fresno County) and the
castern Sierra Nevada (east of the crest) in Inyo and Mono counties. The body length (snout to vent) of
the SNYLF ranges from 1.5 to 3.25 inches. Females average slightly larger than males, and males have a
swollen, darkened thumb base (USFWS 2013a). The SNYLF was listed as an endangered species
January 10, 2014, by USFWS under the ESA. (USFWS 2014)

6.1.2.2  Life History and Habitat Relationships

SNYLF are rarely found more than 3 feet from water, usually near rocky stream beds, lakes, ponds, and
tarns, typically with grassy or muddy banks and edges. Both adults and larvae overwinter for up to

9 months in the bottoms of lakes that are at least 5.5 feet deep (some evidence that lakes at least 8.2 feet
are ideal), under ledges of stream or lake banks, or in rocky streams. Mating and egg-laying occur from
May to August. Egg-laying sites must be connected to permanent lakes or ponds that do not freeze to the
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bottom in winter, because the tadpoles overwinter, possibly taking as many as three or four summers
before they transform. (NNHP 2019b)

6.1.2.3  Population Trend

The SNYLF is presently in danger of extinction throughout its entire range, based on the immediacy,
severity, and scope of the threats to its continued existence. These include habitat degradation and
fragmentation, predation and disease, climate change, inadequate regulatory protections, and the
interaction of these various stressors impacting small remnant populations. There has been a range-wide
reduction in abundance and geographic extent of surviving populations of SNYLF following decades of
fish stocking, habitat fragmentation, and most recently, a disease epidemic. Surviving populations are
smaller and more isolated, and recruitment in disease-infested populations is much reduced relative to
historical norms. This combination of population stressors makes persistence of the species precarious
throughout the currently occupied range in the Sierra Nevada. (USFWS 2013a)

6.1.2.4  Occurrence in the Action Area

Although the SNYLF is known to occur nearby in the Desolation Wilderness and has final critical habitat
approximately 10 miles southwest in the Crystal Mountain range, it is not known to occur in the action
area (USFWS 2016), nor is there suitable habitat for SNYLF within the action area. therefore, we can
conclude that the SNYLF does not occur within the action area.

6.1.2.5 Determination

Because of lack of suitable aquatic features such as fishless streams and lakes, and lack of breeding and
foraging habitat for the SNYLF within the action area, no direct, indirect, or cumulative effects are
expected to occur as a result of the proposed project. Therefore, it is the determination of this report that
the proposed project will have no effect on this species and will not be addressed further in this report.

6.1.3 Lahontan Cutthroat Trout

6.1.3.1  Status and Distribution

LCT historically occupied large freshwater and alkaline lakes, small mountain streams and lakes, small
tributary streams, and major rivers of the Lahontan Basin of northern Nevada, eastern California, and
southern Oregon, including the Truckee, Carson, Walker, Susan, Humboldt, Quinn, Summit Lake/Black
Rock Desert, and Coyote Lake watersheds (USFWS 1995, 2009). Large lakes included Lake Tahoe,
Fallen Leaf Lake, and Cascade Lake in the Tahoe watershed; Donner Lake, Independence Lake,
Winnemucca Lake (now dry), and Pyramid Lake in the Truckee River watershed; Walker Lake in the
Walker River watershed; and Summit Lake in the Black Rock Desert watershed (Gerstung 1988; USFWS
2009).

6.1.3.2  Life History and Habitat Relationships

LCT inhabit lakes and streams but are obligatory stream spawners. Distance traveled to spawning sites
varies with stream size and strain of LCT (strain refers to locally adapted populations in a particular area
or environment). Populations in Pyramid and Winnemucca Lakes migrated as far as 100 miles up the
Truckee River into Lake Tahoe and its tributary streams, Small, intermittent, tributary streams and
headwater reaches are sometimes used as spawning sites. Spawning generally occurs from April through
July, depending upon stream flow, elevation, and water temperature. LCT in fluvial environments
generally become sexually mature around 3 years while LCT in lacustrine environments become sexually
mature between 3 and 4 years of age. (USFWS 2019a)

Optimal stream habitat is characterized by clear, cold water with silt-free substrate and a 1:1 pool-riffle
ratio. Streams should have a variety of habitats including areas with slow deep water, abundant instream
cover (i.e., large woody debris, boulders, undercut banks), and relatively stable streamflow and
temperature regimes. Streambanks should be well vegetated to provide cover, shade, and bank
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stabilization. Lacustrine LCT populations have adapted to a wide variety of lake habitats from
oligotrophic (with low nutrient levels and primary productivity) alpine lakes (e.g., Independence Lake) to
large, productive desert terminal lakes (e.g., Pyramid Lake). Unlike most freshwater fish species, LCT
have been reported to tolerate alkalinity and total dissolved solid levels as high as 3,000 milligrams/liter
(mg/L) (3,000 parts per million [ppm]) and 10,000 mg/L (10,000 ppm), respectively (USFWS 2019a). In
1970, the LCT was listed as endangered, but in 1975 it was reclassified as threatened under the ESA
(USFWS 2013b). The LCT is also listed as a SGCN rank S3 species (NNHP 2019b).

6.1.3.3  Population Trend

The LCT was once the top fish predator in Lake Tahoe. In the mid-1800s when settlers first began
arriving at Lake Tahoe, the water was teaming with native cutthroat. By 1880, over fishing, the damage to
the LCT’s habitat, and the introduction of non-native lake trout began to take their toll. Commercial
fishing was banned in 1917, but LCT in Lake Tahoe did not survive. LCT outside of the Lake Tahoe
Basin also declined. In 1844, there were 11 lake-dwelling populations of Lahontan cutthroat trout and 400
to 600 stream-dwelling populations in over 3,600 miles of streams within the major basins of historical
Lake Lahontan. Today, they only occur in 10.7 percent of their historical stream habitat and 0.4 percent of
their lake habitat. LCT was listed as endangered in 1970 and reclassified as threatened in 1975. In 1997,
during the Lake Tahoe Presidential Forum, former President Bill Clinton and Interior Secretary Bruce
Babbitt called for the Lahontan cutthroat trout to be restored to the Lake. (USFWS 2013b)

6.1.3.4  Occurrence in the Action Area

Lahontan cutthroat trout were introduced to the headwaters of the Upper Truckee River in Meiss
Meadows in the late 1980s and early 1990s through a cooperative effort between the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife, USFS, and USFWS. The Meiss Meadow population is one of the only
high-elevation meadow populations of LCT in the Sierra Nevada mountain range, and it also functions as
a source population for LCT in lower river segments of the Upper Truckee River. This is the only self-
sustaining population in the LTBMU. Expansion efforts were initiated to increase the range of this
population in 2009 and will continue through 2016. Additional recovery actions for LCT are ongoing in
Fallen Leaf Lake and Glen Alpine Creek (USFS 2016). All these locations are on the southern shore of
Lake Tahoe, while the analysis area is on the eastern shore. No suitable habitat for the LCT occurs within
the action area, and the LCT does not occur in the action area.

6.1.3.5 Determination

Habitat for the threatened LCT does not occur within the action area. No direct, indirect, or cumulative
effects are expected to occur because of the proposed project. Therefore, the proposed project will have
no effect upon this species and will not be addressed further in this report.

6.2  State Species of Greatest Conservational Need

Based on the site evaluation and a review of available occurrence data for state SGCN, it was determined
that potential suitable habitat for the following four species may be found in the action area:

o Tahoe yellowcress (TYC) (Gopherus morafkai) — Nevada State Protected Species — Critically
Endangered, NNHP S1

e Fringed myotis (Myotis thysanodes) — Nevada State Protected Species — Protected Mammal,
NNHP S2

e Western jumping mouse (Zapus princeps) — NNHP S2

e Mountain pocket gopher (Thomomys monticola) — NNHP S3
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These species and the effect determination for each are described in the following section. For further
information, Appendix B includes the species list received via the NNHP report, and Appendix D
includes a comprehensive review of the species list and justification for inclusion or exclusion for a
detailed analysis in this document.

6.2.1 Tahoe Yellowcress

6.2.1.1  Status and Distribution

TYC is a herbaceous perennial from deeply buried rhizomes that stems several from the base, generally
prostrate, 2 to 8 inches long. Its overall color is dark to purplish green (sometimes yellowish), with
pinnately lobed leaves, small yellow flowers, and short, shiny, hairless fruits. It can be found in Carson
City, Douglas and Washoe counties, Nevada; also, in California. This species is restricted to the shore
zone of Lake Tahoe (NNHP 2001). The TYC is listed as an SGSN rank S1 and is fully protected and
designated an endangered species by the state of Nevada (NNHP 2019b).

6.2.1.2  Life History and Habitat Relationships

Unlike many rare plants, TYC is both a prolific seeder and exhibits vigorous clonal growth. Fruit and
seed development are continuous during the growing season from May through October. At maturity, the
silique opens (dehisces) and expels 10 to 50 tiny dark brown seeds. The fruits mature starting at the base
of the stem and progress toward the tip. A variety of generalist pollinators have been observed visiting
TYC, mainly flies and bees, but there is no evidence that pollinators are required for successful seed
production. The high proportion of flowers that produce fruit suggests that the species can self-fertilize. In
the summer, large accumulations of seed have been observed under and around TYC plants, and seeds are
likely transported by both wind and water. (NNHP 2015)

6.2.1.3  Population Trend

In Nevada, there are four extent occurrences mapped with at least 0.6 mile of separation. These
populations have a total estimated count believed to be greater than 420 individuals. These populations
are trending in a decline. (NNHP 2001)

6.2.1.4  Occurrence in the Action Area

The TRPA study site open data for TYC at Round Hill shows populations of this species documented in
2016, but it shows no individuals recorded at this site in 2017 or 2018. This study site is located outside
of the action area, approximately 150 feet to the west at the Round Hill Beach, on the shore of Lake
Tahoe. No suitable habitat for the TYC falls within the action area.

6.2.1.5 Determination
Habitat of sandy beaches for the TYC does not occur within the action area. No direct, indirect, or cumulative

effects are expected to occur because of the proposed project. Therefore, this project will not jeopardize the
continued existence of the TYC nor lead to a decrease in population or potential federal listing.

6.2.2 Fringed Myotis

6.2.2.1  Status and Distribution

This species is found in western North America from south-central British Columbia to central Mexico
and to the western Great Plains. In California, it is distributed statewide except the Central Valley and the
Colorado and Mojave Deserts and is associated with piflon-juniper, valley foothill hardwood and
hardwood-conifers (USFS LTBMU 2016). The fringed myotis is listed as an SGSN rank S2 and is
designated a protected mammal by the state of Nevada (NNHP).
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6.2.2.2  Life History and Habitat Relationships

The fringed myotis uses caves, crevices, cliffs, mines, large decadent trees, and bridges and buildings for
roosting, hibernacula, and maternity colonies. They day and night roost under bark and in tree hollows,
and in northern California they day roost in snags only. Medium to large diameter snags are important day
and night roosting sites. There is increased likelihood of occurrence of this species as snags greater than

1 inch-diameter increases and percent canopy cover decreases. Large snags and low canopy cover, typical
of mature, forest habitat types, offer warm roost sites. Decay classes were two to four in ponderosa pine,
Douglas-fir, and sugar pine (Pinus lambertiana). (USFS LTBMU 2016)

6.2.2.3  Population Trend

There is little information on population size, abundance, and trends. It is suggested this is a widespread,
but locally rare species; however, there are areas where it is abundant. Like other bat species, it appears
there have been declines in numbers and colonies. (USFS LTBMU 2016)

6.2.2.4  Occurrence in the Action Area

Fringed myotis are dependent on older forest types. Keinath (2004) summarized this in the USFS

Region 2 conservation assessment for the fringed myotis, indicating that this species depends on abundant
large diameter snags and trees with thick loose bark. Thus, harvesting old growth and removal of snags
for safety or fuel reduction reasons may reduce available roost sites (USFS LTBMU 2016). The action
area is in an area with high human traffic, and because of this, the vegetation within the action area has
been highly managed. The action area lacks old growth trees and the snags have been removed. The
nearest documented roost site (Castle Rock, located in 2017) is approximately 2 miles east of the action
area (TRPA 2019). Acoustic bat surveys were conducted in the LTBMU during 2004 and 2006 to 2008
by Michael Morrison and his graduate students through University of Nevada, Reno, and Texas A&M
University. These surveys took place at stream and meadow sites throughout the LTBMU. Mist netting
surveys were also conducted by the USFS, Pacific Southwest Research Station Multi-Species Inventory
and Monitoring program in 2001 and 2002 at 24 sites throughout the LTBMU. The LTBMU conducted
roost exit surveys and acoustic monitoring at several sites from 2009 to 2015. There are many detections
of fringed myotis in the LTBMU (USFS LTBMU 2016). Of these detections, one was approximately

1 mile north of the action area, near Zephyr Cove, Nevada and another was approximately 2.5 miles north
near the town of Skyland, Nevada.

6.2.2.5 Determination

Although this site has appropriate forage habitat, there is not suitable habitat for roosting. There is also
suitable forage habitat available adjacent to the action area. No direct, indirect, or cumulative effects are
expected to occur as a result of the proposed project. Therefore, this project will not jeopardize the
continued existence of the fringed myotis, nor will it lead to population declines or potential federal listing.

6.2.3 Western Jumping Mouse

6.2.3.1  Status and Distribution

The western jumping mouse is distributed through western North America: southern Yukon to eastern
North Dakota and northeastern South Dakota, south to east-central California, central Nevada, Utah, and
north-central New Mexico (NatureServe 2019). The western jumping mouse is listed as a SGSN rank S2
(NNHP 2019b).

6.2.3.2  Life History and Habitat Relationships

Western jumping mice occur in mountain meadows, marshes, and along banks of streams and ponds, in
dense cover of tall grasses and herbs. They nest in burrows in well-drained mounds, elevated banks, or on
the surface among vegetation. In spring, this species feeds on insects and other invertebrates. By mid-
summer, it’s diet may shift to mostly grass seeds and small fruits. Adults may enter hibernation
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September through October, emerging May to July depending on elevation and location. They begin
breeding soon after females emerge from hibernation. Gestation lasts 18 days. Most young are born late
June to early July. They produce apparently only one litter per year. Litter size is estimated at two to
seven (average five). Some females bear their first litter at 1 year (NatureServe 2019).

6.2.3.3  Population Trend

Primarily solitary. Home range in Utah averaged 0.2 to 0.6 hectare in different areas in different years.
Adult density was 8 to 32 per hectare in different areas. Fragmentation appears to be a contributing factor
to this species decline. Major waterways and highways pose barriers for this species. (NatureServe 2019)

6.2.3.4  Occurrence in the Action Area

Suitable riparian habitat does not occur within the action area. Therefore, we can conclude that the
western jumping mouse does not occur within the action area.

6.2.3.5 Determination

Riparian habitat for the western jumping mouse does not occur within the action area. No direct, indirect,
or cumulative effects are expected to occur because of the proposed project. Therefore, this project will
not jeopardize the continued existence of the western jumping mouse, nor does it lead to population
declines or potential federal listing.

6.2.4 Mountain Pocket Gopher

6.2.4.1  Status and Distribution

Mountain pocket gophers are distributed through the Sierra Nevada mountains of central and northern
California and extreme west-central Nevada (NatureServe 2019). The mountain pocket gopher is listed as
a SGSN rank S3 (NNHP 2019b).

6.2.4.2  Life History and Habitat Relationships

Mountain pocket gophers are active throughout the year. They are fossorial and solitary, except during the
breeding season. Their underground burrow system may cover 200 square feet for young animals to

2000 square feet for old females. Winter nest may be above ground in snow. Gestation probably lasts
about 18 to 19 days. Females produce one litter of three to four young per year. Young are born in July to
August. Individuals may live up to 4 years in the wild. Mountain pocket gophers occur in mountain
meadows and rocky slopes in pine, fir, and spruce, in rich, moist soil as well as gravelly or rocky ground.
They can generally be found on open forest floor and at the edge of meadows. Mountain pocket gophers
are found at high altitudes where temperatures are lower than the habitat of other pocket gopher species.
Overground dispersal is difficult for pocket gophers because of heavy predation. Mountain pocket
gophers probably rely on deep snow to allow animals to disperse to new territories. Pocket gophers are
ecologically important as prey items and in influencing soils, microtopography, habitat heterogeneity,
diversity of plant species, and primary productivity (NNHP 2019b).

6.2.4.3  Population Trend
Population density can be 10 to 35 per hectare (NNHP 2019b).

6.2.4.4  Occurrence in the Action Area

Suitable habitat of open forest floor or mountain meadows is not present within the action area. It is the
determination of this report that the mountain pocket gophers will not occur within the action area.
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6.2.4.5  Determination

Habitat for the mountain pocket gopher does not occur within the action area. No direct, indirect, or
cumulative effects are expected to occur because of the proposed project. Therefore, this project will not
jeopardize the continued existence of the mountain pocket gopher nor will it lead to population declines
or potential federal listing.

6.3 Other Resources of Concern

6.3.1 Migratory Birds

Migratory birds are protected by a variety of federal laws but are primarily protected by the Migratory
Bird Treaty Act of 1918 (16 USC 703-712) and Executive Order 13186 (Responsibilities of Federal
Agencies to Protect Migratory Birds). The project limits include open canopy coniferous forest with an
understory consisting mainly of snowbrush, whiteleaf manzanita, and antelope bitterbrush shrubs with
smooth brome and pine straw as dominant grass species. Except for the existing roadways and parking
lot, suitable foraging and/or potential nesting habitat for migratory birds is found within the action area, as
well as adjacent to the action area. Because of vegetation removal throughout the project limits, impacts
to nesting migratory birds may occur. To comply with these acts and to avoid any impacts on nesting
birds, nest surveys will be performed if vegetation removal would occur during the breeding season (see
Appendix D for further information and dates). If birds or nests are observed in the project area or seen
during construction, contact the project biologist. Because of frequent human activity in the area and
suitable habitat adjacent to the project area, it is unlikely that the Project will have any effect on current or
future migratory bird populations in the area that could lead to federal listing of any species.

6.3.2 Wildlife Movement

Overall, the project is not expected to impede or create new barriers for wildlife movement. The proposed
project is in an area of heavy human activity and existing roadways. The new access road would slightly
fragment existing habitat and possibly disrupt current patterns or behaviors, but it would not introduce
barriers (such as right-of-way fencing) that would restrict their movement or ability to cross the road. A
stream corridor is located north of the project, but given the high amount of traffic in the area, it is
unlikely this area would be used as a migration corridor. Black bears are known to occur within the Tahoe
Basin and around the project. With high human activity in the area, it is likely that these bears are already
habituated to humans and alternative food sources such as human foods, trash, and other known
attractants.

6.3.3 Noxious and Invasive Species

The project limits were surveyed for the presence of noxious weeds during the 2019 field surveys. No
weeds from the Nevada Department of Agriculture noxious weed list or the LTBMU invasive plant list
have been identified on site. Review of the LTBMU Terrestrial Invasive Plant Species Treatment Project
EA indicates that bull thistle (Cirsium vulgare) was the only noxious weed identified on USFS lands near
the project area. Although no noxious weeds were found during field surveys, the implementation of best
management practices, consistent with FHWA standard project specifications 107.1(c) which requires
contractors to clean all dirt and foreign material before mobilizing equipment and vehicles onsite,
maintain inspection records, and follow state and federal land management agency requirements, will aid
in preventing the introduction and spread of noxious and invasive species. The use of native seed mix in
restoration will further aid in reducing the potential for introduction of these undesirable species.
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7.0 Conservation/Minimization Measures

FHWA-CFLHD’s Standard Specifications for Construction of Roads and Bridges on Federal Highway

Projects (FP-14) effectively addresses protection of environmental resources and includes standard best
management practices. The following project-specific conservation measures would be implemented for
the project to further avoid and minimize potential impacts to species.

e  Work will occur within bear habitat. During construction, ensure food scraps or other trash or garbage
are deposited in covered or closed trash containers. Promptly remove garbage or trash produced from
construction activities to avoid creating attractive wildlife nuisances. Recommend storing antifreeze,
petroleum products, or other attractants in hard-sided container or storage building. Notify the project
manager if any bears are observed or if any animal carcasses are found.

e If vegetation clearing must occur between April 15 and August 31, a qualified biologist will complete
pre-construction surveys for active migratory bird nests in all suitable habitat that will be disturbed.

e [factive bird nests are identified within the survey area, a qualified biologist will determine the
appropriate avoidance strategy, subject to approval by the contracting officer, and determine whether
a no-work buffer is required. If necessary, no work shall occur until the young have fledged or the
nest is no longer active as determined by a qualified biologist.

e Revegetation seed mix composition will be coordinated with the USFS.

8.0 Summary of Findings

FHWA-CFLHD, in cooperation with LTBMU, NDOT, and TRPA, is proposing highway improvements
to the Round Hill Pines Resort access road and US 50 intersection in Douglas County, Nevada. The
Round Hill Pines Resort access road would be relocated approximately 0.2 mile further to the north from
the existing location. U.S. Highway 50 would be widened at the relocated intersection to accommodate a
new median left turn bay and eastbound US 50 acceleration lane. The purpose of the project is to increase
safety and improve accessibility for motorists, pedestrians, and bicycles entering and exiting Round Hill
Pines Resort from US 50. The action area was evaluated for the presence of, and potential to support,
three ESA-listed species and four state SGCN for the potential to occur in the action area:

e North American Wolverine (Gulo gulo luscus) — ESA Proposed Threatened

e SNYLF (Rana sierrae) — ESA Endangered with Final Critical Habitat, Project site is outside of Final
Critical Habitat.

o LCT (Oncorhynchus clarkia henshawi) — ESA Threatened

e TYC (Rorippa subumbellata) — Nevada SPSC Critically Endangered, NNHP S1

e Fringed Myotis (Myotis thysanodes) — Nevada SPSC Protected Mammal, NNHP S2
e  Mountain Pocket Gopher (Thomomys monticola) — NNHP S3

e  Western Jumping Mouse (Zapus princeps) — NNHP S2

Based on the onsite field review findings and a desktop research and review, it has been determined that
the proposed project would not jeopardize the proposed threatened wolverine, and have no effect upon,
LCT or SNYLF. In addition, the proposed project will not jeopardize the continued existence nor lead to
a decline in population that could lead to federal listing of the TYC, fringed myotis, mountain pocket
gopher, or western jumping mouse.
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https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/FR-2014-01-10/pdf/2014-00281.pdf#page=1

https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/FR-2016-08-26/pdf/2016-20352.pdf#page=1

https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/FR-2016-08-26/pdf/2016-20352.pdf#page=1

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp0/profile/speciesProfile?sId=3964

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp0/profile/speciesProfile?sId=5123

https://www.fs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/fseprd509992.pdf

https://water.usgs.gov/wsc/acc/150301.html



10.0 List of Contacts/Contributors/Preparers

Brett Hartmann — Biologist — Jacobs Engineering. 720-286-1818
Brett.Hartmann(@jacobs.com

Pat Basting — Senior Biologist — Jacobs Engineering. 406-240-7897
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° Kristin Szab
Nevada Natural Heritage Program .o
14 June 2019
Brett Hartmann
Jacobs

9191 South Jamaica Street
Denver, CO 80112

RE: Data request received 13 June 2019

Dear Mr. Hartmann:

We are pleased to provide the information you requested on endangered, threatened, candidate, and/or at risk plant
and animal taxa recorded within or near the Round Hill Pines Project located in Douglas County. We searched our
database and maps for the following, a two kilometer radius around:

Township 13N Range 18E  Section 15

The enclosed printout list the taxa recorded within the given area. The Lahontan cutthroat trout, Oncorhynchus clarkii
henshawi, a Federally Threatened Taxon is known to occur in Lake Tahoe and several tributaries to the lake, and
should be considered if disturbances are anticipated in the area. Additionally, all sandy beach habitat around Lake
Tahoe is potential habitat for Tahoe yellowcress (Rorippa subumbellata), a State protected species. When disturbance
or alteration of such habitat is anticipated, surveys for Tahoe yellowcress to determine potential impacts should be
conducted at times of year appropriate to its detection, and avoidance or mitigation measures should be considered.
The Nevada Department of Wildlife (NDOW) manages, protects, and restores Nevada’s wildlife resources and
associated habitat. Please contact Bonnie Weller, NDOW GIS Biologist (775 688-1439) to obtain further information
regarding wildlife resources within and near your area of interest. Removal or destruction of state protected flora
species (NAC 527.010) requires a special permit from Nevada Division of Forestry (NRS 527.270).

Please note that our data are dependent on the research and observations of many individuals and organizations and
in most cases are not the result of comprehensive or site-specific field surveys. Natural Heritage reports should never
be regarded as final statements on the taxa or areas being considered, nor should they be substituted for on-site surveys
required for environmental assessments.

Thank you for checking with our program. Please contact us for additional information or further assistance.

Sincerely,

T e

Eric S. Miskow
Biologist/Data Manager
Prepared by Kim Williams (Biologist I1T)

901 S. Stewart Street, Suite 5002 Carson City, NV 89701-5245 Tel: 775-684-2900  Fax: 775-684-2909  http://heritage.nv.gov





United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Reno Fish And Wildlife Office
1340 Financial Boulevard, Suite 234
Reno, NV 89502-7147
Phone: (775) 861-6300 Fax: (775) 861-6301
http:// www.fws.gov/nevada/

In Reply Refer To: May 29, 2019
Consultation Code: 08ENVD00-2019-SLI-0440

Event Code: 08ENVDO00-2019-E-01132

Project Name: CFLHD - Round Hill Pines

Subject: List of threatened and endangered species that may occur in your proposed project
location, and/or may be affected by your proposed project

To Whom It May Concern:

The attached species list indicates threatened, endangered, proposed, and candidate species and
designated or proposed critical habitat that may occur within the boundary of your proposed
project and/or may be affected by your proposed project. The species list fulfills the requirements
of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) under section 7(c) of the Endangered Species Act
of 1973, as amended (ESA, 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.), for projects that are authorized, funded, or
carried out by a Federal agency. Candidate species have no protection under the ESA but are
included for consideration because they could be listed prior to the completion of your project.
Consideration of these species during project planning may assist species conservation efforts
and may prevent the need for future listing actions. For additional information regarding species
that may be found in the proposed project area, visit http://www.fws.gov/nevada/es/ipac.html.

The purpose of the ESA is to provide a means whereby threatened and endangered species and
the ecosystems upon which they depend may be conserved. Under sections 7(a)(1) and 7(a)(2) of
the ESA and its implementing regulations (50 CFR 402 ef seq.), Federal agencies are required to
utilize their authorities to carry out programs for the conservation of threatened and endangered
species and to determine whether projects may affect threatened and endangered species and/or
designated critical habitat.

A Biological Assessment is required for construction projects that are major Federal actions
significantly affecting the quality of the human environment as defined in the National
Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4332(2) (c)). For projects other than major construction
activities, the Service suggests that a biological evaluation similar to a Biological Assessment be
prepared to determine whether the project may affect listed or proposed species and/or



http://www.fws.gov/nevada/

http://www.fws.gov/nevada/es/ipac.html
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designated or proposed critical habitat. Guidelines for preparing a Biological Assessment can be
found at: http:/www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/section7/ba_guide.html.

If a Federal action agency determines, based on the Biological Assessment or biological
evaluation, that listed species and/or designated critical habitat may be affected by the proposed
project, the agency is required to consult with the Service pursuant to 50 CFR 402. In addition,
the Service recommends that candidate species, proposed species, and proposed critical habitat
be addressed within the consultation. More information on the regulations and procedures for
section 7 consultation, including the role of permit or license applicants, can be found in the
"Endangered Species Consultation Handbook" at:
http://www.fws.gov/endangered/esa-library/pdf/TOC-GLOS.PDF.

New information based on updated surveys, changes in the abundance and distribution of
species, changed habitat conditions, or other factors could change this species list. Please feel
free to contact us if you need more current information or assistance regarding the potential
impacts to federally listed, proposed, and candidate species and federally designated and
proposed critical habitat. Please note that under 50 CFR 402.12(e) of the regulations
implementing section 7 of the ESA, the accuracy of this species list should be verified after 90
days. This verification can be completed formally or informally, as desired. The Service
recommends that verification be completed by visiting the ECOS-IPaC website at regular
intervals during project planning and implementation, for updates to species lists and
information. An updated list may be requested through the ECOS-IPaC system by completing the
same process used to receive the attached list.

The Nevada Fish and Wildlife Office (NFWO) no longer provides species of concern lists. Most
of these species for which we have concern are also on the Animal and Plant At-Risk Tracking
List for Nevada (At-Risk list) maintained by the State of Nevada's Natural Heritage Program
(Heritage). Instead of maintaining our own list, we adopted Heritage's At-Risk list and are
partnering with them to provide distribution data and information on the conservation needs for
at-risk species to agencies or project proponents. The mission of Heritage is to continually
evaluate the conservation priorities of native plants, animals, and their habitats, particularly those
most vulnerable to extinction or in serious decline. In addition, in order to avoid future conflicts,
we ask that you consider these at-risk species early in your project planning and explore
management alternatives that provide for their long-term conservation.

For a list of at-risk species by county, visit Heritage's website (http:/heritage.nv.gov). For a
specific list of at-risk species that may occur in the project area, you can obtain a data request
form from the website (http://heritage.nv.gov/get data) or by contacting the Administrator of
Heritage at 901 South Stewart Street, Suite 5002, Carson City, Nevada 89701-5245, (775)
684-2900. Please indicate on the form that your request is being obtained as part of your
coordination with the Service under the ESA. During your project analysis, if you obtain new
information or data for any Nevada sensitive species, we request that you provide the
information to Heritage at the above address.




http://www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/section7/ba_guide.html

http://www.fws.gov/endangered/esa-library/pdf/TOC-GLOS.PDF

http://heritage.nv.gov/

http://heritage.nv.gov/get_data
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Furthermore, certain species of fish and wildlife are classified as protected by the State of
Nevada (http://www.leg.state.nv.us/NAC/NAC-503.html). You must first obtain the appropriate
license, permit, or written authorization from the Nevada Department of Wildlife (NDOW) to
take, or possess any parts of protected fish and wildlife species. Please visit http:/ www.ndow.org
or contact NDOW in northern Nevada (775) 688-1500, in southern Nevada (702) 486-5127, or in
eastern Nevada (775) 777-2300.

Please be aware that bald and golden eagles are protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 668 et seq.), and projects affecting these species may require
development of an eagle conservation plan (http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/

eagle guidance.html). Additionally, wind energy projects should follow the Service's wind
energy guidelines (http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/) for minimizing impacts to migratory birds
and bats.

The Service's Pacific Southwest Region developed the Interim Guidelines for the Development of
a Project Specific Avian and Bat Protection Plan for Wind Energy Facilities (Interim
Guidelines). This document provides energy facility developers with a tool for assessing the risk
of potential impacts to wildlife resources and delineates how best to design and operate a bird-
and bat-friendly wind facility. These Interim Guidelines are available upon request from the
NFWO. The intent of a Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy is to conserve wildlife resources
while supporting project developers through: (1) establishing project development in an adaptive
management framework; (2) identifying proper siting and project design strategies; (3) designing
and implementing pre-construction surveys; (4) implementing appropriate conservation measures
for each development phase; (5) designing and implementing appropriate post-construction
monitoring strategies; (6) using post-construction studies to better understand the dynamics of
mortality reduction (e.g., changes in blade cut-in speed, assessments of blade “feathering”
success, and studies on the effects of visual and acoustic deterrents) including efforts tied into
Before-A fter/Control-Impact analysis; and (7) conducting a thorough risk assessment and
validation leading to adjustments in management and mitigation actions.

The template and recommendations set forth in the Interim Guidelines were based upon the
Avian Powerline Interaction Committee's Avian Protection Plan template (http://www.aplic.org/)
developed for electric utilities and modified accordingly to address the unique concerns of wind
energy facilities. These recommendations are also consistent with the Service's wind energy
guidelines. We recommend contacting us as early as possible in the planning process to discuss
the need and process for developing a site-specific Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy.

The Service has also developed guidance regarding wind power development in relation to
prairie grouse leks (sage-grouse are included in this). This document can be found at: http://
www.fws.gov/southwest/es/Oklahoma/documents/te_species/wind%20power/
prairie%?20grouse%201ek%205%20mile%20public.pdf.

Migratory Birds are a Service Trust Resource. Based on the Service's conservation
responsibilities and management authority for migratory birds under the Migratory Bird Treaty
Act of 1918, as amended (MBTA; 16 U.S.C. 703 et seq.), we recommend that any land clearing
or other surface disturbance associated with proposed actions within the project area be timed to



http://www.leg.state.nv.us/NAC/NAC-503.html

http://www.ndow.org/

http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/eagle_guidance.html

http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/eagle_guidance.html

http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/

http://www.aplic.org/

http://www.fws.gov/southwest/es/Oklahoma/documents/te_species/wind%20power/prairie%20grouse%20lek%205%20mile%20public.pdf

http://www.fws.gov/southwest/es/Oklahoma/documents/te_species/wind%20power/prairie%20grouse%20lek%205%20mile%20public.pdf

http://www.fws.gov/southwest/es/Oklahoma/documents/te_species/wind%20power/prairie%20grouse%20lek%205%20mile%20public.pdf



05/29/2019 Event Code: 0BENVDO00-2019-E-01132 4

avoid potential destruction of bird nests or young, or birds that breed in the area. Such
destruction may be in violation of the MBTA. Under the MBTA, nests with eggs or young of
migratory birds may not be harmed, nor may migratory birds be killed. Therefore, we
recommend land clearing be conducted outside the avian breeding season. If this is not feasible,
we recommend a qualified biologist survey the area prior to land clearing. If nests are located, or
if other evidence of nesting (i.e., mated pairs, territorial defense, carrying nesting material,
transporting food) is observed, a protective buffer (the size depending on the habitat
requirements of the species) should be delineated and the entire area avoided to prevent
destruction or disturbance to nests until they are no longer active.

Guidance for minimizing impacts to migratory birds for projects involving communications
towers (e.g., cellular, digital television, radio, and emergency broadcast) can be found at: http://
www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/towers.htm; http://
www.towerkill.com; and http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/
comtow.html.

If wetlands, springs, or streams are are known to occur in the project area or are present in the
vicinity of the project area, we ask that you be aware of potential impacts project activities may
have on these habitats. Discharge of fill material into wetlands or waters of the United States is
regulated by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) pursuant to section 404 of the Clean
Water Act of 1972, as amended. We recommend you contact the ACOE's Regulatory Section
regarding the possible need for a permit. For projects located in northern Nevada (Carson City,
Churchill, Douglas, Elko, Esmeralda, Eureka, Humboldt, Lander, Lyon, Mineral, Pershing,
Storey, and Washoe Counties) contact the Reno Regulatory Office at 300 Booth Street, Room
3060, Reno, Nevada 89509, (775) 784-5304; in southern Nevada (Clark, Lincoln, Nye, and
White Pine Counties) contact the St. George Regulatory Office at 321 North Mall Drive, Suite
L-101, St. George, Utah 84790-7314, (435) 986-3979; or in California along the eastern Sierra
contact the Sacramento Regulatory Office at 650 Capitol Mall, Suite 5-200, Sacramento,
California 95814, (916) 557-5250.

We appreciate your concern for threatened and endangered species. Please include the
Consultation Tracking Number in the header of this letter with any request for consultation or
correspondence about your project that you submit to our office.

The table below outlines lead FWS field offices by county and land ownership/project type.
Please refer to this table when you are ready to coordinate (including requests for section 7
consultation) with the field office corresponding to your project, and send any documentation
regarding your project to that corresponding office. Therefore, the lead FWS field office may not
be the office listed above in the letterhead.

Lead FWS offices by County and Ownership/Program

County Ownership/Program Species Office Lead*



http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/towers.htm
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All other ownerships All
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Forest
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Other All SFWO
Tidal wetlands/marsh adjacent to Salt marsh BDFWO
San Francisco Bay species, delta
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All ownerships but tidal/estuarine All SFWO
Shasta Trinity National Forest All YFWO

except Hat Creek Ranger District
(administered by Lassen National

Forest)
Hat Creek Ranger District All SFWO
Bureau of Reclamation (Central All BDFWO
Valley Project)
Whiskeytown National Recreation All YFWO
Area
BLM Alturas Resource Area All KFWO
Caltrans By jurisdiction SFWO/AFWO
Ahjumawi Lava Springs State Shasta SFWO
Park crayfish
All other ownerships All By jurisdiction (see
map)
Natural Resource Damage All SFWO/BDFWO
Assessment, all lands
Humboldt Toiyabe National All RFWO
Forest
All other ownerships All SFWO
Klamath National Forest (except All YFWO
Ukonom District)
Six Rivers National Forest and All AFWO
Ukonom District

Shasta Trinity National Forest All YFWO
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Trinity Mendocino National Forest All AFWO
Trinity BIA (Tribal Trust Lands) All AFWO
Trinity County Government All AFWO
Trinity All other ownerships All By jurisdiction (See
map)
Yolo Yolo Bypass All BDFWO
Yolo Other All By jurisdiction (see
map)
All FERC-ESA All By jurisdiction (see
map)
All FERC-ESA Shasta SFWO
crayfish
All FERC-Relicensing (non-ESA) All BDFWO
*Office Leads:

AFWO=Arcata Fish and Wildlife Office
BDFWO=Bay Delta Fish and Wildlife Office
KFWO=Klamath Falls Fish and Wildlife Office
RFWO=Reno Fish and Wildlife Office

YFWO=Yreka Fish and Wildlife Office

Attachment(s):

= Official Species List

= USFWS National Wildlife Refuges and Fish Hatcheries
= Migratory Birds

= Wetlands
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Official Species List

This list is provided pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, and fulfills the
requirement for Federal agencies to "request of the Secretary of the Interior information whether
any species which is listed or proposed to be listed may be present in the area of a proposed
action".

This species list is provided by:

Reno Fish And Wildlife Office
1340 Financial Boulevard, Suite 234
Reno, NV 89502-7147

(775) 861-6300
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Project Summary
Consultation Code: 08ENVDO00-2019-SLI-0440

Event Code: 08ENVD00-2019-E-01132
Project Name: CFLHD - Round Hill Pines
Project Type: TRANSPORTATION

Project Description: Round Hill Pines Access is located on Route 50, in Zephyr Cove, NV.
Round Hill Pines entrance at US 50 - Forest Service has identified
opportunity to reconfigure current highway entrance to resort because of
its precarious location. Widen southbound US 50 to provide acceleration
and deceleration lanes and a dedicated left turn in for northbound, as
well as an acceleration/refuge area out. Round Hill Pines entrance road,
circulation, and parking - realign entrance road, add parking, and improve
layout for better circulation for visitors and transit.

Project Location:
Approximate location of the project can be viewed in Google Maps: https://
www.google.com/maps/place/38.990390729725306N119.9507042634491W

Elk Paint "y

Counties: Douglas, NV
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Endangered Species Act Species

There is a total of 3 threatened, endangered, or candidate species on this species list.

Species on this list should be considered in an effects analysis for your project and could include
species that exist in another geographic area. For example, certain fish may appear on the species
list because a project could affect downstream species.

[PaC does not display listed species or critical habitats under the sole jurisdiction of NOAA
Fisheries!, as USEWS does not have the authority to speak on behalf of NOAA and the
Department of Commerce.

See the "Critical habitats" section below for those critical habitats that lie wholly or partially
within your project area under this office's jurisdiction. Please contact the designated FWS office
if you have questions.

1. NOAA Fisheries, also known as the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), is an
office of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration within the Department of

Commerce.
Mammals
NAME STATUS
North American Wolverine Gulo gulo luscus Proposed
No critical habitat has been designated for this species. Threatened

Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/5123

Amphibians
NAME STATUS
Sierra Nevada Yellow-legged Frog Rana sierrae Endangered

There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location is outside the critical habitat.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9529

Fishes
NAME STATUS
Lahontan Cutthroat Trout Oncorhynchus clarkii henshawi Threatened

No critical habitat has been designated for this species.

Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/3964

Species survey guidelines:
https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/guideline/survey/population/233/office/14320.pdf




https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/5123

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9529

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/3964

https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/guideline/survey/population/233/office/14320.pdf
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Critical habitats

THERE ARE NO CRITICAL HABITATS WITHIN YOUR PROJECT AREA UNDER THIS OFFICE'S
JURISDICTION.
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USFWS National Wildlife Refuge Lands And Fish
Hatcheries

Any activity proposed on lands managed by the National Wildlife Refuge system must undergo a
'Compatibility Determination' conducted by the Refuge. Please contact the individual Refuges to
discuss any questions or concerns.

THERE ARE NO REFUGE LANDS OR FISH HATCHERIES WITHIN YOUR PROJECT AREA.



http://www.fws.gov/refuges/
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Migratory Birds

Certain birds are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act! and the Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act2.

Any person or organization who plans or conducts activities that may result in impacts to
migratory birds, eagles, and their habitats should follow appropriate regulations and consider
implementing appropriate conservation measures, as described below.

1. The Migratory Birds Treaty Act of 1918.
2. The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act of 1940.
3. 50 C.F.R. Sec. 10.12 and 16 U.S.C. Sec. 668(a)

The birds listed below are birds of particular concern either because they occur on the USFWS
Birds of Conservation Concern (BCC) list or warrant special attention in your project location.
To learn more about the levels of concern for birds on your list and how this list is generated, see
the FAQ below. This is not a list of every bird you may find in this location, nor a guarantee that
every bird on this list will be found in your project area. To see exact locations of where birders
and the general public have sighted birds in and around your project area, visit the E-bird data
mapping tool (Tip: enter your location, desired date range and a species on your list). For
projects that occur off the Atlantic Coast, additional maps and models detailing the relative
occurrence and abundance of bird species on your list are available. Links to additional
information about Atlantic Coast birds, and other important information about your migratory
bird list, including how to properly interpret and use your migratory bird report, can be found
below.

For guidance on when to schedule activities or implement avoidance and minimization measures
to reduce impacts to migratory birds on your list, click on the PROBABILITY OF PRESENCE
SUMMARY at the top of your list to see when these birds are most likely to be present and
breeding in your project area.

BREEDING

NAME SEASON
Bald Eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus Breeds Jan 1 to

This is not a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) in this area, but warrants attention Aug 31

because of the Eagle Act or for potential susceptibilities in offshore areas from certain types

of development or activities.

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1626
Cassin's Finch Carpodacus cassinii Breeds May 15

This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA  tg Jul 15
and Alaska.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9462




https://www.fws.gov/birds/policies-and-regulations/laws-legislations/migratory-bird-treaty-act.php

https://www.fws.gov/birds/policies-and-regulations/laws-legislations/bald-and-golden-eagle-protection-act.php

https://www.fws.gov/birds/management/managed-species/birds-of-conservation-concern.php

https://www.fws.gov/birds/management/managed-species/birds-of-conservation-concern.php

http://ebird.org/ebird/map/

http://ebird.org/ebird/map/

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1626

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9462
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BREEDING

NAME SEASON
Golden Eagle Aquila chrysaetos Breeds Dec 1 to

This is not a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) in this area, but warrants attention Aug 31

because of the Eagle Act or for potential susceptibilities in offshore areas from certain types

of development or activities.

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1680
Olive-sided Flycatcher Contopus cooperi Breeds May 20

This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA  to Aug 31
and Alaska.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/3914

Rufous Hummingbird selasphorus rufus Breeds
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA  e]sewhere
and Alaska.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/8002

Williamson's Sapsucker Sphyrapicus thyroideus Breeds May 1 to
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) only in particular Bird Conservation Regions Jul 31
(BCRs) in the continental USA
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/8832

Willow Flycatcher Empidonax traillii Breeds May 20
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) only in particular Bird Conservation Regions to Aug 31
(BCRs) in the continental USA
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/3482

Probability Of Presence Summary

The graphs below provide our best understanding of when birds of concern are most likely to be
present in your project area. This information can be used to tailor and schedule your project
activities to avoid or minimize impacts to birds. Please make sure you read and understand the
FAQ “Proper Interpretation and Use of Your Migratory Bird Report” before using or attempting
to interpret this report.

Probability of Presence ()

Each green bar represents the bird's relative probability of presence in the 10km grid cell(s) your
project overlaps during a particular week of the year. (A year is represented as 12 4-week
months.) A taller bar indicates a higher probability of species presence. The survey effort (see
below) can be used to establish a level of confidence in the presence score. One can have higher
confidence in the presence score if the corresponding survey effort is also high.

How is the probability of presence score calculated? The calculation is done in three steps:

1. The probability of presence for each week is calculated as the number of survey events in
the week where the species was detected divided by the total number of survey events for



https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1680

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/3914

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/8002

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/8832

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/3482
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that week. For example, if in week 12 there were 20 survey events and the Spotted Towhee
was found in 5 of them, the probability of presence of the Spotted Towhee in week 12 is
0.25.

2. To properly present the pattern of presence across the year, the relative probability of
presence is calculated. This is the probability of presence divided by the maximum
probability of presence across all weeks. For example, imagine the probability of presence
in week 20 for the Spotted Towhee is 0.05, and that the probability of presence at week 12
(0.25) is the maximum of any week of the year. The relative probability of presence on
week 12 15 0.25/0.25 = 1; at week 20 it is 0.05/0.25 =0.2.

3. The relative probability of presence calculated in the previous step undergoes a statistical
conversion so that all possible values fall between 0 and 10, inclusive. This is the
probability of presence score.

Breeding Season ()

Yellow bars denote a very liberal estimate of the time-frame inside which the bird breeds across
its entire range. If there are no yellow bars shown for a bird, it does not breed in your project
area.

Survey Effort (/)

Vertical black lines superimposed on probability of presence bars indicate the number of surveys
performed for that species in the 10km grid cell(s) your project area overlaps. The number of
surveys is expressed as a range, for example, 33 to 64 surveys.

No Data (-)
A week is marked as having no data if there were no survey events for that week.

Survey Timeframe

Surveys from only the last 10 years are used in order to ensure delivery of currently relevant
information. The exception to this is areas off the Atlantic coast, where bird returns are based on
all years of available data, since data in these areas is currently much more sparse.

probability of presence breeding season | survey effort — no data
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Additional information can be found using the following links:

* Birds of Conservation Concern http://www.fws.gov/birds/management/managed-species/
birds-of-conservation-concern.php

* Measures for avoiding and minimizing impacts to birds http://www.fws.gov/birds/

management/project-assessment-tools-and-guidance/
conservation-measures.php

= Nationwide conservation measures for birds http:/www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/pdf/
management/nationwidestandardconservationmeasures.pdf

Migratory Birds FAQ

Tell me more about conservation measures I can implement to avoid or minimize impacts
to migratory birds.

Nationwide Conservation Measures describes measures that can help avoid and minimize
impacts to all birds at any location year round. Implementation of these measures is particularly
important when birds are most likely to occur in the project area. When birds may be breeding in
the area, identifying the locations of any active nests and avoiding their destruction is a very
helpful impact minimization measure. To see when birds are most likely to occur and be breeding
in your project area, view the Probability of Presence Summary. Additional measures and/or
permits may be advisable depending on the type of activity you are conducting and the type of
infrastructure or bird species present on your project site.

What does IPaC use to generate the migratory birds potentially occurring in my specified
location?

The Migratory Bird Resource List is comprised of USFWS Birds of Conservation Concern
(BCC) and other species that may warrant special attention in your project location.

The migratory bird list generated for your project is derived from data provided by the Avian
Knowledge Network (AKN). The AKN data is based on a growing collection of survey, banding,
and citizen science datasets and is queried and filtered to return a list of those birds reported as
occurring in the 10km grid cell(s) which your project intersects, and that have been identified as
warranting special attention because they are a BCC species in that area, an eagle (Eagle Act
requirements may apply), or a species that has a particular vulnerability to offshore activities or
development.




http://www.fws.gov/birds/management/managed-species/birds-of-conservation-concern.php

http://www.fws.gov/birds/management/managed-species/birds-of-conservation-concern.php

http://www.fws.gov/birds/management/managed-species/birds-of-conservation-concern.php

http://www.fws.gov/birds/management/project-assessment-tools-and-guidance/conservation-measures.php

http://www.fws.gov/birds/management/project-assessment-tools-and-guidance/conservation-measures.php

http://www.fws.gov/birds/management/project-assessment-tools-and-guidance/conservation-measures.php

http://www.fws.gov/birds/management/project-assessment-tools-and-guidance/conservation-measures.php

http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/pdf/management/nationwidestandardconservationmeasures.pdf

http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/pdf/management/nationwidestandardconservationmeasures.pdf

http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/pdf/management/nationwidestandardconservationmeasures.pdf

https://www.fws.gov/birds/management/project-assessment-tools-and-guidance/conservation-measures.php

https://www.fws.gov/birds/policies-and-regulations/permits.php

https://www.fws.gov/birds/management/managed-species/birds-of-conservation-concern.php

https://www.fws.gov/birds/management/managed-species/birds-of-conservation-concern.php

http://www.avianknowledge.net/

http://www.avianknowledge.net/

https://data.pointblue.org/api/v3/annual-summaries-about-data-types.html

https://data.pointblue.org/api/v3/annual-summaries-about-data-types.html

https://www.fws.gov/birds/management/managed-species/eagle-management.php
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Again, the Migratory Bird Resource list includes only a subset of birds that may occur in your
project area. It is not representative of all birds that may occur in your project area. To get a list
of all birds potentially present in your project area, please visit the AKN Phenology Tool.

What does IPaC use to generate the probability of presence graphs for the migratory birds
potentially occurring in my specified location?

The probability of presence graphs associated with your migratory bird list are based on data
provided by the Avian Knowledge Network (AKN). This data is derived from a growing
collection of survey, banding, and citizen science datasets .

Probability of presence data is continuously being updated as new and better information
becomes available. To learn more about how the probability of presence graphs are produced and
how to interpret them, go the Probability of Presence Summary and then click on the "Tell me
about these graphs" link.

How do I know if a bird is breeding, wintering, migrating or present year-round in my
project area?

To see what part of a particular bird's range your project area falls within (i.e. breeding,
wintering, migrating or year-round), you may refer to the following resources: The Cornell Lab
of Ornithology All About Birds Bird Guide, or (if you are unsuccessful in locating the bird of
interest there), the Cornell Lab of Ornithology Neotropical Birds guide. If a bird on your
migratory bird species list has a breeding season associated with it, if that bird does occur in your
project area, there may be nests present at some point within the timeframe specified. If "Breeds
elsewhere" is indicated, then the bird likely does not breed in your project area.

What are the levels of concern for migratory birds?
Migratory birds delivered through IPaC fall into the following distinct categories of concern:

1. "BCC Rangewide" birds are Birds of Conservation Concern (BCC) that are of concern
throughout their range anywhere within the USA (including Hawaii, the Pacific Islands,
Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands);

2. "BCC - BCR" birds are BCCs that are of concern only in particular Bird Conservation
Regions (BCRs) in the continental USA; and

3. "Non-BCC - Vulnerable" birds are not BCC species in your project area, but appear on
your list either because of the Eagle Act requirements (for eagles) or (for non-eagles)
potential susceptibilities in offshore areas from certain types of development or activities
(e.g. offshore energy development or longline fishing).

Although it is important to try to avoid and minimize impacts to all birds, efforts should be made,
in particular, to avoid and minimize impacts to the birds on this list, especially eagles and BCC
species of rangewide concern. For more information on conservation measures you can
implement to help avoid and minimize migratory bird impacts and requirements for eagles,
please see the FAQs for these topics.

Details about birds that are potentially affected by offshore projects



http://avianknowledge.net/index.php/phenology-tool/

http://www.avianknowledge.net/

https://data.pointblue.org/api/v3/annual-summaries-about-data-types.html

https://www.allaboutbirds.org/guide/search/

https://www.allaboutbirds.org/guide/search/

https://neotropical.birds.cornell.edu/Species-Account/nb/home

https://www.fws.gov/birds/management/managed-species/birds-of-conservation-concern.php

https://www.fws.gov/birds/management/managed-species/bald-and-golden-eagle-information.php
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For additional details about the relative occurrence and abundance of both individual bird species
and groups of bird species within your project area off the Atlantic Coast, please visit the
Northeast Ocean Data Portal. The Portal also offers data and information about other taxa besides
birds that may be helpful to you in your project review. Alternately, you may download the bird
model results files underlying the portal maps through the NOAA NCCOS Integrative Statistical
Modeling and Predictive Mapping of Marine Bird Distributions and Abundance on the Atlantic
Outer Continental Shelf project webpage.

Bird tracking data can also provide additional details about occurrence and habitat use
throughout the year, including migration. Models relying on survey data may not include this
information. For additional information on marine bird tracking data, see the Diving Bird Study
and the nanotag studies or contact Caleb Spiegel or Pam Loring.

What if I have eagles on my list?
If your project has the potential to disturb or kill eagles, you may need to obtain a permit to avoid
violating the Eagle Act should such impacts occur.

Proper Interpretation and Use of Your Migratory Bird Report

The migratory bird list generated is not a list of all birds in your project area, only a subset of
birds of priority concern. To learn more about how your list is generated, and see options for
identifying what other birds may be in your project area, please see the FAQ “What does [PaC
use to generate the migratory birds potentially occurring in my specified location”. Please be
aware this report provides the “probability of presence” of birds within the 10 km grid cell(s) that
overlap your project; not your exact project footprint. On the graphs provided, please also look
carefully at the survey effort (indicated by the black vertical bar) and for the existence of the “no
data” indicator (a red horizontal bar). A high survey effort is the key component. If the survey
effort is high, then the probability of presence score can be viewed as more dependable. In
contrast, a low survey effort bar or no data bar means a lack of data and, therefore, a lack of
certainty about presence of the species. This list is not perfect; it is simply a starting point for
identifying what birds of concern have the potential to be in your project area, when they might
be there, and if they might be breeding (which means nests might be present). The list helps you
know what to look for to confirm presence, and helps guide you in knowing when to implement
conservation measures to avoid or minimize potential impacts from your project activities,
should presence be confirmed. To learn more about conservation measures, visit the FAQ “Tell
me about conservation measures I can implement to avoid or minimize impacts to migratory
birds” at the bottom of your migratory bird trust resources page.



http://www.northeastoceandata.org/data-explorer/?birds

https://coastalscience.noaa.gov/project/statistical-modeling-marine-bird-distributions/

https://coastalscience.noaa.gov/project/statistical-modeling-marine-bird-distributions/

https://coastalscience.noaa.gov/project/statistical-modeling-marine-bird-distributions/

http://www.boem.gov/AT-12-02/

http://www.boem.gov/AT-13-01/

mailto:Caleb_Spiegel@fws.gov

mailto:Pamela_Loring@fws.gov

https://www.fws.gov/birds/policies-and-regulations/permits/need-a-permit.php



05/29/2019 Event Code: 0BENVDO00-2019-E-01132

Wetlands

Impacts to NWI wetlands and other aquatic habitats may be subject to regulation under Section
404 of the Clean Water Act, or other State/Federal statutes.

For more information please contact the Regulatory Program of the local U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers District.

Please note that the NWI data being shown may be out of date. We are currently working to
update our NWI data set. We recommend you verify these results with a site visit to determine
the actual extent of wetlands on site.

THERE ARE NO WETLANDS WITHIN YOUR PROJECT AREA.



http://www.fws.gov/wetlands/

http://www.usace.army.mil/Missions/CivilWorks/RegulatoryProgramandPermits.aspx

http://www.usace.army.mil/Missions/CivilWorks/RegulatoryProgramandPermits.aspx



United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Reno Fish And Wildlife Office
1340 Financial Boulevard, Suite 234
Reno, NV 89502-7147
Phone: (775) 861-6300 Fax: (775) 861-6301

http://www.fws.gov/nevada/

In Reply Refer To: July 15, 2020
Consultation Code: 08ENVDO00-2019-SLI-0440

Event Code: 08BENVD00-2020-E-01432

Project Name: CFLHD - Round Hill Pines

Subject: Updated list of threatened and endangered species that may occur in your proposed
project location, and/or may be affected by your proposed project

To Whom It May Concern:

The attached species list indicates threatened, endangered, proposed, and candidate species and
designated or proposed critical habitat that may occur within the boundary of your proposed
project and/or may be affected by your proposed project. The species list fulfills the requirements
of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) under section 7(c) of the Endangered Species Act
of 1973, as amended (ESA, 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.), for projects that are authorized, funded, or
carried out by a Federal agency. Candidate species have no protection under the ESA but are
included for consideration because they could be listed prior to the completion of your project.
Consideration of these species during project planning may assist species conservation efforts
and may prevent the need for future listing actions. For additional information regarding species
that may be found in the proposed project area, visit http://www.fws.gov/nevada/es/ipac.html.

The purpose of the ESA is to provide a means whereby threatened and endangered species and
the ecosystems upon which they depend may be conserved. Under sections 7(a)(1) and 7(a)(2) of
the ESA and its implementing regulations (50 CFR 402 et seq.), Federal agencies are required to
utilize their authorities to carry out programs for the conservation of threatened and endangered
species and to determine whether projects may affect threatened and endangered species and/or
designated critical habitat.

A Biological Assessment is required for construction projects that are major Federal actions
significantly affecting the quality of the human environment as defined in the National
Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4332(2) (c)). For projects other than major construction
activities, the Service suggests that a biological evaluation similar to a Biological Assessment be
prepared to determine whether the project may affect listed or proposed species and/or
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designated or proposed critical habitat. Guidelines for preparing a Biological Assessment can be
found at: http://www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/section7/ba guide.html.

If a Federal action agency determines, based on the Biological Assessment or biological
evaluation, that listed species and/or designated critical habitat may be affected by the proposed
project, the agency is required to consult with the Service pursuant to 50 CFR 402. In addition,
the Service recommends that candidate species, proposed species, and proposed critical habitat
be addressed within the consultation. More information on the regulations and procedures for
section 7 consultation, including the role of permit or license applicants, can be found in the
"Endangered Species Consultation Handbook" at:
http://www.fws.gov/endangered/esa-library/pdf/TOC-GLOS.PDF.

New information based on updated surveys, changes in the abundance and distribution of
species, changed habitat conditions, or other factors could change this species list. Please feel
free to contact us if you need more current information or assistance regarding the potential
impacts to federally listed, proposed, and candidate species and federally designated and
proposed critical habitat. Please note that under 50 CFR 402.12(e) of the regulations
implementing section 7 of the ESA, the accuracy of this species list should be verified after 90
days. This verification can be completed formally or informally, as desired. The Service
recommends that verification be completed by visiting the ECOS-IPaC website at regular
intervals during project planning and implementation, for updates to species lists and
information. An updated list may be requested through the ECOS-IPaC system by completing the
same process used to receive the attached list.

The Nevada Fish and Wildlife Office (NFWO) no longer provides species of concern lists. Most
of these species for which we have concern are also on the Animal and Plant At-Risk Tracking
List for Nevada (At-Risk list) maintained by the State of Nevada's Natural Heritage Program
(Heritage). Instead of maintaining our own list, we adopted Heritage's At-Risk list and are
partnering with them to provide distribution data and information on the conservation needs for
at-risk species to agencies or project proponents. The mission of Heritage is to continually
evaluate the conservation priorities of native plants, animals, and their habitats, particularly those
most vulnerable to extinction or in serious decline. In addition, in order to avoid future conflicts,
we ask that you consider these at-risk species early in your project planning and explore
management alternatives that provide for their long-term conservation.

For a list of at-risk species by county, visit Heritage's website (http://heritage.nv.gov). For a
specific list of at-risk species that may occur in the project area, you can obtain a data request
form from the website (http://heritage.nv.gov/get data) or by contacting the Administrator of
Heritage at 901 South Stewart Street, Suite 5002, Carson City, Nevada 89701-5245, (775)
684-2900. Please indicate on the form that your request is being obtained as part of your
coordination with the Service under the ESA. During your project analysis, if you obtain new
information or data for any Nevada sensitive species, we request that you provide the
information to Heritage at the above address.
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Furthermore, certain species of fish and wildlife are classified as protected by the State of
Nevada (http://www.leg.state.nv.us/NAC/NAC-503.html). You must first obtain the appropriate
license, permit, or written authorization from the Nevada Department of Wildlife (NDOW) to
take, or possess any parts of protected fish and wildlife species. Please visit http://www.ndow.org
or contact NDOW in northern Nevada (775) 688-1500, in southern Nevada (702) 486-5127, or in
eastern Nevada (775) 777-2300.

Please be aware that bald and golden eagles are protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 668 et seq.), and projects affecting these species may require
development of an eagle conservation plan (http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/

eagle guidance.html). Additionally, wind energy projects should follow the Service's wind
energy guidelines (http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/) for minimizing impacts to migratory birds
and bats.

The Service's Pacific Southwest Region developed the Interim Guidelines for the Development of
a Project Specific Avian and Bat Protection Plan for Wind Energy Facilities (Interim
Guidelines). This document provides energy facility developers with a tool for assessing the risk
of potential impacts to wildlife resources and delineates how best to design and operate a bird-
and bat-friendly wind facility. These Interim Guidelines are available upon request from the
NFWO. The intent of a Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy is to conserve wildlife resources
while supporting project developers through: (1) establishing project development in an adaptive
management framework; (2) identifying proper siting and project design strategies; (3) designing
and implementing pre-construction surveys; (4) implementing appropriate conservation measures
for each development phase; (5) designing and implementing appropriate post-construction
monitoring strategies; (6) using post-construction studies to better understand the dynamics of
mortality reduction (e.g., changes in blade cut-in speed, assessments of blade “feathering”
success, and studies on the effects of visual and acoustic deterrents) including efforts tied into
Before-After/Control-Impact analysis; and (7) conducting a thorough risk assessment and
validation leading to adjustments in management and mitigation actions.

The template and recommendations set forth in the Interim Guidelines were based upon the
Avian Powerline Interaction Committee's Avian Protection Plan template (http://www.aplic.org/)
developed for electric utilities and modified accordingly to address the unique concerns of wind
energy facilities. These recommendations are also consistent with the Service's wind energy
guidelines. We recommend contacting us as early as possible in the planning process to discuss
the need and process for developing a site-specific Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy.

The Service has also developed guidance regarding wind power development in relation to
prairie grouse leks (sage-grouse are included in this). This document can be found at: http://

www.fws.gov/southwest/es/Oklahoma/documents/te species/wind%20power/
prairie%20grouse%201ek%205%20mile%20public.pdf.

Migratory Birds are a Service Trust Resource. Based on the Service's conservation
responsibilities and management authority for migratory birds under the Migratory Bird Treaty
Act of 1918, as amended (MBTA; 16 U.S.C. 703 et seq.), we recommend that any land clearing
or other surface disturbance associated with proposed actions within the project area be timed to
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avoid potential destruction of bird nests or young, or birds that breed in the area. Such
destruction may be in violation of the MBTA. Under the MBTA, nests with eggs or young of
migratory birds may not be harmed, nor may migratory birds be killed. Therefore, we
recommend land clearing be conducted outside the avian breeding season. If this is not feasible,
we recommend a qualified biologist survey the area prior to land clearing. If nests are located, or
if other evidence of nesting (i.e., mated pairs, territorial defense, carrying nesting material,
transporting food) is observed, a protective buffer (the size depending on the habitat
requirements of the species) should be delineated and the entire area avoided to prevent
destruction or disturbance to nests until they are no longer active.

Guidance for minimizing impacts to migratory birds for projects involving communications
towers (e.g., cellular, digital television, radio, and emergency broadcast) can be found at: http://

www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/towers.htm; http://
www.towerkill.com; and http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/

comtow.html.

If wetlands, springs, or streams are are known to occur in the project area or are present in the
vicinity of the project area, we ask that you be aware of potential impacts project activities may
have on these habitats. Discharge of fill material into wetlands or waters of the United States is
regulated by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) pursuant to section 404 of the Clean
Water Act of 1972, as amended. We recommend you contact the ACOE's Regulatory Section
regarding the possible need for a permit. For projects located in northern Nevada (Carson City,
Churchill, Douglas, Elko, Esmeralda, Eureka, Humboldt, Lander, Lyon, Mineral, Pershing,
Storey, and Washoe Counties) contact the Reno Regulatory Office at 300 Booth Street, Room
3060, Reno, Nevada 89509, (775) 784-5304; in southern Nevada (Clark, Lincoln, Nye, and
White Pine Counties) contact the St. George Regulatory Office at 321 North Mall Drive, Suite
L-101, St. George, Utah 84790-7314, (435) 986-3979; or in California along the eastern Sierra
contact the Sacramento Regulatory Office at 650 Capitol Mall, Suite 5-200, Sacramento,
California 95814, (916) 557-5250.

We appreciate your concern for threatened and endangered species. Please include the
Consultation Tracking Number in the header of this letter with any request for consultation or
correspondence about your project that you submit to our office.

The table below outlines lead FWS field offices by county and land ownership/project type.
Please refer to this table when you are ready to coordinate (including requests for section 7
consultation) with the field office corresponding to your project, and send any documentation
regarding your project to that corresponding office. Therefore, the lead FWS field office may not
be the office listed above in the letterhead.

Lead FWS offices by County and Ownership/Program

County Ownership/Program Species Office Lead*
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Alameda

Alameda

Alpine

Alpine

Alpine
Alpine
Colusa

Colusa

Contra Costa

Contra Costa

Contra Costa

Contra Costa
Del Norte
El Dorado

El Dorado

Glenn

Glenn

Humboldt

Event Code: 08ENVD00-2020-E-01432

Tidal wetlands/marsh adjacent to
Bays
All ownerships but tidal/estuarine

Humboldt Toiyabe National
Forest

Lake Tahoe Basin Management
Unit

Stanislaus National Forest
El Dorado National Forest
Mendocino National Forest

Other

Legal Delta (Excluding
ECCHCP)

Antioch Dunes NWR
Tidal wetlands/marsh adjacent to
Bays
All ownerships but tidal/estuarine
All
El Dorado National Forest

LakeTahoe Basin Management
Unit

Mendocino National Forest

Other

All except Shasta Trinity National
Forest

Salt marsh
species, delta
smelt

All

All

All

All
All
All

All

All

All

Salt marsh
species, delta
smelt

All
All

All

All

All

All

BDFWO

SFWO

RFWO

RFWO

SFWO

SFWO

AFWO

By jurisdiction (see

map)

BDFWO

BDFWO

BDFWO

SFWO
AFWO
SFWO

RFWO

AFWO

By jurisdiction (see

map)

AFWO
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Humboldt

Lake

Lake

Lassen

Lassen

Lassen

Lassen

Lassen

Lassen

Lassen

Marin

Marin

Mendocino

Mendocino

Modoc

Modoc

Modoc

Modoc

Event Code: 08ENVD00-2020-E-01432

Shasta Trinity National Forest
Mendocino National Forest

Other

Modoc National Forest
Lassen National Forest
Toiyabe National Forest

BLM Surprise and Eagle Lake
Resource Areas

BLM Alturas Resource Area

Lassen Volcanic National Park

All other ownerships

Tidal wetlands/marsh adjacent to
Bays
All ownerships but tidal/estuarine
Russian River watershed

All except Russian River
watershed

Modoc National Forest
BLM Alturas Resource Area

Klamath Basin National Wildlife
Refuge Complex

BLM Surprise and Eagle Lake
Resource Areas

All
All

All

All
All
All

All

All

All (includes
Eagle Lake
trout on all
ownerships)

All

Salt marsh
species, delta
smelt

All
All

All

All
All

All

All

YFWO
AFWO

By jurisdiction (see
map)

KFWO
SFWO
RFWO

RFWO

KFWO

SFWO

By jurisdiction (see
map)

BDFWO

SFWO
SFWO

AFWO

KFWO
KFWO

KFWO

RFWO
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Modoc

Mono

Mono

Napa

Napa

Nevada

Nevada

Placer

Placer

Sacramento

Sacramento

San Francisco

San Francisco

San Mateo

San Mateo

San Joaquin

Event Code: 08ENVD00-2020-E-01432

All other ownerships All

Inyo National Forest All

Humboldt Toiyabe National All
Forest

All ownerships but tidal/estuarine All

Tidal wetlands/marsh adjacent to Salt marsh

San Pablo Bay species, delta
smelt

Humboldt Toiyabe National All
Forest

All other ownerships All

Lake Tahoe Basin Management All

Unit
All other ownerships All
Legal Delta Delta Smelt
Other All

Tidal wetlands/marsh adjacent to Salt marsh

San Francisco Bay species, delta
smelt
All ownerships but tidal/estuarine All

Tidal wetlands/marsh adjacent to Salt marsh

San Francisco Bay species, delta
smelt
All ownerships but tidal/estuarine All
Legal Delta excluding San All

Joaquin HCP

By jurisdiction (See
map)

RFWO

RFWO

SFWO

BDFWO

RFWO

By jurisdiction (See
map)

RFWO

SFWO

BDFWO

By jurisdiction (see
map)

BDFWO

SFWO

BDFWO

SFWO

BDFWO
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San Joaquin

Santa Clara

Santa Clara

Shasta

Shasta

Shasta

Shasta

Shasta
Shasta

Shasta

Shasta

Shasta

Sierra

Sierra

Siskiyou

Siskiyou

Siskiyou

Event Code: 08ENVD00-2020-E-01432

Other

Tidal wetlands/marsh adjacent to
San Francisco Bay

All ownerships but tidal/estuarine

Shasta Trinity National Forest
except Hat Creek Ranger District
(administered by Lassen National

Forest)

Hat Creek Ranger District

Bureau of Reclamation (Central
Valley Project)

Whiskeytown National Recreation
Area

BLM Alturas Resource Area
Caltrans

Ahjumawi Lava Springs State
Park

All other ownerships

Natural Resource Damage
Assessment, all lands

Humboldt Toiyabe National
Forest

All other ownerships

Klamath National Forest (except
Ukonom District)

Six Rivers National Forest and
Ukonom District

Shasta Trinity National Forest

All
Salt marsh

species, delta
smelt

All

All

All

All

All

All
By jurisdiction

Shasta
crayfish
All
All

All

All

All

All

All

SFWO

BDFWO

SFWO

YFWO

SFWO

BDFWO

YFWO

KFWO
SEFWO/AFWO

SFWO
By jurisdiction (see
map)
SFWO/BDFWO

RFWO

SFWO

YFWO

AFWO

YFWO
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Siskiyou
Siskiyou

Siskiyou

Siskiyou

Siskiyou

Siskiyou

Solano

Solano

Solano

Solano

Sonoma

Sonoma
Tehama

Tehama

Tehama

Trinity

Trinity

Trinity

Event Code: 08ENVD00-2020-E-01432

Lassen National Forest
Modoc National Forest

Lava Beds National Volcanic
Monument

BLM Alturas Resource Area

Klamath Basin National Wildlife
Refuge Complex

All other ownerships

Suisun Marsh
Tidal wetlands/marsh adjacent to
San Pablo Bay
All ownerships but tidal/estuarine
Other
Tidal wetlands/marsh adjacent to
San Pablo Bay
All ownerships but tidal/estuarine
Mendocino National Forest
Shasta Trinity National Forest
except Hat Creek Ranger District
(administered by Lassen National
Forest)

All other ownerships

BLM
Six Rivers National Forest

Shasta Trinity National Forest

All
All

All

All

All

All

All

Salt marsh
species, delta
smelt

All
All
Salt marsh

species, delta
smelt

All
All

All

All

All
All

All

SFWO
KFWO

KFWO

KFwWO
KFWO
By jurisdiction (see
map)
BDFWO

BDFWO

SFWO

By jurisdiction (see
map)

BDFWO

SFWO
AFWO

YFWO

By jurisdiction (see
map)

AFWO
AFWO

YFWO
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Trinity Mendocino National Forest All AFWO
Trinity BIA (Tribal Trust Lands) All AFWO
Trinity County Government All AFWO
Trinity All other ownerships All By jurisdiction (See
map)
Yolo Yolo Bypass All BDFWO
Yolo Other All By jurisdiction (see
map)
All FERC-ESA All By jurisdiction (see
map)
All FERC-ESA Shasta SFWO
crayfish
All FERC-Relicensing (non-ESA) All BDFWO
*Office Leads:

AFWO=Arcata Fish and Wildlife Office
BDFWO=Bay Delta Fish and Wildlife Office
KFWO=Klamath Falls Fish and Wildlife Office
RFWO=Reno Fish and Wildlife Office

YFWO=Yreka Fish and Wildlife Office

Attachment(s):

» Official Species List

= USFWS National Wildlife Refuges and Fish Hatcheries
» Migratory Birds

» Wetlands
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Official Species List

This list is provided pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, and fulfills the
requirement for Federal agencies to "request of the Secretary of the Interior information whether
any species which is listed or proposed to be listed may be present in the area of a proposed
action".

This species list is provided by:

Reno Fish And Wildlife Office
1340 Financial Boulevard, Suite 234
Reno, NV 89502-7147

(775) 861-6300
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Event Code: 08ENVD00-2020-E-01432

Project Summary

Consultation Code:
Event Code:
Project Name:
Project Type:

Project Description:

Project Location:

08ENVD00-2019-SLI-0440
08ENVD00-2020-E-01432

CFLHD - Round Hill Pines
TRANSPORTATION

Round Hill Pines Access is located on Route 50, in Zephyr Cove, NV.
Round Hill Pines entrance at US 50 - Forest Service has identified
opportunity to reconfigure current highway entrance to resort because of
its precarious location. The proposed action will include the relocation of
the entrance road to the north and providing a northbound left turn lane
and northbound acceleration lane along US 50. The US 50 through lanes
will remain 12 feet wide, the median left turn bay/acceleration lane will
be 12 feet wide ,

and the shoulders will remain 4 feet (west) and 6 feet wide (east) to match
existing widths.

Acceleration/deceleration lanes along SB US 50 will not be part of the
proposed action.

Approximate location of the project can be viewed in Google Maps: https://
www.google.com/maps/place/38.990390729725306N119.9507042634491W

Elk P oint

Counties: Douglas, NV
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Endangered Species Act Species

There is a total of 4 threatened, endangered, or candidate species on this species list.

Species on this list should be considered in an effects analysis for your project and could include
species that exist in another geographic area. For example, certain fish may appear on the species
list because a project could affect downstream species.

IPaC does not display listed species or critical habitats under the sole jurisdiction of NOAA
Fisheries!, as USFWS does not have the authority to speak on behalf of NOAA and the
Department of Commerce.

See the "Ciritical habitats" section below for those critical habitats that lie wholly or partially
within your project area under this office's jurisdiction. Please contact the designated FWS office
if you have questions.

1. NOAA Fisheries, also known as the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), is an
office of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration within the Department of

Commerce.
Mammals
NAME STATUS
North American Wolverine Gulo gulo luscus Proposed
No critical habitat has been designated for this species. Threatened

Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/5123

Amphibians
NAME STATUS
Sierra Nevada Yellow-legged Frog Rana sierrae Endangered

There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location is outside the critical habitat.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9529

Fishes
NAME STATUS
Lahontan Cutthroat Trout Oncorhynchus clarkii henshawi Threatened

No critical habitat has been designated for this species.

Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/3964
Species survey guidelines:

https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/guideline/survey/population/233/office/14320.pdf
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Conifers and Cycads
NAME STATUS

Whitebark Pine Pinus albicaulis Candidate
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.

Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1748

Critical habitats

THERE ARE NO CRITICAL HABITATS WITHIN YOUR PROJECT AREA UNDER THIS OFFICE'S
JURISDICTION.
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USFWS National Wildlife Refuge Lands And Fish
Hatcheries

Any activity proposed on lands managed by the National Wildlife Refuge system must undergo a
'Compatibility Determination' conducted by the Refuge. Please contact the individual Refuges to
discuss any questions or concerns.

THERE ARE NO REFUGE LANDS OR FISH HATCHERIES WITHIN YOUR PROJECT AREA.
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Migratory Birds

Certain birds are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act! and the Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act2.

Any person or organization who plans or conducts activities that may result in impacts to
migratory birds, eagles, and their habitats should follow appropriate regulations and consider
implementing appropriate conservation measures, as described below.

1. The Migratory Birds Treaty Act of 1918.
2. The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act of 1940.
3. 50 C.F.R. Sec. 10.12 and 16 U.S.C. Sec. 668(a)

The birds listed below are birds of particular concern either because they occur on the USFWS
Birds of Conservation Concern (BCC) list or warrant special attention in your project location.
To learn more about the levels of concern for birds on your list and how this list is generated, see
the FAQ below. This is not a list of every bird you may find in this location, nor a guarantee that
every bird on this list will be found in your project area. To see exact locations of where birders
and the general public have sighted birds in and around your project area, visit the E-bird data
mapping tool (Tip: enter your location, desired date range and a species on your list). For
projects that occur off the Atlantic Coast, additional maps and models detailing the relative
occurrence and abundance of bird species on your list are available. Links to additional
information about Atlantic Coast birds, and other important information about your migratory
bird list, including how to properly interpret and use your migratory bird report, can be found
below.

For guidance on when to schedule activities or implement avoidance and minimization measures
to reduce impacts to migratory birds on your list, click on the PROBABILITY OF PRESENCE
SUMMARY at the top of your list to see when these birds are most likely to be present and
breeding in your project area.

BREEDING

NAME SEASON
Bald Eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus Breeds Jan 1 to

This is not a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) in this area, but warrants attention Aug 31

because of the Eagle Act or for potential susceptibilities in offshore areas from certain types

of development or activities.

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1626
Cassin's Finch Carpodacus cassinii Breeds May 15

This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA  to Jul 15
and Alaska.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9462






07/15/2020 Event Code: 0BENVD00-2020-E-01432
BREEDING
NAME SEASON
Golden Eagle Aquila chrysaetos Breeds Dec 1 to
This is not a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) in this area, but warrants attention Aug 31
because of the Eagle Act or for potential susceptibilities in offshore areas from certain types
of development or activities.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1680
Olive-sided Flycatcher Contopus cooperi Breeds May 20
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA  to Aug 31
and Alaska.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/3914
Rufous Hummingbird selasphorus rufus Breeds
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA  e]lsewhere
and Alaska.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/8002
Williamson's Sapsucker Sphyrapicus thyroideus Breeds May 1 to

This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) only in particular Bird Conservation Regions Jul 31
(BCRs) in the continental USA
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/8832

Willow Flycatcher Empidonax traillii Breeds May 20
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) only in particular Bird Conservation Regions to Aug 31
(BCRs) in the continental USA
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/3482

Probability Of Presence Summary

The graphs below provide our best understanding of when birds of concern are most likely to be
present in your project area. This information can be used to tailor and schedule your project
activities to avoid or minimize impacts to birds. Please make sure you read and understand the
FAQ “Proper Interpretation and Use of Your Migratory Bird Report” before using or attempting
to interpret this report.

Probability of Presence (i)

Each green bar represents the bird's relative probability of presence in the 10km grid cell(s) your
project overlaps during a particular week of the year. (A year is represented as 12 4-week
months.) A taller bar indicates a higher probability of species presence. The survey effort (see
below) can be used to establish a level of confidence in the presence score. One can have higher
confidence in the presence score if the corresponding survey effort is also high.

How is the probability of presence score calculated? The calculation is done in three steps:

1. The probability of presence for each week is calculated as the number of survey events in
the week where the species was detected divided by the total number of survey events for
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that week. For example, if in week 12 there were 20 survey events and the Spotted Towhee
was found in 5 of them, the probability of presence of the Spotted Towhee in week 12 is
0.25.

2. To properly present the pattern of presence across the year, the relative probability of
presence is calculated. This is the probability of presence divided by the maximum
probability of presence across all weeks. For example, imagine the probability of presence
in week 20 for the Spotted Towhee is 0.05, and that the probability of presence at week 12
(0.25) is the maximum of any week of the year. The relative probability of presence on
week 12 is 0.25/0.25 = 1; at week 20 it is 0.05/0.25 = 0.2.

3. The relative probability of presence calculated in the previous step undergoes a statistical
conversion so that all possible values fall between 0 and 10, inclusive. This is the
probability of presence score.

Breeding Season ( )

Yellow bars denote a very liberal estimate of the time-frame inside which the bird breeds across
its entire range. If there are no yellow bars shown for a bird, it does not breed in your project
area.

Survey Effort (I)

Vertical black lines superimposed on probability of presence bars indicate the number of surveys
performed for that species in the 10km grid cell(s) your project area overlaps. The number of
surveys is expressed as a range, for example, 33 to 64 surveys.

No Data (-)
A week is marked as having no data if there were no survey events for that week.

Survey Timeframe

Surveys from only the last 10 years are used in order to ensure delivery of currently relevant
information. The exception to this is areas off the Atlantic coast, where bird returns are based on
all years of available data, since data in these areas is currently much more sparse.

probability of presence breeding season | survey effort — no data

SPECIES JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC

Bald Eagle ||.||....||;|..|..;||||||'|||||||||||||-...||.-|
Non-BCC Vulnerable

Cassin's Finch DI 4 i e e R - A e el e
BCC Rangewide (CON)

Golden Eagle e R e o T o o o o e e B e e e
Non-BCC Vulnerable
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SPECIES JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC

Olive-sided
Flycatcher b4+ +——— ++++ +—+ -l NN B A+ e e e

BCC Rangewide (CON)

Rufous
Hummingbird i e A e e i o o B LI B 1 R B e B B e
BCC Rangewide (CON)

Williamson's
Sapsucker -+ +—— QB++f +—+ ~~Hl ++1 | + 18+ §e- N -y -+ B+

BCC - BCR

Willow Flycatcher ||..|....||;|..;..;||||||||||||||||||||----s|--a
BCC - BCR

Additional information can be found using the following links:

» Birds of Conservation Concern http://www.fws.gov/birds/management/managed-species/
birds-of-conservation-concern.php

» Measures for avoiding and minimizing impacts to birds http://www.fws.gov/birds/
management/project-assessment-tools-and-guidance/
conservation-measures.php

» Nationwide conservation measures for birds http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/pdf/
management/nationwidestandardconservationmeasures.pdf

Migratory Birds FAQ

Tell me more about conservation measures I can implement to avoid or minimize impacts
to migratory birds.

Nationwide Conservation Measures describes measures that can help avoid and minimize
impacts to all birds at any location year round. Implementation of these measures is particularly
important when birds are most likely to occur in the project area. When birds may be breeding in
the area, identifying the locations of any active nests and avoiding their destruction is a very
helpful impact minimization measure. To see when birds are most likely to occur and be breeding
in your project area, view the Probability of Presence Summary. Additional measures and/or
permits may be advisable depending on the type of activity you are conducting and the type of
infrastructure or bird species present on your project site.

What does IPaC use to generate the migratory birds potentially occurring in my specified
location?

The Migratory Bird Resource List is comprised of USFWS Birds of Conservation Concern
(BCC) and other species that may warrant special attention in your project location.

The migratory bird list generated for your project is derived from data provided by the Avian
Knowledge Network (AKN). The AKN data is based on a growing collection of survey, banding,
and citizen science datasets and is queried and filtered to return a list of those birds reported as
occurring in the 10km grid cell(s) which your project intersects, and that have been identified as
warranting special attention because they are a BCC species in that area, an eagle (Eagle Act
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requirements may apply), or a species that has a particular vulnerability to offshore activities or
development.

Again, the Migratory Bird Resource list includes only a subset of birds that may occur in your
project area. It is not representative of all birds that may occur in your project area. To get a list
of all birds potentially present in your project area, please visit the AKIN Phenology Tool.

What does IPaC use to generate the probability of presence graphs for the migratory birds
potentially occurring in my specified location?

The probability of presence graphs associated with your migratory bird list are based on data
provided by the Avian Knowledge Network (AKN). This data is derived from a growing

collection of survey, banding, and citizen science datasets .

Probability of presence data is continuously being updated as new and better information
becomes available. To learn more about how the probability of presence graphs are produced and
how to interpret them, go the Probability of Presence Summary and then click on the "Tell me
about these graphs" link.

How do I know if a bird is breeding, wintering, migrating or present year-round in my
project area?

To see what part of a particular bird's range your project area falls within (i.e. breeding,
wintering, migrating or year-round), you may refer to the following resources: The Cornell Lab
of Ornithology All About Birds Bird Guide, or (if you are unsuccessful in locating the bird of
interest there), the Cornell Lab of Ornithology Neotropical Birds guide. If a bird on your
migratory bird species list has a breeding season associated with it, if that bird does occur in your
project area, there may be nests present at some point within the timeframe specified. If "Breeds
elsewhere" is indicated, then the bird likely does not breed in your project area.

What are the levels of concern for migratory birds?
Migratory birds delivered through IPaC fall into the following distinct categories of concern:

1. "BCC Rangewide" birds are Birds of Conservation Concern (BCC) that are of concern
throughout their range anywhere within the USA (including Hawaii, the Pacific Islands,
Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands);

2. "BCC - BCR" birds are BCCs that are of concern only in particular Bird Conservation
Regions (BCRs) in the continental USA; and

3. "Non-BCC - Vulnerable" birds are not BCC species in your project area, but appear on
your list either because of the Eagle Act requirements (for eagles) or (for non-eagles)
potential susceptibilities in offshore areas from certain types of development or activities
(e.g. offshore energy development or longline fishing).

Although it is important to try to avoid and minimize impacts to all birds, efforts should be made,
in particular, to avoid and minimize impacts to the birds on this list, especially eagles and BCC
species of rangewide concern. For more information on conservation measures you can
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implement to help avoid and minimize migratory bird impacts and requirements for eagles,
please see the FAQs for these topics.

Details about birds that are potentially affected by offshore projects

For additional details about the relative occurrence and abundance of both individual bird species
and groups of bird species within your project area off the Atlantic Coast, please visit the
Northeast Ocean Data Portal. The Portal also offers data and information about other taxa besides
birds that may be helpful to you in your project review. Alternately, you may download the bird
model results files underlying the portal maps through the NOAA NCCOS Integrative Statistical

Modeling and Predictive Mapping of Marine Bird Distributions and Abundance on the Atlantic
Outer Continental Shelf project webpage.

Bird tracking data can also provide additional details about occurrence and habitat use
throughout the year, including migration. Models relying on survey data may not include this
information. For additional information on marine bird tracking data, see the Diving Bird Study
and the nanotag studies or contact Caleb Spiegel or Pam Loring.

What if I have eagles on my list?
If your project has the potential to disturb or kill eagles, you may need to obtain a permit to avoid
violating the Eagle Act should such impacts occur.

Proper Interpretation and Use of Your Migratory Bird Report

The migratory bird list generated is not a list of all birds in your project area, only a subset of
birds of priority concern. To learn more about how your list is generated, and see options for
identifying what other birds may be in your project area, please see the FAQ “What does [PaC
use to generate the migratory birds potentially occurring in my specified location”. Please be
aware this report provides the “probability of presence” of birds within the 10 km grid cell(s) that
overlap your project; not your exact project footprint. On the graphs provided, please also look
carefully at the survey effort (indicated by the black vertical bar) and for the existence of the “no
data” indicator (a red horizontal bar). A high survey effort is the key component. If the survey
effort is high, then the probability of presence score can be viewed as more dependable. In
contrast, a low survey effort bar or no data bar means a lack of data and, therefore, a lack of
certainty about presence of the species. This list is not perfect; it is simply a starting point for
identifying what birds of concern have the potential to be in your project area, when they might
be there, and if they might be breeding (which means nests might be present). The list helps you
know what to look for to confirm presence, and helps guide you in knowing when to implement
conservation measures to avoid or minimize potential impacts from your project activities,
should presence be confirmed. To learn more about conservation measures, visit the FAQ “Tell
me about conservation measures I can implement to avoid or minimize impacts to migratory
birds™ at the bottom of your migratory bird trust resources page.





07/15/2020 Event Code: 08ENVD00-2020-E-01432

Wetlands

Impacts to NWI wetlands and other aquatic habitats may be subject to regulation under Section
404 of the Clean Water Act, or other State/Federal statutes.

For more information please contact the Regulatory Program of the local U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers District.

Please note that the NWI data being shown may be out of date. We are currently working to
update our NWI data set. We recommend you verify these results with a site visit to determine
the actual extent of wetlands on site.

THERE ARE NO WETLANDS WITHIN YOUR PROJECT AREA.
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Photo 1. Facing east through the project from the paved = Photo 2. Facing east, looking up the unvegetated swale
path currently running through the project area. towards the paved trail and a culvert running underneath
Vegetation through the project area consists mainly of it.

ponderosa pine and Jeffery pine

Photo 3. Facing west, looking down the dry wash from Photo 4. Facing northeast from the current parking
the paved trail, towards the existing access road. Swale Round Hill Pines parking lot. Paved trail from US 50 to
has no ordinary high water mark or defined bed/bank. Round Hill Pines Beach Resort is visible

g
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Photo 5. Facing south, looking through the project area. ~ Photo 6. Facing west, looking down the paved path,
Vegetation adjacent to the path consists of ponderosa towards the existing parking lot.
pine and Jeffery pine.

e

Round Hill Pines Access Project
Biological Assessment / Biological Evaluation C-1
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Photo 7. Facing north, looking down the paved path, Photo 8. Facing east, looking at US 50 and where the
toward the northeastern project boundary and US 50. proposed access road would tie into the highway (station
[STA] 107+57.13).

g %

Photo 9. Facing south, looking along US 50 from near Photo 10. Facing southeast, looking along US 50 from
the northeastern project boundary (STA 35+00). near the southeastern project boundary (STA 11+00).

Photo 11. Facing northwest, looking along US 50 from
near the southeastern project boundary (STA 11+00).

Round Hill Pines Access Project
Biological Assessment / Biological Evaluation C-2
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ESA Listed Species and State Species
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Table D-1. ESA Listed Species and State Species of Greatest Conservational Need from the Action Area

Will Be
Federal Special Vegetation Potential to Occur in Project Analyzed
Species Status Status’ Community Habitat Area? Further

Amphibians
Rana sierrae Listed us Wetlands, Typically inhabits large permanent water bodies None. Suitable habitat is not present | No
Sierra Nevada Endangered riparian, or streams that are fishless and >4,000 feet. on the project site. No wetlands,
Yellow-legged meadows They tend to stay closely associated with high- streams, or riparian communities are
Frog elevation water bodies, but they are capable of present.

longer distance travel, whether along stream

courses or over land in between breeding,

foraging, and overwintering habitat within lake

complexes. Individuals may use different water

bodies or different areas within the same water

body for breeding, foraging, and overwintering.

Within water bodies, adults and tadpoles prefer

shallower areas and shelves with solar exposure

(features rendering these areas warmer).
Birds
Accipiter gentilis | - SB, S3, Deciduous or Typically inhabits late seral or old growth forests | None. Although suitable forage No
Northern US, TRPA | coniferous that have closed canopies (greater than habitat is present within the project
goshawk forests 40 percent) and a relatively open understory. In | area, no nests were detected during

central Nevada, goshawks use a wide variety of | survey and the project area is over a

habitats for foraging; however, goshawks are 0.25 mile from any known nest sites.

primarily found nesting in aspen. Goshawks prey | The nearest known nest site being

on a variety of small mammals and birds. Burke Creek, over 1 mile to the east.

Breeding usually occurs between early April and

mid-June, with peak activity occurring at the end

of April through May.
Pandion - TRPA Shore, bays, Typically inhabits rivers, lakes, reservoirs, and None. Although suitable forage No
haliaetus wetlands, seacoasts. They often cross land between habitat is present within the project
Osprey riparian, rivers, bodies of water. They typically build large stick area, no nests were detected during

cliffs nests on living or dead trees and also use survey and the project area is over a

numerous man-made structures such as utility 0.25 mile from any known nest sites.

poles, wharf pilings, windmills, microwave The nearest known nest site is

towers, chimneys, and channel markers. Nests located approximately 5 miles north.

are usually near or above water.
Falco peregrinus | - EB, S3 US | Forested Typically inhabits bare rock/talus/scree slopes, None. Suitable nesting habitat of No
anatum habitats with cliffs, shrubland/chaparral, and conifer, bare rock or cliffs are not present in
Peregrine falcon cliffs/canyons, hardwood, and mixed woodlands. the project area.

urban settings
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Table D-1. ESA Listed Species and State Species of Greatest Conservational Need from the Action Area

Will Be
Federal Special Vegetation Potential to Occur in Project Analyzed
Species Status Status’ Community Habitat Area? Further
Haliaeetus EB, S2 Coniferous Nests in large trees near water, such as rivers, None. Although suitable forage No
leucocephalus (Only forest and lakes, and coast shorelines, where they prey habitat is present within the project
Bald eagle while intermountain upon fish and waterfowl. During nesting season, | area, no nests were detected during
breeding), | rivers and establish and maintain territorial boundaries. field survey, and the action area is
TRPA, US | streams outside of known TRPA or LTBMU
wintering bald eagle range, and the
project area is over a 0.5 mile from
any known nest sites.
Aquila TRPA Alpine, cliffs, Found generally in open country, in prairies, None. Suitable habitat is not present | No
chrysaetos shrublands, arctic and alpine tundra, open wooded country, on the project site. No appropriate
Golden Eagle open and barren areas, especially in hilly or nesting habitat. The nearest known
woodlands, mountainous regions. In Nevada, it nests nest site is approximately 10 miles
meadows predominantly on the rock ledge of a cliff or to the southwest.
occasionally in a large tree. Pairs may have
several alternate nests and may use same nest
in consecutive years or shift to alternate nest
used in different years.
Carpodacus S3 Coniferous and Habitat consists of open coniferous forest; in Fair. Suitable habitat is present. No
cassinii deciduous forest | migration and winter, it may also be found in Sightings of this species have been
Cassin’s Finch and woodlands, | deciduous woodland, second growth, scrub, reported adjacent to the project site.
Shrubland/chap | brushy areas, partly open situations with We recommend preconstruction
arral scattered trees, and sometimes suburbs near nesting surveys in compliance with
mountains. Usually nests in conifer, 10 to 83 feet | the Migratory Bird Act if disturbance
above ground, on the outer end of limb. It may activities will take place between
sometimes nest in deciduous tree or in shrub. It May 15 and July 15.
may return to same nesting area in successive
years, though this may be unusual.
Contopus S2 (Only Conifer, Habitat includes a variety of forest, woodland, Low. Species may occasionally No
cooperi while hardwood, and and open situations with scattered trees, occur in the project area. However,
Olive-sided breeding) | mixed woodland | especially where tall dead snags are present; the habitat in the project area is not
Flycatcher and forest subalpine coniferous forest and mixed considered preferable because of
coniferous-deciduous forest. Birds also forage the lack of deadfall and snag along
along small mountaintop ponds. Nests are with heavy human presence.
placed most often in conifers, on horizontal limbs | Sightings of this species have been
from 6 to 50 feet from the ground. reported adjacent to the project site.
We recommend preconstruction
nesting surveys in compliance with
the Migratory Bird Act if disturbance
activities will take place between
May 20 and August 20.
Round Hill Pines Access Project
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Table D-1. ESA Listed Species and State Species of Greatest Conservational Need from the Action Area

Will Be
Federal Special Vegetation Potential to Occur in Project Analyzed
Species Status Status’ Community Habitat Area? Further
Selasphorus S3 Conifer, Breeding habitat includes coniferous forest, Low. This species may occasionally | No
rufus hardwood, second growth, thickets, and brushy hillsides, occur in the project area. However,
Rufous mixed forests with foraging extending into adjacent scrubby the habitat in the project area is not
Hummingbird and woodlands, | areas and meadows with abundant nectar considered preferable because of
brushy hillsides; | flowers. Its habitat is chiefly secondary the lack of flowering forbs and
meadows succession communities and forest openings. closed canopy. Sightings of this
abundant with species have been reported
nectar flowers adjacent to the project site. This
species is not known to nest near
the project area.
Sphyrapicus S2 Montane and Habitat includes middle to high elevation Fair. Suitable habitat is present. No
thyroideus subalpine montane and subalpine coniferous forest, Sightings of this species have been
Williamson’s coniferous including spruce-fir, Douglas-fir, western larch reported adjacent to the project site.
Sapsucker forest, primarily | (e.g., British Columbia), lodgepole pine, and We recommend preconstruction
pine and fir with | ponderosa pine, and mixed deciduous- nesting surveys in compliance with
quaking aspen coniferous forest with quaking aspen. Nests are the migratory bird act if disturbance
in tree cavities. Individuals usually excavate a activities take place between May 1
hole 6 to 60 feet above ground, usually in dead and July 31.
or decaying pine, fir, larch, or aspen.
Empidonax S3 Willows, Nests in dense willow habitat on edge of wet Low. This species may occasionally | No
traillii wetlands and meadows, ponds, or backwaters occur in the project area. However,
Willow waterbodies the habitat in the project area is not
Flycatcher considered preferable because of
the lack wetlands or willow habitat.
Sightings of this species have been
reported adjacent to the project site.
Strix nebulosa us Dense Prefer pine and fir forest below 7,400 feet in None. This species is not known to No
Great gray owl coniferous elevation, with an affinity for stands near occur on Lake Tahoe Basin
forests. meadows. Nests are typically located in large, Management Unit (LTBMU).
broken-topped snags and old raptor nests. Therefore, this species is not
considered to occur in the project
area and the project will have no
impact on this species.
Round Hill Pines Access Project
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Table D-1. ESA Listed Species and State Species of Greatest Conservational Need from the Action Area

Will Be
Federal Special Vegetation Potential to Occur in Project Analyzed
Species Status Status’ Community Habitat Area? Further
Strix occidentalis | - S1,US Old-growth At higher elevations (>3,200 feet), California None. Suitable habitat is not No
occidentalis coniferous Spotted Owils tend to occupy conifer-dominated present.
California forests, usually | stands. This species shows a preference for
spotted owl dominated by stands with complex structure and a large (>35-
ponderosa pine, | inch) diameter at breast height, old growth tree
douglas-fir, component.
and/or white fir
Waterfow! - TRPA Open-water, Often found in open-water, riparian, wetland, None. Suitable nesting habitat is not | No
shore, riparian, shore-line, streams, lakes. present on the project site and
wetland human activity is too high. No
wetlands, riparian areas, or
grasslands present. The action area
is located outside of any waterfowl
habitat identified by Tahoe Regional
Planning Agency (TRPA).
Fish
Gila bicolor - S3,US Freshwater Often found in large deep lakes that may differ None. Suitable habitat is not present | No
pectinifer significantly from each other in physio-chemical on the project site.
Lahontan Lake conditions. In Lake Tahoe, larger individuals
Tui Chub occupy deeper water during the day and shallow
water at night, but they always stay in the upper
water column in summer. They move deeper in
the water column in winter. When young reach 1
to 2 centimeters, they move from beds of aquatic
vegetation to deeper offshore areas.
Oncorhynchus Listed GF, EM, Freshwater Inhabits lakes and streams and requires cool, None. Suitable habitat is not present | No
clarkia henshawi | Threatened | S3 well-oxygenated water. It is adapted to highly on the project site.
Lahontan mineralized waters. In streams, it uses rocky
Cutthroat Trout areas, riffles, deep pools, and areas under logs
and overhanging banks.
Mammals
Odocoileus - GM, TRPA | Sagebrush, Occur in diverse habitat types throughout None. Suitable forage habit is No
hemionus bitterbrush, Nevada but occur in highest densities in present, but the project site is
Mule Deer serviceberry, montane shrub dominated communities. They located outside of modelled fawning
snowbrush, and | are often associated with successional habitat, as shown in the Carson
snowberry vegetation. They are often found on open south- | River and Truckee/Loyalton Deer
facing slopes in winter. Herd range maps.
Round Hill Pines Access Project
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Table D-1. ESA Listed Species and State Species of Greatest Conservational Need from the Action Area

Will Be
Federal Special Vegetation Potential to Occur in Project Analyzed
Species Status Status’ Community Habitat Area? Further
Corynorhinus - SM, S2, Pifion-juniper, Found in diverse habitat types including desert, None. While there is suitable No
townsendii us mahogany, native prairies, coniferous forests, mid-elevation foraging habitat in the Round Hill
Townsend’s big- white fir, mixed conifer, and riparian communities. Pines project site, there are no
eared bat blackbrush, Species is dependent on cavern dwellings structures or substrate (e.g., caves,
sagebrush, salt | including mines, caves, trees, and buildings from | mines, buildings) that could
desert scrub, 693 to 11,550 feet. They are loyal to natal sites potentially support roosting.
and agricultural | and generally do not venture beyond 6 miles
lands from a roost site.
Gulo gulo luteus | Proposed us Dense mixed- Uses caves, hollows, logs, rock outcrops, and None. This species is not known to No
North American | Threatened conifer forests in | burrows for cover. Presence is positively occur on LTBMU. Therefore, this
Wolverine high elevations | associated with higher elevation snow pack, species is not considered to occur in
and areas with snags, talus, and remote undisturbed wilderness | the project area and the project will
persistent snow | with minimal motorized access and low human have no impact on this species.
cover population densities.
Zapus princeps - S2 Mountain Occur in mountain meadows, marshes, and None. Suitable habitat is not present | No
Western meadows, along banks of streams and ponds, in dense on the project site. No wetlands or
Jumping Mouse marshes, banks | cover of tall grasses and herbs. They nest in waterbodies present.
of streams and burrows in well-drained mound or elevated
ponds banks or on the surface among vegetation.
Thomomys - S3 Mountain Occur in mountain meadows and rocky slopes in | Low. Suitable coniferous forest No
monticola meadows, rocky | pine, fir, and spruce; in rich moist soil, as well as | habitat is present but mountain
Mountain Pocket slopes in pine, gravelly or rocky ground. They can generally be | meadows are not present and soils
Gopher fir, and spruce found on open forest floor and at the edge of are not suitable for burrowing.
meadows. Mountain pocket gophers are found at
high altitudes where temperatures are lower than
the habitat of other pocket gopher species.
Myotis - PM, S2, Pifion-juniper, Roosts in crevices in rocks, cliffs, buildings, Low. While there is suitable foraging | No
thysanodes us mixed underground mines, caves, bridges, and in large, | habitat in the Round Hill Pines
Fringed Myotis woodlands and | decadent trees. Mostly found in dry habitats project site, structures or substrate
forests, deserts, | (grasslands or deserts) interspersed with mature | (e.g., caves, buildings, decadent
shrublands, forests (especially ponderosa pine, pifion- trees) that could potentially support
riparian, and juniper, or oak). roosting are very limited.
orchards
Round Hill Pines Access Project
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Table D-1. ESA Listed Species and State Species of Greatest Conservational Need from the Action Area

Will Be
Federal Special Vegetation Potential to Occur in Project Analyzed
Species Status Status’ Community Habitat Area? Further
Martes caurina - FM, S2S3 | Coniferous and Martens occur in coniferous forest and may use None. Suitable habitat of dense No
Pacific Marten mixed forest rocky alpine areas. Use of habitat is related to coniferous forests or rocky alpine is
and woodland, food availability, especially in winters with deep not present. The project area is
rocky alpine snow. When inactive, they occupy holes in dead | heavily traffic by humans and highly
or live trees or stumps, abandoned squirrel disturbed. The nearest known den is
nests, conifer crowns, rock piles, burrows, or located approximately 8 miles
snow cavities. In winter, much of a marten's southwest, near Fallen Leaf Lake.
activity occurs under the snow, often in coarse
woody debris.
Plants
Boechera - S2, US, Aspen groves, Sandy to rocky soils or outcrops derived from None. Suitable habitat of No
rigidissima TRPA brushy slopes granitic or volcanic materials, mostly on drainageways, other moisture
Galena Creek moderate to steep northerly aspects, often in accumulating microsites, and aspen
Rockcress drainage ways, near meadow edges, or in other | stands are not present.
moisture accumulating microsites, generally in
dry openings in Abies - Pinus - Populus
tremuloides associations.
Draba - S182, US, | Alpine, bare Granite rock crevices, talus, scree, or rocky None. Suitable habitat of bare rock, No
asterophora var. TRPA rock/talus/scree, | decomposed granite or volcanic soils on steep talus, or scree is not present.
asterophora barrens slopes, mostly on northern to eastern aspects, in
Tahoe Draba the subalpine conifer zone with a very sparse
understory.
Pinus albicaulis Candidate S3, US Subalpine, Found in areas with thin rocky soils mostly on None. Suitable habitat of ridges, No
Whitebark Pine peaks, ridges, peaks, ridges, and exposed northerly aspects, peaks, and exposed faces are not
pifion-juniper usually in the subalpine zone, but descending on | present.
acidic altered andesite and other specialized
soils well into the pifion-juniper zone.
Rorippa - S1, CE, Riparian, Found in areas with coarse sand and sandy soils | None. Suitable habitat of sandy No
subumbellata US, TRPA | wetland, of active beaches, stream inlets, beach dunes, beach shores are not present on the
Tahoe sand/dune and backshore depressions, generally within a project site.
Yellowcress few feet of the local water table, endemic to the
shore zone of Lake Tahoe.
Round Hill Pines Access Project
Biological Assessment / Biological Evaluation D-6





Table D-1. ESA Listed Species and State Species of Greatest Conservational Need from the Action Area

Will Be
Federal Special Vegetation Potential to Occur in Project Analyzed
Species Status Status’ Community Habitat Area? Further
Lewisia US, TRPA | Alpine, rocky Endemic to alpine snowfield communities along None. Suitable habitat of alpine No
longipetala the crest of the northern Sierra Nevada between | snowfield is not present. The
Long-Petaled elevations of 7800 and 12,470 feet. It grows in Projects action area is not within any
Lewisia moist, rocky habitats directly below persistent known populations within the
snowfields, typically on north-facing and leeward | LTBMU. All known populations in
slopes where snow accumulations are greatest. the LTBMU occur within the
Plants easily become water-stressed when Desolation Wilderness.
snowmelt ceases to reach them. Populations
usually occur on gentle gravelly or bouldery
slopes but are also found in the crevices of large
rock slabs. Soils are derived from granitic or
basaltic parent materials. (USFS 2011)
Draba US, TRPA | Alpine, bare Occurs on exposed talus and boulder slopes None. Suitable habitat of bare rock, No
asterophora var. rock/talus/scree | with minimal groundcover and a sparse talus, or scree is not present. The
macrocarpa Cup understory, at elevations above 8,200 feet. Soils | project’s action area is not within
Lake Draba are typically of granitic parent material but can any known populations within the
also be volcanic in origin. (USFS 2013) LTBMU.
Invertebrates
Bombus us Food plants Habitats for this species include open Fair. Suitable habitat is present. No
occidentais include coniferous, deciduous, and mixed-wood forests, There is a potential to occur but with
Western Bumble ceanothus, wet and dry meadows, montane meadows and construction disturbance in the area,
Bee centaurea, prairie grasslands, meadows bordering riparian likelihood is low. There is also
chrysothamnus, | zones, and along roadsides in taiga adjacent to enough suitable habitat adjacent
cirsium, wooded areas, urban parks, gardens and that the project will have no effect on
geranium, agricultural areas, subalpine habitats and more current or future populations on this
grindellia, isolated natural areas. species.
lupinus,
melilotus,
monardella,
rubus, solidago,
and trifolium.
Helisoma us Watercress Habitat includes larger lakes and slow rivers, None. Suitable habitat is not No
newberryi including larger spring sources and spring-fed present. No wetlands or
Great Basin creeks burrowing in soft mud just beneath the waterbodies.
rams-horn surface
Round Hill Pines Access Project
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Table D-1. ESA Listed Species and State Species of Greatest Conservational Need from the Action Area

Will Be
Federal Special Vegetation Potential to Occur in Project Analyzed
Species Status Status’ Community Habitat Area? Further

"Nevada State Status, USFS LTBMU Status, State of Nevada Protected Statues, TRPA Status

CE = State of Nevada Protected Critically Endangered Plant, EB = State of Nevada Protected Endangered Bird, EM = State of Nevada Protected Nevada State Symbol,
GF = State of Nevada Protected Game Fish, FM = State of Nevada Protected Fur-bearing Mammal, GM = State of Nevada Protected Game Mammal, PM = State of
Nevada Protected Mammal, S1 = NNHP State Rank 1, S2 = NNHP State Rank 2, S3 = NNHP State Rank 3, SB = State of Nevada Protected Sensitive Bird, SM = State
of Nevada Protected Sensitive Mammal, TRPA = TRPA special interest species, US = US Forest Service LTBMU Sensitive

2 Sources:
eBird. 2019. eBird: An online database of bird distribution and abundance [web application]. eBird, Ithaca, New York. Available: http://www.ebird.org. July 2019
Nevada Natural Heritage Program (NNHP). 2019b. Species Information. http://heritage.nv.gov/species/ June/July 2019

NatureServe, An Online Encyclopedia of Life (NatureServe). 2019. Species Profiles. http://explorer.natureserve.org/index.htm June 2019

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA). 2019. Published Open Data. http://data-trpa.opendata.arcgis.com/search July 2019

U.S. Forest Service (USFS). 2011. Long-Term Monitoring Plan: Lewisia longipetala. USDA Forest Service, Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit.
https://www.fs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/stelprdb5337950.pdf June 2019

U.S. Forest Service (USFS). 2013. Long-Term Monitoring Plan: Draba asterophora var. asterophora & Draba asterophora var. macrocarpa. USDA Forest Service,
Eldorado National Forest, Humbolt -Toiyabe National Forest & Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit.
https://www.fs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_ DOCUMENTS/stelprdb5444261.pdf June 2019
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At Risk and Data Sensitive Taxa Recorded Near the Round Hill Pines Project Area in Douglas County
Compiled by the Nevada Natural Heritage Program for Jacobs

14 June 2019
| Scientific name Common name Usfws | Blm | Usfs | State | Srank | Grank | UTME UTM N Loc Uncert | Last Obs
Uncert Dist (m)

Plants

Rorippa subumbellata Tahoe yellowcress S R5S CE S1 Gl 24XXXX | 432XXXX | Estimated 20 2004-09-09

Rorippa subumbellata Tahoe yellowcress S R5S CE S1 Gl 24X XXX | 431XXXX | Estimated 161 1994-SUM

Rorippa subumbellata Tahoe yellowcress S R5S CE S1 Gl 24XXXX | 431XXXX | Estimated 161 2005-09

Mammals

Myotis thysanodes fringed myotis S PM S2 G4 244031 4319380 | Estimated 1609 1954-05-23

Thomomys monticola mountain pocket gopher S S3 G5 244571 4321153 Estimated 1609 1946-Pre

Zapus princeps western jumping mouse S S2 G5 245678 4321834 | Estimated 1609 1946-Pre
Bureau of Land Management (Blm) Species Classification: Nevada Natural Heritage Program Global (Grank) and State (Srank) Ranks for Threats and/or

Vulnerability:
S Sensitive Species- Species designated Sensitive by State Director of Nevada

BLM

United States Forest Service (Usfs) Species Classification:

RSS Region 5 (Inyo National Forest or Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit)

Sensitive or Watch Status

Nevada State Protected (State) Species Classification:

PM Protected Mammal (NAC 503.030.1)

Flora:
CE Critically endangered - species whose survival requires assistance because of
overexploitation, disease or other factors, or because their habitat is threatened
with destruction, drastic modification or severe curtailment (NRS 527.260-.300)

Locational Uncertainty:

Based on the uncertainty associated with the underlying information on the location of
the observation.

Estimated uncertainty varies in more than one dimension; true location of the
observation can be visualized as floating within an area for which boundaries cannot be
specifically delimited

G Global rank indicator, based on worldwide distribution at the species level

T Global trinomial rank indicator, based on worldwide distribution at the infraspecific
level

S State rank indicator, based on distribution within Nevada at the lowest taxonomic
level

1 Critically imperiled and especially vulnerable to extinction or extirpation due to
extreme rarity, imminent threats, or other factors

2 Imperiled due to rarity or other demonstrable factors

3 Vulnerable to decline because rare and local throughout its range, or with very
restricted range

4  Long-term concern, though now apparently secure; usually rare in parts of its
range, especially at its periphery

5 Demonstrably secure, widespread, and abundant

Accidental within Nevada

Breeding status within Nevada (excludes resident taxa)

Historical; could be rediscovered

Non-breeding status within Nevada (excludes resident taxa)

Taxonomic status uncertain

Unrankable

Enduring occurrences cannot be defined (usually given to migrant or

accidental birds)

Assigned rank uncertain
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Executive Summary

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Central Federal Lands Highway Division, in cooperation
with the United State Department of Agriculture Forest Service Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit, the
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA), and the Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT)), is
proposing to improve safety for visitors entering and exiting the Round Hill Pines Resort from U.S.
Highway 50 (US 50). The Project begins south of the existing entrance into the resort and extends north
along US 50. The Project is located in Douglas County near Zephyr Cove, Nevada.

The purpose of this Traffic Noise Study technical report is to evaluate potential noise impacts at noise-
sensitive receptor locations near the Round Hill Pines Access Project.

e Existing peak hour traffic (2016) would be up to 59 dBA.

e Under the No-Build Alternative (2036), noise levels do not approach or exceed the FHWA or NDOT
NAC at any of the modeled receivers. In addition, the calculated noise levels show that future no-
build increases would be up to approximately 1 A-weighted decibel (dBA) above existing noise
levels.

e Under the Build Alternative, design-year (2036) noise level predictions would not approach or exceed
the NDOT NAC or TRPA noise levels at any of the modeled receivers nor would they experience
substantial increases. The calculated noise levels show that future build increases would be up to
3 dBA above existing noise levels. Therefore, no noise impacts would result from the proposed
Project.
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1.0 Introduction

The Round Hill Pines Access Project is proposing to improve safety for visitors entering and exiting the
Round Hill Pines Resort from U.S. Highway 50 (US 50). This Project involves relocating the Round Hill
Pines access road intersection with US 50, constructing the Round Hill Pines access road on new
alignment, widening US 50 to accommodate a center median turn and acceleration lane in Douglas
County, Nevada. The relocated Round Hill Pines access road would connect to existing parking areas for
the Round Hill Pines Resort. Additional improvements include roadway drainage improvements,
permanent water quality structures, signing, and striping.

The northern edge of the study area for this project extends from 140 feet north of Sierra Sunset Lane to
500 feet south of the Round Hill Pines access road. The Round Hill Pines Resort Beach and Marina, to
the west of US 50, are also included in the study area (Figure 1). Land use within the study area consists
of residential development and recreational use.
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Figure 1. Project Study Area

2.0 Build Alternative

Under the Build Alternative, the Round Hill Pines Resort access road and US 50 intersection would be
relocated approximately 0.2 mile further to the north from the existing location. US 50 would be widened at
the relocated intersection to accommodate a new median left-turn bay and eastbound US 50 acceleration
lane. The US 50 cross section at the relocated intersection would consist of two 12-foot eastbound lanes,
two 12-foot westbound lanes, a 12-foot-wide median left-turn bay, and an eastbound US 50 acceleration
lane. Shoulder widths along US 50 would remain the same as existing, consisting of 4-foot-wide shoulders
along US 50 westbound and 6-foot-wide shoulders along US 50 eastbound. The US 50 alignment would not
change as part of the proposed project. The remaining areas of US 50 adjacent to the relocated intersection
would receive a pavement mill and overlay, lane striping, pavement markings, and a safety edge, in addition
to the widening.

An existing concrete slab retaining wall is located along the western US 50 slope embankment facing into
the Round Hill Pines Resort. The existing retaining wall would remain in place, and the slope paving would
be removed. Guardrail would be used at this location along with 1:2 slopes to minimize the construction
footprint. A curb section with minimal ditching would be added along the western side of US 50, and no
ditches would be constructed along the eastern side of US 50. Roadway slopes would be constructed using
boulders and vegetation to enhance visual aesthetics and blend into the natural setting.

Existing 18- and 36-inch culverts within the project area would be replaced as well as armored with riprap
where feasible. The clear zone, which is the area available for safe use by errant vehicles, would be
improved through removal of obstructions, including clearing vegetation adjacent to the roadway as
feasible. All traffic control signs would be reviewed and replaced, if needed, to meet current standards.

The Round Hill Pines access road would be constructed on new alignment. The access road would be
reconstructed to accommodate two 12-foot lanes with 2-foot-wide shoulders. The new access road would
have barnroof slopes consisting of 1:4 within the clear zone (12 feet from edge of traveled way) with 1:2
slopes to reduce construction impacts.

3.0 Noise Standards and Fundamentals

Noise is defined as unwanted sound. Sound is defined as a form or energy transmitted by vibrations in the
air which are received by the ear through sense of hearing. The terms noise and sound are used
synonymously.

Sound is measured in sound pressure levels. The most common unit of measurement is a decibel (dB).
For the purposes of environmental studies, the A-weighted scale on a common sound level instrument is
used because it closely approximates the range of frequencies an average human ear can detect. The
A-weighted noise levels are defined as dBA. Generally, changes in noise levels less than 3 A-weighted
decibels (dBA) are barely perceived by the human ear, whereas a 10-dBA change is normally perceived as a
doubling of noise levels.

Noise may be continuous or intermittent and of high frequency or low frequency. Traffic noise is
typically measured over a 1-hour period, which is defined as the level equivalent (Leq(h)).

The CNEL averages dB levels over a 24-hour period, with noise late at night and early in the morning
being weighted greater because humans and wildlife are more sensitive to noise during these periods. The
CNEL adds a penalty of 5 dBA to evening hours between 1900 to 2200 and a penalty of 10 dBA added to
the nighttime hours of 2200 to 0700.
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4.0 Federal, State, and Local Regulations

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) define noise levels for
land activity categories. The Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT) has adopted these NAC and
defines noise levels that if approached (1 dBA less than the FHWA NAC) or exceeded, require noise
abatement consideration (see Table 1 for various land use categories). FHWA guidelines also state that
noise abatement should be considered when the noise levels substantially exceed the existing noise levels
(Code of Federal Regulation Title 23, Section772.5(g)). This criterion is defined by NDOT as increases in
the Leq of 12.0 dBA or more above existing noise levels. Douglas County has adopted both FHWA and
NDOT guidelines for assessing traffic noise impacts.

Table 1. NAC, Hourly A-Weighted Sound Level Decibels (dBA) *

Activity Activity Criteria? )
Category Evaluation

Location
Leq(h) | L10(h)

A 57 60 Exterior Lands on which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary
significance and serve an important public need and
where the preservation of those qualities is essential if the
area is to continue to serve its intended purpose.

B3 67 70 Exterior Residential.

Description of Activity Category

cs 67 70 Exterior Active sport areas, amphitheaters, auditoriums,
campgrounds, cemeteries, day care centers, hospitals,
libraries, medical facilities, parks, picnic areas, places of
worship, playgrounds, public meeting rooms, public or
nonprofit institutional structure, radio stations, recording
studios, recreation areas, Section 4(f) sites, schools,
television studios, trails, and trail crossings.

D 52 55 Interior Auditoriums, day care centers, hospitals, libraries,
medical facilities, places of worship, public meeting
rooms, public or nonprofit institutional structure, radio
studios, recording studios, schools, and television studios.

ES 72 75 Exterior Hotels, motels, offices, restaurants/bars, and other
developed lands, properties or activities not included in A-
D, or F.

F Agriculture, airports, bus yards, emergency services,
industrial, logging, maintenance facilities, manufacturing,
mining, rail yards, retail facilities, shipyards, utilities
(water resources, water treatment, electrical), and
warehousing.

G Undeveloped lands that are not permitted.

1 Either Leq(h) or L10(h) (but not both) may be used on a project.

2 The Leq(h) and L10(h) Activity Criteria values are for impact determination only, and are not design standards for
noise abatement measures.

3 Includes undeveloped lands permitted for this activity category.
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The Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) has identified noise as an environmental threshold and has
established carrying capacity standards for noise. The TRPA Goals and Policies addresses single event
noise standard and uses a community noise equivalent level (CNEL) to measure whether noise levels
exceed established levels. This Project is in the TRPA Plan Area identified as US 50 near Round Hill with
a threshold of 65 dB (TRPA 2020).

5.0 Methodology

The FHWA traffic noise model (TNM) version 2.5 (FHWA 2004) is an approved analytical method
developed for highway-traffic noise prediction. The model is based upon reference energy emission levels
for automobiles, medium trucks (two axles), and heavy trucks (three or more axles), with consideration
given to vehicle volume, speed, roadway configuration, distance to the receptor, terrain features,
atmospheric conditions, and acoustical characteristics of the site. TNM was developed to predict hourly
Leq and CNEL values for free-flowing and interrupted-flow traffic conditions, and is generally
considered to be accurate, within £3 decibels (dBA). The model enables the user to account for the effects
of graded roadways, terrain variations, and attenuation over/through rows of buildings and dense
vegetation. The model uses traffic noise-emission curves, which FHWA recommends, to accurately
calculate noise levels that highway traffic generates. The model for the Existing condition used 2016
traffic data, while 2036 traffic data were used for the No-Build and the Build models. Traffic information
was provided by 30% plans from April 2019 for the Leq levels. Traffic used for the CNEL levels was
obtained from the Traffic Signal Warrant Study NVFLAP US 50(1) Round Hill Pines Access (FHWA,
2019).

6.0 Traffic Data

Traffic was provided as a part of the plan set (Table 2). The posted speed of 45 miles per hour (mph) was
used for existing and no-build models. The proposed speed on US 50 will be 50 mph, and 25 mph was
used for the access road, as shown in the plan set, and in the build model.

Table 2. Existing and Future Peak Hour Traffic Data

Existing Peak Hour Traffic (2016) Future Peak Hour Traffic (2036)
Medium Heavy Medium Heavy
Roadway Autos Trucks Trucks Autos Trucks Trucks
US 50, northbound 945 28 28 1211 35 35
US 50, southbound 945 28 28 1211 35 35
Access road, eastbound* 59 1 1 87 1 1
Access road, westbound* 59 1 1 87 1 1

*Access Road to Round Hill Pines is only open seasonally, May to September, exact dates are weather dependent

7.0 Noise Analysis

7.1  Noise-sensitive Receptors

Noise-sensitive receptors within the Project study area include recreational use (Round Hills Pines Beach
and Marina trail) and residential development (at Sierra Sunset Lane and Round Hill Village, east of
US 50). These noise-sensitive areas are described in Table 3 and depicted on Figure 2. Noise-sensitive
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receptors are defined as those areas where frequent outdoor human use would occur that may be affected
by future transportation conditions.

Table 3. Modeled Noise Details

Receiver No. Land Use X Y z
R1 Single-family Residence 2,236,438.00 14,670,952.00 6,273.00
R2 Single-family Residence 2,236,239.50 14,670,826.00 6,267.00
R3 Marina Trail 2,236,411.00 14,670,586.00 6,277.52
R4 Marina Trail 2,236,111.25 14,669,624.00 6,296.00
R5 Marina Trail 2,236,166.50 14,669,241.00 6,334.00
R6 Single-family Residence 2,236,846.75 14,669,976.00 6,415.00
R7 Single-family Residence 2,236,888.25 14,669,770.00 6,416.00
R8 Single-family Residence 2,236,793.25 14,669,514.00 6,404.00

7.2 Noise Measurements and Model Validation

On July 22, 2019, noise measurements were taken at four locations within the Project study area to
determine ambient noise levels. Figure 2 depicts the locations of the field measurements. Weather
conditions were clear with winds ranging from 0 to 5 mph and a temperature of approximately

80 degrees. Meters were calibrated and placed at 5 feet above ground surface, the average height of the
human ear. Short-term noise readings were collected for 15 minutes for each event as required by NDOT.
Traffic counts, by vehicle type, were collected simultaneously with the noise measurements. Operating
speeds and existing geometry were also collected and input into the FHWA-approved TNM 2.5 for
validation (Table 4).

The difference between the field recordings and the model-predicted noise levels for ground receivers
(M1 — M4) was less than 3 dBA, which is considered validated. The TNM is considered validated when
the difference in the field recorded noise levels and the TNM-predicted noise levels are 3 dBA or less
because the human ear can detect change over 3 dBA.
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Figure 2. Receptor Locations

Table 4. Field Recorded and TNM-Predicted Noise Levels

Field-recorded | TNM-predicted
Noise Levels Noise Levels Difference
Meter # Location Leq)(h) L(eqy(h) L(eq)(h)
M1 25 feet from paved edge of US 50, west of US 50 64.1 66.6 25
M2 20 feet from paved edge of US 50, east of US 50 68.5 70.6 2.1
M3 10 feet from paved edge of US 50, north of 74.2 71.4 -2.8
entrance at Sierra Sunset Lane
M4 225 feet from paved edge of US 50, on trail at 55.8 54.7 -1.1
Round Hill Pines Beach and Marina

7.3  Existing and Future Modeled Noise Levels

Noise models were developed for the Round Hill Pines Beach Resort and surrounding area.

The western side of the road slopes away from the road and the eastern side is elevated above the
roadway. Table 5 shows the existing and future noise levels at the receivers.

Round Hill Pines Access Project
Traffic Noise Study





Table 5. Modeled Noise Levels

Leqg CNEL
No. of
Receiver Receiver NAC Noise
No. by (dBA) No-Build Build Build Existing No-Build Build Build Impact
Activity Existing Alternative Alternative increase 2016 CNEL 2036 CNEL increase
2016 Leq Leq 2036 Leq 2036 over CNEL (dBA) 2036 over
(dBA) (dBA) (dBA) Existing (dBA) (dBA) Existing
R1 1 66/B 58 59 61 3 62 63 63 1 No
R2 1 66/B 54 55 57 3 57 58 58 1 No
R3 1 66/B 59 60 61 2 62 63 63 1 No
R4 1 66/B 54 55 55 1 57 58 58 1 No
R5 1 66/B 53 54 55 2 57 58 58 1 No
R6 3 66/B 56 57 59 3 59 60 62 3 No
R7 2 66/B 55 56 58 3 58 59 60 2 No
R8 2 66/B 58 59 61 3 61 62 63 2 No
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Traffic Noise Study 9






As shown in Table 5, there are no impacts at any of the noise-sensitive receivers, which are set back
between 175 and 475 feet from the road. The largest increase between the Existing and Build alternatives
is less than 3 dBA and would therefore not be a noticeable increase to the human ear. Additionally, the
noise levels are below the CNEL limit of 65 dB for this plan area and, therefore, this Project is consistent
with the TRPA community noise level equivalent standard.

8.0 Construction-related Noise

Construction would generate noise from diesel-powered earth-moving equipment, such as dump trucks
and bulldozers, back-up alarms on certain equipment, and compressors. Construction noises at off-site
receptor locations would depend on the loudest piece of equipment operating at the moment. According to
the FHWA Construction Noise Handbook (2006), noise levels from diesel-powered equipment range
from 80 to 95 dBA at a distance of 50 feet. Impact equipment, such as pile drivers, can generate louder
noise levels. Construction activities would be temporary and would mostly occur during normal daytime
hours when occasional loud noises are more tolerable. None of the receptors are expected to be exposed
to construction noise for a long duration; therefore, any extended disruption of normal daytime activities
is not expected. Coordination will be conducted with local agencies to secure necessary construction
permits which may include variances for any nighttime construction work and/or exceedance of any
maximum thresholds specified in local ordinances.

9.0 Conclusions
The following are a summary of results:

e EXxisting peak hour traffic (2016) noise levels do not approach or exceed the FHWA and NDOT NAC
at any of the eight modeled receivers.

e Under the No-Build Alternative, noise levels are below the NAC with future increases up to
approximately 1 dBA above existing noise levels.

e Under the Build Alternative, design-year (2036) noise levels are predicted to remain below the NDOT
and TRPA noise levels and not experience substantial increases, and thus not result in any impacts.

¢ Noise abatement would not be necessary, as impacts would not result from the proposed project.

e There is no increases in existing Community Noise Equivalency Levels (CNEL) beyond th 65 dBA
CNEL permitted in the applicable Plan Area Statement, Community Plan or Master Plan.

e  There will be no exposure of people to severe noise levels nor would the Project exceed the single
event of noise level limit set forth in the TRPA Noise Environmental Threshold.

e There is no residential or tourist accommodation uses in areas where the existing CNEL would
exceed the 65 dBA set forth in the TRPA Environmental Threshold.

e The Project would not generate an incompatible noise level in close proximity to existing residential
or tourist accommodation uses.
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o No exposure of existing structures to levels of ground vibration that could result in structural damage
would be expected to occur.
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Contact Information

SOUTH LAKE TAHOE, Calif., - The Federal Highway Administration Central Federal
Lands Highway Division (CFLHD), in cooperation with the USDA Forest Service Lake
Tahoe Basin Management Unit (LTBMU), the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA),
and the Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT), is proposing to improve
safety for visitors entering and exiting the Round Hill Pines Resort from U.S. Highway
50. The project begins south of the existing entrance into the resort and extends
north along US 50 for approximately 0.35 mile. The project is located in Douglas
County near Zephyr Cove, Nevada.

U.S. Forest Service
Lake Tahoe Basin
Management Unit
Forest Supervisor's
Office

35 College Drive
South Lake Tahoe, CA
96150

Voice: (530) 543-2600
TTY: (530) 543-0956
Hours: Mon thru Fri
8 a.m. to 4:30 p.m.

FHWA-CFLHD is conducting an Environmental Assessment (EA) as part of the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). This assessment will investigate existing
transportation conditions and identify and evaluate potential improvements and
environmental impacts. This public meeting is intended to provide those interested in
or affected by this project with an opportunity to review the improvement options
and make comments. Work on this project is currently in the environmental
compliance and preliminary engineering phase.

The meeting will be held at the following location and time:

Wednesday, September 25, 2019
5:00 to 7:00 p.m.
Presentation: 5:15 p.m.
LTBMU Supervisor’s Office
35 College Drive
South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150

For more information on the Round Hill Pines Access Project, please visit the project’s
website at https://flh.fhwa.dot.gov/projects/nv/round-hill-pines/ . Those
unable to attend the meetings can provide input by contacting the project manager,
Mr. Thomas Sohn, via email to thomas.sohn@dot.gov or by telephone at (720)
963-3637.
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"’ Memorandum

of Transportation

Federal Highway
Administration

Subject: Traffic Signal Warrant Study Date: 6/27/19
NV FLAP US50(1)
Round Hill Pines Access

From: Ryan Mathis
Lead Design Engineer
Lakewood, CO

To: Nevada Department of Transportation

A Signal Warrant Study was conducted for the proposed intersection of US-50 and the proposed
Round Hill Pines Access Road in Douglas County. The subject project involves relocating the
intersection of Round Hill Pines Access Road and US-50 north of the existing intersection. The
existing access road is located within a horizontal curve and near the top of the hill, resulting in
very poor sight distance for all traffic movements at this intersection. By relocating the intersection
to the north, thus moving the access road onto a tangent section of US-50 and further away from
the roadway crest, the sight distance is greatly improved.

Traffic Characteristics:
This proposed intersection signal warrant analysis is based on readily available traffic information;
a separate traffic study was not conducted specific to this project.

Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT) Traffic Records Information Access (TRINA) was
utilized for US-50 traffic data. The nearest station with traffic data is located approximately 0.7
miles south of the proposed intersection, at the intersection of US-50 and Elks Point Road. Due to
the close proximity and nature of the US-50 corridor and adjacent roadways, US-50 at the proposed
intersection will have very similar traffic patterns and volumes. Using the data from this station is
sufficient for this study. The station provides 24-hour approach volumes that are representative of
average weekday conditions.

Traffic counts for the existing Round Hill Pines Access Road were provided with the FLAP
application, with an estimated average daily traffic (ADT) of 1,000. Based on proposed parking
availability (the Forest Service will be adding additional parking in the future) and accounting for
a reasonable number of visitor drop offs, an estimated ADT of 1,200 (with an ADT of 600 for one
direction) was established for project design and for this study. There is no hourly traffic
information available for the access road and engineering judgement in conjunction with anecdotal
information was utilized to conduct the warrant analysis.
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For the purposes of this analysis, US-50 is considered the Major Street and the proposed Round
Hill Pines Access Road is considered the Minor Street.

Intersection Characteristics:

The proposed intersection is a 3-way T-intersection with the Round Hill Pines Access Road
stopping for US-50. The proposed Round Hill Pines Access Road provides access to the Round
Hill Pines Beach Resort.

Roadway Characteristics:

Both the northbound and southbound approaches on US-50 have two through lanes. A northbound
left turn lane would be added with the installation of a traffic signal. The proposed Round Hill
Pines Access Road has one lane in each direction. The posted speed limit is 45 MPH on US-50
and 15 MPH on the proposed Round Hill Pines Access Road.

See the attached summary and supporting data for further information. If you have any questions
or need additional information, please contact Ryan Mathis at 720-963-3728.





SUMMARY OF SIGNAL WARRANT ANALYSIS
6/27/19
US-50 @ Round Hill Pines Beach Resort

A Traffic Signal Warrant Study was conducted at the proposed intersection of US-50 and the
Round Hill Pines Access Road in Douglas County. The data provided is indicative of an average
weekday traffic pattern. The Major Street has a speed limit greater than 40 MPH; therefore, the
volume warrants are 70% of the stated minimum vehicular volume requirements. The 2009
Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices details the traffic signal warrant analysis. Evaluation
of data at this proposed intersection provided the following results.

WARRANT 1-A

Description: This warrant is met when for each of any 8 hours of an average day, the total approach
vehicle traffic for the Major Street exceeds 420 vehicles per hour (VPH), and the Minor Street
approach vehicle traffic exceeds 105 VPH.

Analysis: The Major Street approach vehicle volume requirement was satisfied for 8 hours of the
specified 8-hour period. However, the Minor Street approach vehicle volume requirement is not
satisfied for 8 hours of the specified 8-hour period. The Minor Street average daily traffic was
estimated at 600 vehicles per day in one direction. Even if all of the Minor Street traffic occurred
in the specified 8-hour period, which is unlikely based on anecdotal information from the Forest
Service, the average VPH is only 75 VPH, which is well below the necessary 105 VPH specified
in Warrant 1-A. Based on the estimated Minor Street ADT of 600, on an average day there cannot
be 8 hours where 105 VPH is exceeded. Warrant 1-A is not met.

-OR -
WARRANT 1-B

Description: This warrant is met when for each of any 8 hours of an average day, the total approach
vehicle traffic for the Major Street exceeds 630 VPH and the Minor Street approach vehicle traffic
exceeds 53 VPH.

Analysis: The Major Street approach vehicle volume requirement was satisfied for 8 hours of the
specified 8-hour period. However, the Minor Street approach vehicle volume requirement is likely
not satisfied for 8 hours of the specified 8-hour period. Hourly traffic data has not been completed
for the existing Minor Street. The Minor Street average daily traffic was estimated at 600 vehicles
per day in one direction. The Forest Service indicated that the majority of the traffic on the Minor
Street occurs in the morning through the early afternoon. The majority of the traffic would occur
in a 4 — 6 hour period and it is likely, based on the estimate one-way ADT of 600, that the 53 VPH
would only be exceeded in some of these hours, and not for the necessary 8-hours. Warrant 1-B
is likely not met.

WARRANT 1 1S LIKELY NOT MET






WARRANT 2

Description: This warrant is met when for each of any 4 hours of an average day, the Minor Street
approach vehicle volume is above the appropriate curve on MUTCD Figure 4C-2.

Analysis: The Minor Street approach vehicle volumes are likely above the curve for any 4 hours
of an average day. Based on anecdotal information from the Forest Service, most of the traffic on
the Minor Street occurs in the morning through the early afternoon. In general, US-50 traffic
volumes are between 850 — 1200 VPH during this time period, which, per MUTCD Figure 4C-2,
would require a VPH of between 60 — 80 to be above the appropriate line. With an estimated ADT
of 600 in one direction and knowing that the Minor Street traffic occurs mostly in a 4 — 6 hour
time period, the Minor Street approach vehicle volume is likely above the appropriate curve on
MUTCD Figure 4C-2 for 4 hours of an average day.

WARRANT 2 IS LIKELY MET

WARRANT 3

Description: The warrant is intended for use at a location where traffic conditions are such that for
a minimum of 1 hour of an average day, the Minor Street traffic suffers undue delay when entering
or crossing the major street. The signal warrant shall be applied only in unusual cases, such as
office complexes, manufacturing plants, industrial complexes, or high-occupancy vehicle facilities
that attract or discharge large numbers of vehicles over a short time.

Analysis: Based on anecdotal information from the Forest Service, on an average day there are no
undue delays exceeding the minimum of 1 hour. Additionally, the resort the Minor Street provides

access to does not attract and discharge large numbers of vehicles over a short time.

WARRANT 3 DOES NOT APPLY

WARRANT 4

Description: This warrant is met when the pedestrian volume crossing the Major Street at an
intersection or mid-block during an average weekday is 75 or more for each hour any 4 hours or
93 or more during any 1 hour.

Analysis: While a formal study was not completed, zero pedestrians crossing the Major Street were
observed during the 30% site visit and the Forest Service indicated that pedestrians do not cross
the Major Street at this location. With a posted speed limit of 45 MPH and a lack of any facilities
or businesses on the east side of the Major Street, it is not expected that any pedestrians would
need to cross.

WARRANT 4 1S NOT MET






WARRANT §

Description: This warrant is met when at an established school crossing across the Major Street,
the number of adequate gaps in the vehicle traffic stream during the period when schoolchildren
are using the crossing is less than the number of minutes in the same period and there is a minimum
of 20 schoolchildren during the highest crossing hour.

Analysis: There are no established school crossings within the project limits.

WARRANT 5 DOES NOT APPLY

WARRANT 6

Description: This warrant is met when progressive movement control is needed on a two-way
street where adjacent traffic signals do not provide the necessary degree of platooning and the
proposed and adjacent traffic control signals will collectively provide a progressive operation.

Analysis: There are no traffic signals that would be adjacent to the proposed signal discussed in
this analysis. The nearest traffic signals are over a half mile in either direction on US-50.

WARRANT 6 DOES NOT APPLY

WARRANT 7

Description: This warrant is satisfied when five or more reported crashes, of types susceptible to
correction by traffic control signal, have occurred in a consecutive 12-month period.

Analysis: NDOT’s website has an application with crash data from 2015-2017. From this data,
there are no consecutive 12-month periods with five or more reported crashes within the project

limits.

WARRANT 71S NOT MET

WARRANT 8

Description: This warrant is met when the common intersection of two or more major routes (1)
have a total existing or projected entering volume of at least 1,000 vehicles during the peak hour
of a typical weekday; or (2) has a total existing or projected entering volume of at least 1,000
vehicles for each of any 5 hours of a Saturday and/or Sunday.

Analysis: The proposed location is not an intersection of two major routes.

WARRANT 8 DOES NOT APPLY






WARRANT 9
Description: This warrant is met when the intersection of a grade crossing on an intersection
approach controlled by a STOP or YIELD sign is the principal reason to consider installing a traffic
control signal.

Analysis: There is no grade crossing within the project limits.

WARRANT 9 DOES NOT APPLY

CONCLUSION

This signal warrant analysis indicates that a traffic signal installation may not be justified at the
proposed intersection based on only likely meeting 1 warrant (Warrant 2). A traffic study may be
required to prove that this warrant is met. Per the MUTCD, the satisfaction of a traffic signal
warrant or warrants shall not itself require the installation of a traffic control signal.
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Nevada Department of Transportation
Daily Volume from 05/14/2018 through 05/17/2018

Site Names: 0050038, , , US50 Seasonal Factor Group: 02
County: Douglas Daily Factor Group: 02
Funct. Class: Rural Principal Arterial - Other Axle Factor Group: 03
Location: .72 mi E of SR760 (Elk Point Rd) Growth Factor Group: 03
Sun 05/13/2018 Mon 05/14/2018 Tue 05/15/2018 Wed 05/16/2018 Thu 05/17/2018 Fri 05/18/2018 Sat 05/19/2018
ROAD | W E |ROAD| W E |ROAD| W E |ROAD| W E |ROAD| W E |ROAD| W E |ROAD| W E
00:00 66 31 35 65 34 31 66 38 28
01:00 48 26| 22 46 23 23 6 32 28
02:00 30 12 18 35 12 23 35 12 23
03:00 42 15 27 29 8 21 3 12 18
04:00 60 36 24 63 19 44 64 26 38
05:00 215 128 87 194 103| 91 205 111 94
06:00 529 284 245 553 302 251 54 29 25
07:00 863 456 407 869 433 436 899 441 458
08:00 859 432 427 834 399 435 939 462 477
09:00 884 40 484 882 379 503 955 434 521
10:00 965 447 518 955 409 546 853 332 521 1,005 443 562
11:00 967 456 511 965 442 523 981 448 533 1,066 484 582
12:00 1,021 483 538 1,020 50 52 1,005 473 5320 1,172 598 574
13:00 981 514 467 999 512 487 981 493 488 1,098 593 505
14:00 1,087 582 505 1,123 552 571 970 517 453 1,211 638 573
15:00 1,327 698 629 1,294 665 629 1,074 518 556 1,288 704 584
16:00 1,153 574 579 1,264 622 642 1,048 520 528 1,293 635 658
17:00 1,016 524 4921 1,100 473 627 933 502 431
18:00 768 398 370 704 382 322 672 366 306
19:00 477 260 217 528 275 253 483 263 220
20:00 414 238 176 407 244 163 329 199 130
21:00 249 147 102 316 215 101 302 178 124
22:00 179 102 77 205 125 8 171 89 82
23:00 87 43 44 110 6 5 110 59 51
Volume 10,691 5,466 5225 14,586 7,296 7,290 13,482 6,669 6,813 11,926 5,953 5,973
AM Peak Vol 1,007 458 57 989 448 550 1,089 494 617
AM Peak Fct 0.93 0.92 0.89 0.95 0.97, 0.96 0.86] 0.9 0.89
AM Peak Hr 10:30 7:15  10:3 10:45  11:00  10:15 10:45 8:3 10:45
PM Peak Vol 1,339 709 6300 1,299 668 668 1,123 569 566
PM Peak Fct 0.95 0.93 0.98 0.97 0.93 0.93 0.93] 0.88 0.93
PM Peak Hr 15:15  15:15  15:15 15:15 15:15 16:3 15:30  15:15  15:30
Seasonal Fct 0974 0974 0974 0974 0974 0974 0974 0974 0974 0974 0974 0.974
Daily Fet 1.028 1.028 1.028 0918 0918 0918 0.908 0.908 0908 0.886 0.886 0.886
Axle Fct 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.500, 0.50 0.50 0.500  0.500, 0.500, 0.50 0.50 0.50
Pulse Fct 2.0000 2.000 2.000 2.000 2.00 2.00 2.000 2.0000 2.000 2.00 2.00 2.00

Collected by: NDOT
Created 05/15/2019 9:18:36AM ROAD AADT 13,033 WAADT 6,550 E AADT 6,482 DVO03: Page 1 of 1
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"’ Memorandum

of Transportation

Federal Highway
Administration

Subject: NV FLAP US50(1) Date: 2/5/20
Round Hill Pines Access Intersection
Design

From: Thomas Sohn
Project Manager
Central Federal Lands Highway Division

To: Nevada Department of Transportation
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
United States Forest Service

The purpose of this memo is to outline the process and procedures used to evaluate three proposed
alternatives requested by the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency’s (TRPA) Memorandum dated
October 16, 2019.

Background

The existing entrance to the Round Hill Pines Resort from US 50 has safety concerns due to poor
sight distance, lack of turn lanes, and acceleration/deceleration lanes. Poor sight distance is due to
the existing intersection being located within a horizontal curve and a vertical crest just south of
the intersection. Additionally, the existing entrance road has an inconsistent width that cannot
allow for two-way traffic in certain locations, as well as sharp curves.

The existing conditions, information from the 2017 Nevada Federal Lands Access Program (NV
FLAP) application, other supporting documents, and the project scoping process resulted in a
Purpose and Need statement for the project (Appendix F). Central Federal Lands Highway
Division (CFLHD) and the project partners determined that the purpose of the project is to increase
safety and improve accessibility for visitors entering and exiting the Round Hill Pines Resort from
US 50. The purpose and need statement for the project was presented during a public meeting on
April 23, 2019. Feedback received during the public meeting was positive and attendees were
supportive of the project.

CFLHD and the project partners determined that the existing entrance into the Round Hill Pines
Resort should be relocated to the north to a tangent section of US 50. This location provides better
sight distance conditions and allows for construction of a new entrance road to tie into a future
United States Forest Service (USFS) project that includes new parking lots at the resort.
Additionally, the project team discussed safety improvements to US 50. These discussions
included widening US 50 to accommodate a northbound left turn lane onto the proposed entrance
road with a northbound acceleration lane for those turning left onto US 50 from the new entrance
road and widening US 50 to accommodate a southbound right turn lane onto the proposed entrance





road and a southbound acceleration lane for those turning right onto US 50 from the new entrance
road. The configuration for this layout and lane/taper values were taken from the NDOT Access
Management System and Standards, Figure 4-10 (Appendix E).

For the 30% design phase, CFLHD provided plans, an estimate, and supporting documentation for
the design described above; relocation of the existing entrance road and widening of US 50 at the
intersection. At the 30% review meeting, the TRPA expressed concern about the widening and
associated impacts. These concerns have been documented and elaborated on in comment response
forms and during review meetings.

Based on this feedback, two additional alternatives were analyzed. A preliminary roundabout
design and a traffic signal warrant analysis/design was conducted and presented to the project
partners in July 2019. All three alternatives were presented during a public meeting on September
25, 2019. The roundabout and traffic signal alternatives were considered but dismissed from
further evaluation because:

e Roundabout alternative had more environmental impact compared to the 30% design
alternative.

e This intersection did not meet the traffic signal warrant.

In October 2019, in a memorandum prepared by TRPA (Appendix G), it was requested that
additional alternatives be considered and analyzed. These alternatives are:

1. Moving the location of the entrance road to improve sight distance with no widening on
US 50.

2. Moving the location of the entrance road to improve sight distance and only widening US
50 to include a northbound left turn lane onto the proposed entrance road with a northbound
acceleration lane for those turning left onto US 50 from the new entrance road.

Intersection Sight Distance

The existing intersection was analyzed for left turn intersection sight distance. Based on existing
conditions, the required sight distance is 588 ft. for passenger vehicles. For vehicles turning left
onto US 50 from the existing entrance road, the existing sight distance to the north is approx. 760
ft., but only 310 ft. to the south (due to the location of a crest vertical curve). Therefore, the existing
configuration has insufficient sight distance to the south and is an unsafe condition.

For the proposed design, the entrance road was relocated to the north within a tangent section of
US 50. The exact location was selected such that intersection sight distance is maximized and
evenly distributed. By moving the entrance road, an increased sight distance of approx. 665 ft. is
achieved in both directions, which is sufficient for passenger cars. Because of the improved sight
distance to a level that exceeds the minimum, the relocation of the entrance road is justified.

Displays showing the intersection sight distance are included in Appendix A.

Interactive Highway Safety Design Model Analysis





The Interactive Highway Safety Design Model (IHSDM) is a software analysis tool used to
evaluate the safety and operational effects of geometric design decisions on highways. The
software allows the user to import roadway geometry and assign attributes (such as lane widths,
traffic data, turn lanes, etc.) for analysis. With this information, the software applies crash
reduction factors (CRFs) and predicts total number and types of crashes for a specified time range.

For this analysis, three separate alternatives were analyzed: (1) moving the entrance road north
with no widening on US 50, (2) moving the entrance road north and widening US 50 to include a
left turn and acceleration lane, and (3) moving the entrance road north and widening US 50 to
include a left turn and right turn lane as well as acceleration lanes in both directions (the 30%
design). The results are available in Appendix B and summarized in the table below:

Table 1: IHSDM Results

Crash Reduction by Crash Type (for years 2020-2036)

Alternative Total Fatal/Injury

Property Located at
Damage Only | Intersection

(1) Move Intersection

ONLY'
g%}é?{d Left Turn/Accel 11.5% 14.1% 10.3% 33.0%
(3) 30% Design 14.8% 18.1% 13.2% 42.4%

! The “Move Intersection ONLY™ alternative is considered the base alternative for this analysis.
The crash reduction columns show the percent decrease in crash type from the base.

These results are based on the three alternatives, but with the following software limitations:

1.

The software does not take intersection sight distance into account, therefore the existing
condition is not any different than the “move intersection only” alternative in IHSDM. The
previous section of this memo provides justification for moving the intersection despite the
software not being able to account for improved sight distance. For the purposes of this
analysis, the move intersection only alternative will be considered the base alternative.

There is not enough existing data available for acceleration lanes to apply a CRF, so the
software does not account for acceleration lanes in its analysis. Research has shown that
acceleration lanes at intersections function effectively and do not create safety problems,
but there isn’t enough information to quantify what the expected safety impact would be.
Alternatives (2) and (3) add one and two acceleration lanes, respectively. It is likely the
actual number of crashes will be lower than the results presented in the IHSDM analysis
due to the addition of acceleration lanes.

The software has an option to include a local calibration factor, as different designs can be
more/less effective in different areas. There was not a local calibration factor available for
this region.

Keeping the limitations described above in mind, the results from the software show a significant
reduction in crashes by adding a left turn lane. This is supported by a 2017 publication by NDOT





(Appendix C), which shows, based on DOT state-wide reported crash data, the most common
vehicle actions for fatal and serious injury crashes are going straight or turning left. Adding the
left turn lane will help mitigate the safety issues of this intersection.

On the Federal Highway Administration Proven Safety Countermeasures website (Appendix D),
it is shown that the benefit of left turn lanes is typically higher than for right turn lanes. This is
supported by the IHSDM results, which show a significant reduction in crashes between
alternatives (1) and (2), with a smaller reduction in crashes between alternative (2) and (3).
Installing a right turn lane does have safety benefits, but they are less significant than those gained
from adding a left turn lane.

In addition to safety, some other important factors for the proposed alternatives are summarized in
the table below.

Table 2: Proposed Alternatives Comparison

. US 50 Project US 50
. Length of Project . .
Alternative on US 50 (ft) Impervious Area Pavement Cost Estimate
(acre) Width (ft)

(1) Move )
Intersection N/A 3.0 56 $$22'271\1<[/I
ONLY )

(2) Add Left )
Turn/Accel 2210 3.5 72 $§ 4721\1/\[4
ONLY )

(3) 30% Design 2420 4.8 &4 $4.8M

Alternative 3 would be a slightly longer project with more impervious area/impacts and a higher
cost estimate due to the additional acceleration/deceleration lane.

Pavement Width

In the TRPA memo, it was also requested to restripe through lanes to 11 feet and reduce shoulder
width to 2 feet. The AASHTO Green Book states in Section 7.3.3 that 12 foot lanes are desirable
on high-speed, free-flowing, principal arterials such as US 50. Additionally, in Section 2.2.6 of the
Green Book, when discussing driver expectancy, it is stated that design elements should be applied
consistently throughout a highway segment and from one segment to another. Existing US 50 has
12 foot through lanes with an approximate 4 foot west shoulder and 6 foot east shoulder. Reducing
the through lanes and shoulders for a relatively short stretch of the corridor would not provide
consistency, would violate drivers’ expectations, and would likely decrease the safety benefits
presented above.

This is further supported by the Nevada DOT Design Manual (see excerpts in Appendix H).
Section 3.6 of the manual states that through lanes and auxiliary lanes should be 12 feet wide. This
does allow for a reduction of the median left turn bay/acceleration lane from 14 feet (as seen in the
30% design and used in the IHSDM analysis) to 12 feet. This would decrease the US 50 pavement
width for Alternative 2, shown above in Table 2, to 70 feet. Additionally, Section 3.7 of the Nevada





DOT Design Manual states that on National Highway System (NHS) routes, which US 50 is,
NDOT prefers a 4 foot inside shoulder and 8 foot outside shoulder. The current design incorporates
both 4 and 6 foot outside shoulders, already below the preference of the department, to match
existing conditions. The proposed design also matches the existing centerline in order to keep the
solid double yellow striping on the roadway crown. Shifting the proposed centerline east to reduce
the shoulder width from 6 feet to 4 feet (thus reducing overall impacts) was briefly discussed and
quickly dismissed, as this would place the roadway crown within the wheel path, creating a new
safety concern.

Conclusion

Moving the intersection to the north significantly improves sight distance from the existing
condition and is justified. Additionally, the new entrance road improves access for cyclists, as the
proposed road has less sharp turns, will provide a better surface to ride on, and a wider, consistent
roadway (without precluding a future bike lane project on US 50). However, Alternative 1 (moving
the intersection with no widening) is not recommended because it does not adequately address
existing safety concerns, such as lack of left turn lane and left-turn acceleration lane. There are
clear and significant safety benefits by providing additional turn lanes as proposed in Alternative
2. Therefore, it is CFLHD’s opinion that safety benefits gained by improved sight distance alone
are not significant enough to recommend Alternative 1.

While Alternative 3 (the design presented at 30%) shows the largest reduction in crashes by the
IHSDM analysis, the safety improvements of adding the additional accel/decel lane from
Alternative 2 are incremental and outweighed by other factors. Compared to Alternative 2, there
are more project impacts due to a longer length of project, increased impervious area (and the
associated pavement width), and wider construction limits (resulting in more tree removals). With
the project located in a sensitive and scenic area, project partners have stressed the importance of
minimizing project impacts with context sensitive design solutions. Additionally, it has been noted
that while there are multiple locations of 5 lanes of pavement on US 50 within a few miles of the
project area, there are no other locations of 6 lanes of pavement on US 50 near the project area.
TRPA expressed their concern that the Alternative 3 design would be compromising the character
of the corridor by adding a section with an extra lane of pavement wider than anywhere else.

CFLHD recommends Alternative 2 (relocation of the entrance road to the north and providing a
northbound left turn lane and northbound acceleration lane along US 50) for this project going
forward. It is also recommended that through lanes remain 12 feet wide, the median left turn
bay/acceleration lane be reduced to 12 feet wide (from 14 feet), and the shoulders remain 4 feet
(west) and 6 feet wide (east) to match existing widths. Through different analyses presented in this
memo, this alternative provides significant safety benefits while maintaining the character of the
existing US 50 corridor and reduced environmental impacts from the 30% design alternative.





Appendix A — Intersection Sight Distance Displays
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Appendix B — IHSDM Results





Alt1 Predicted Highway Crash Rates and Frequencies Summary

Alt2 Predicted Highway Crash Rates and Frequencies Summary

Alt3 Predicted Highway Crash Rates and Frequencies Summary

First Year of Analysis 2020 First Year of Analysis 2020 First Year of Analysis 2020
Last Year of Analysis 2036 Last Year of Analysis 2036 Last Year of Analysis 2036
Evaluated Length (mi) 0.5166 Evaluated Length (mi) 0.5166 Evaluated Length (mi) 0.5166
Average Future Road AADT (vpd) 23,384 Average Future Road AADT (vpd) 23,384 Average Future Road AADT (vpd) 23,384

Predicted Crashes Predicted Crashes Predicted Crashes
Total Crashes 94.52 Total Crashes 83.62 Total Crashes 80.53
Fatal and Injury Crashes 31.62 Fatal and Injury Crashes 27.17 Fatal and Injury Crashes 25.9
Property-Damage-Only Crashes 62.9 Property-Damage-Only Crashes 56.45 Property-Damage-Only Crashes 54.62

Percent of Total Predicted Crashes Percent of Total Predicted Crashes Percent of Total Predicted Crashes
Percent Fatal and Injury Crashes (%) 33 Percent Fatal and Injury Crashes (%) 32 Percent Fatal and Injury Crashes (%) 32
Percent Property-Damage-Only Crashes (%) 67 Percent Property-Damage-Only Crashes (%) 68| Percent Property-Damage-Only Crashes (%) 68
Predicted Crash Rate Predicted Crash Rate Predicted Crash Rate
Crash Rate (crashes/mi/yr) 10.7629 Crash Rate (crashes/mi/yr) 9.5225 Crash Rate (crashes/mi/yr) 9.1699
FI Crash Rate (crashes/mi/yr) 3.6006 FI Crash Rate (crashes/mi/yr) 3.0937| FI Crash Rate (crashes/mi/yr) 2.9496
PDO Crash Rate (crashes/mi/yr) 7.1623 PDO Crash Rate (crashes/mi/yr) 6.4288 PDO Crash Rate (crashes/mi/yr) 6.2203
Predicted Travel Crash Rate Predicted Travel Crash Rate Predicted Travel Crash Rate

Total Travel (million veh-mi) 74.95 Total Travel (million veh-mi) 74.95 Total Travel (million veh-mi) 74.95
Travel Crash Rate (crashes/million veh-mi) 1.26 Travel Crash Rate (crashes/million veh-mi) 1.12 Travel Crash Rate (crashes/million veh-mi) 1.07
Travel FI Crash Rate (crashes/million veh-mi) 0.42 Travel Fl Crash Rate (crashes/million veh-mi) 0.36 Travel FI Crash Rate (crashes/million veh-mi) 0.35
Travel PDO Crash Rate (crashes/million veh-mi) 0.84 Travel PDO Crash Rate (crashes/million veh-mi) 0.75 Travel PDO Crash Rate (crashes/million veh-mi) 0.73






Alt 1 Predicted Crash Frequencies and Rates by Highway Segment/Intersection

. . . Total Predicted Predicted Total Predicted FI Crash Predicted PDO Predicted Crash Predicted Travel Crash | Predicted Intersection
Segment Number/Intersection Start Location | End Location . i
e s e (sta. ) (sta. ) Length (mi) Cras.hes for' Crash Frequency Frequency Crash Frequency Rate : Rate (crashes/mllllon Travel Cra.sfl Rate
Evaluation Period (crashes/yr) (crashes/yr) (crashes/yr) (crashes/mi/yr) veh-mi) (crashes/million veh)
1 10+00.000 12+55.363 0.0484 5.759 0.3387 0.0999 0.2389 7.004 0.82
2 12+55.363 26+62.450 0.2665 31.731 1.8665 0.5502 1.3163 7.004 0.82
3 26+62.450 30+80.498 0.0792 9.427 0.5545 0.1635 0.3911 7.004 0.82
US_50 Access Road Alt1l 27+66.620 33.009 1.9417 0.7934 1.1483 0.22
4 30+80.498 36+88.788 0.1152 13.717 0.8069 0.2378 0.5691 7.004 0.82
5 36+88.788 37+27.459 0.0073 0.872 0.0513 0.0151 0.0362 7.004 0.82
All Segments 0.5166 61.506 3.618 1.0665 2.5515 7.004 0.82
All Intersections 33.009 1.9417 0.7934 1.1483 0.22
Total 0.5166 94.515 5.5597 1.8599 3.6998 10.7629
Alt 2 Predicted Crash Frequencies and Rates by Highway Segment/Intersection
. . . Total Predicted Predicted Total Predicted FI Crash Predicted PDO Predicted Crash Predicted Travel Crash | Predicted Intersection
Segment Number/Intersection Start Location | End Location . "
Name/Cross Road (sta. ) (Sta. ft) Length (mi) Cras.hes for. Crash Frequency Frequency Crash Frequency Rate ; Rate (crashes/mllllon Travel Cra.srl Rate
Evaluation Period (crashes/yr) (crashes/yr) (crashes/yr) (crashes/mi/yr) veh-mi) (crashes/million veh)
1 10+00.000 12+55.363 0.0484 5.759 0.3387 0.0999 0.2389 7.004 0.82
2 12+55.363 20+66.620 0.1536 18.294 1.0761 0.3172 0.7589 7.004 0.82
3 20+66.620 26+62.450 0.1128 13.436 0.7904 0.233 0.5574 7.004 0.82
4 26+62.450 27+66.620 0.0197 2.349 0.1382 0.0407 0.0975 7.004 0.82
US_50 Access Road Alt2 27+66.620 22.116 1.301 0.5316 0.7693 0.15
5 27+66.620 30+80.498 0.0594 7.078 0.4164 0.1227 0.2936 7.004 0.82
6 30+80.498 36+88.788 0.1152 13.717 0.8069 0.2378 0.5691 7.004 0.82
7 36+88.788 37+27.459 0.0073 0.872 0.0513 0.0151 0.0362 7.004 0.82
All Segments 0.5166 61.506 3.618 1.0665 2.5515 7.004 0.82
All Intersections 22.116 1.301 0.5316 0.7693 0.15
Total 0.5166 83.622 4.919 1.5981 3.3209 9.5225
Alt 3 Predicted Crash Frequencies and Rates by Highway Segment/Intersection
. . . Total Predicted Predicted Total Predicted FI Crash Predicted PDO Predicted Crash Predicted Travel Crash | Predicted Intersection
Segment Number/Intersection Start Location | End Location . "
Name/Cross Road (sta. ) (Sta. ft) Length (mi) Cras_hes for_ Crash Frequency Frequency Crash Frequency Rate ; Rate (crashes_/mﬂlnon Travel Crafs!-n Rate
Evaluation Period (crashes/yr) (crashes/yr) (crashes/yr) (crashes/mi/yr) veh-mi) (crashes/million veh)
1 10+00.000 12+55.363 0.0484 5.759 0.3387 0.0999 0.2389 7.004 0.82
2 12+55.363 20+66.620 0.1536 18.294 1.0761 0.3172 0.7589 7.004 0.82
3 20+66.620 26+62.450 0.1128 13.436 0.7904 0.233 0.5574 7.004 0.82
4 26+62.450 27+66.620 0.0197 2.349 0.1382 0.0407 0.0975 7.004 0.82
US_50 Access Road Alt3 27+66.620 19.02 1.1188 0.4572 0.6616 0.13
5 27+66.620 30+80.498 0.0594 7.078 0.4164 0.1227 0.2936 7.004 0.82
6 30+80.498 36+88.788 0.1152 13.717 0.8069 0.2378 0.5691 7.004 0.82
7 36+88.788 37+27.459 0.0073 0.872 0.0513 0.0151 0.0362 7.004 0.82
All Segments 0.5166 61.506 3.618 1.0665 2.5515 7.004 0.82
All Intersections 19.02 1.1188 0.4572 0.6616 0.13
Total 0.5166 80.526 4.7368 1.5237 3.2132 9.1699
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Between 2012 and 2016, 301 people lost
their lives and a staggering 2,212 were seriously injured 24
in intersection-related crashes on Nevada roadways. 400

The goal of the Nevada Strategic Highway Safety Plan 300
(SHSP) is to reach zero fatalities. This fact sheet 200
provides information on who is involved in intersection-
related fatal and serious injury crashes, where and
when these crashes occurred, and why they happened. 0 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 0
It also outlines how the State plans to reduce

intersection-related fatalities and serious injuries.
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Most of the intersection-related fatalities and serious Most of the intersection-related fatalities and serious

injuries involve angle crashes followed by single injuries occurred during daylight hours (61 percent
) y ) y
vehicle crashes. and 32 percent occurred in dark but lighted
conditions.
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HOW DO WE REACH OUR GOAL?

CRITICAL STRATEGIES TO REDUCE INTERSECTION FATALITIES

The Nevada SHSP identified several strategies that have the greatest potential to reduce intersection fatalities
and serious injury crashes. By focusing on these strategies we can begin to reduce the terrible toll caused by

intersection fatalities.

Implement geometric improvements:
Develop a systemic intersection safety improvement program.

Improve safety through design standard improvements.
Use appropriate traffic controls to reduce conflicts:
Use Intersection Control Evaluations (ICE) to determine appropriate traffic control at intersections.
Educate other NDOT and local agency employees of the benefits of roundabouts.
Install Flashing Yellow Arrows (FYAs) at traffic signals with protected permissive phasing.

Improve sight distance and traffic control visibility:
Install retroreflective backplates at traffic signals.

Improve access management to reduce conflicts:
Update NDOT Access Management Manual.

Implement access management guidelines at the state and local level.

Improve behavior at intersections through the use of education and enforcement:
Educate the public on the benefits of roundabouts through a roundabout Public Relations (PR) campaign.

SEPTEMBER 2017 » NEVADA STRATEGIC HIGHWAY SAFETY PLAN Source: Nevada DOT, 2017,
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Q PROVEN SAFETY

US.Department of Transportation

Federal Highway Administration c o U N T E R M EAS U R Es

Auxiliary turn lanes—
either for left turns or

right turns—provide . v—
—

e T AR

physical separation
between turning traffic
thatis slowing or stopped
and adjacent through
traffic at approaches

Leﬂ and Right to intersections. Turn

lanes can be designed to  Example of left-turn lanes. . -
Turn Lanes at ~ “'™ = >° =8
Two-way prior to a turn, as well as for storage of vehicles that are stopped and waiting

for the opportunity to complete a turn.

Stop-Controlled _ . . .
While turn lanes provide measurable safety and operational benefits at many

Intersedions types of intersections, they are particularly helpful at two-way stop-controlled
intersections. Crashes occurring at these intersections are often related to turning
maneuvers. Since the major route traffic is free flowing and typically travels at
higher speeds, crashes that do occur are often severe. The main crash types

SAFETY BENEFITS: include collisions of vehicles turning left across opposing through traffic and
rear-end collisions of vehicles turning left or right with other vehicles following
closely behind. Turn lanes reduce the potential for these types of crashes.

Installing left-turn lanes and/or right-turn lanes should be considered for
LEFT-TURN LANES the major road approaches for improving safety at both three- and four-leg
28_480/0 intersections with two-way stop control on the minor road, where significant
turning volumes exist, or where there is a history of turn-related crashes.
Pedestrian and bicyclist safety and convenience should also be considered
when adding turn lanes at an intersection.

Reduction in total crashes

RIGHT-TURN LANES

14-26%

Reduction in total crashes

Example of a right-turn lane.
Source: Highway Safety Manual P g

Source: FHWA

=> For more information on this and other FHWA Proven Safety Countermeas Safe Roads for a Safer Future

Investment in roadway safety saves lives

please visit https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/provencountermeasures.

FHWA-SA-17-053 http://safety.fhwa.dot.gov
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The purpose of the project is to increase safety and improve accessibility for visitors entering and exiting
the Round Hill Pines Resort from U.S. Highway 50 (US 50) in Douglas County, Nevada.

The project

is needed because the current US 50 entrance configuration into the Round Hill Pines Resort

has safety concerns due to limited sight distance for vehicles traveling in both directions along US 50 and
unprotected turning movements across US 50. In addition to the current configuration, the Round Hill
Pines Resort access road contains a narrow roadway width, steep grades, and sharp curves. This limits
the flow for two-way traffic containing transit and recreational vehicles. The specific needs driving the
project are discussed in further details below.

The existing Resort access road is located at the crest of a vertical curve along US 50, which
results in limited sight distance for both travel directions. Sight distance for passenger
vehicles south of the existing Resort access road is below the recommended AASHTO sight
distance values. This substandard sight distance measurement presents a safety hazard for
vehicles exiting the Resort and turning north onto eastbound US 50, as well as eastbound US
50 traffic.

During the peak season, eastbound US 50 experiences vehicle queuing and congestion in the
inside lane. This is caused by Resort visitors making unprotected turning movements across
westbound US 50 onto the access road.

The existing access road is narrow with sharp turns and a steep grade, which limits two-way
traffic and access for larger vehicles such as; recreation vehicles, transit, and trailers.

Objectives for the project includes the following:

References:

Align the Round Hill Pines Beach and Resort functions with the LTBMU’s long term vision for
the area.

Improve alternate transportation options into RHPR such as bike, pedestrians, and transit.

Minimize environmental and scenic quality impacts.

Construct permanent water quality improvements to reduce sedimentation and runoff into
the Lake Tahoe basin.

NV FLAP application 2017 and supporting documentation

NDOT Roadside Safety Audit December 2016

NDOT Roadside Safety Audit October 2013

FHWA CFLHD, Scoping Report August 2018

FLAP Project Memorandum of Agreement July 2018
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TAHOE

REGIONAL Mail Location Contact
PLANNING PO Box 5310 128 Market Street Phone: 775-588-4547
AGENCY Stateline, NV 89449-5310 Stateline, NV 89449 Fax: 775-588-4527
www.trpa.org
TRANSPORTATION
MEMORANDUM

DATE: 10/16/19

TO: FHWA Central Federal Lands & Round Hill Pines Project Team

FROM: TRPA TMPO

RE: Round Hill Pines Intersection Design

Background:
The Round Hill Pines Access Project is an important project aimed at increasing the

safety and improving accessibility for motorists, pedestrians, and bicycles entering and
exiting the Round Hill Pines Resort from U.S. Highway 50 (US50) in Douglas County,
Nevada. The Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) has been working with the Federal
Highway Administration — Central Federal Lands (FHWA-CFL), Nevada Department of
Transportation (NDOT), and the US Forest Service (USFS) to identify improvements to
the resort access for near term implementation. The current conceptual designs from
the FHWA-CFL design team propose increasing the roadway width from 48-feet to 84-
feet (including shoulders of 4-feet (west side) and 12-feet (east side), with additional
impact outside of the roadway including tree removal, grading and scenic impacts. The
conceptual designs follow NDOT freeway design standards for vehicle acceleration/
deceleration, traveled way, median turn bays and shoulders which is out of character
with this section of road which is mountain/forest and not a freeway.

The TRPA, as a project partner, has participated in project design meetings and provided
comments on the alternatives analysis and conceptual designs. Previous TRPA
comments and concerns have been expressed to the project team regarding consistency
with TRPA policies. Some of those comments focused on the entrance design, which
widens the roadway significantly and is out of character with the US 50 corridor in
Douglas County, does not provide for safe bicycle access and does not include elements
that slow vehicles down. The comments provided reflect the regulatory requirements of
the TRPA, which is charged by the 1980 Bi-State Compact (P.L. 96-551) to achieve
environmental thresholds to establish a balance between the natural environment and
the human-made environment to preserve Lake Tahoe.

Specifically, The Bi-State Compact calls for the development of an integrated
transportation plan addressing all modes of travel to “reduce dependency on the private
automobile,” “reduce air pollution which is caused by motor vehicles,” and provide
“public transportation and public programs and projects related to transportation.” The





previous issues raised by TRPA are supported by several adopted plans including the
TRPA Regional Plan, the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), the Lake Tahoe Safety
Strategy, the Active Transportation Plan and the Corridor Connection Plan.

TRPA Regional Goals and Policies:

The TRPA Code of Ordinances relative to reducing environmental impacts and the
Transportation policies within the Regional Plan substantiate our comments to avoid or
minimize widening of the roadway, potential to reduce lane widths, the length of the
acceleration and deceleration lanes, and speed limits; for incorporation of on-street
bicycle facilities into project designs, and to preserve and link existing Tahoe Trail path
segments to project improvements.

In order to permit a project TRPA must make findings that applicable Goals and Policies
have been addressed. The following Goals and policies are an example of
considerations for the project:

e TRPA Code Section 36.5.1: Existing natural features shall be retained including
minimizing vegetation removal and maintaining natural slope of the project site.

e TRPA Code Section 66.1.3 & 66.1.4: Cannot implement a project that will
negatively impact a scenic resource or viewpoint (both highway shoreline)

e TRPA Code Section 30.4.2.A.2 Linear Public Facilities and Public Health and
Safety Facilities: Additions to linear public services (which includes a roadway)
may be permitted so long as the application can show that there is no feasible
alternative that will reduce the impacts to scenic resources, tree removal,
additional coverage, grading, cut and fill slopes.

e TRPA Code Section 36.5.2.B: Design Standards for Public Service Projects shall
include Active Transportation

e RTP Policy 1.8: strongly encourages traffic calming and noise reduction strategies
when planning transportation improvements

e RTP Policy 2.14: calls for construction, upgrades and maintenance of pedestrian
and bicycle facilities consistent with the active transportation plan

e RTP Policy 2.15: calls for accommodation of the needs of all categories of
travelers by designing and operating roads for safe, comfortable, and efficient
travel of roadway users of all ages and abilities such as pedestrians, bicyclists,
transit riders, motorists, commercial vehicles, and emergency vehicles

e RTP Policy 2.18: calls for roadway improvements to construct, upgrade and
maintain active transportation and transit facilities along major travel routes. In
constrained locations, all design options should be considered, including but not
limited to restriping, roadway realignment signalization and purchase of right of
way





e RTP Policy 4.8: prohibits the construction of roadways to freeway design
standards in the Tahoe Region
e RTP Policy 5.2: calls for multimodal access to recreation sites

The Safety Strategy calls for designated Class Il (striped) or other specific space for
bicyclists (such as bikeable shoulders) be installed on roadways to close gaps in the
bicycle network. Further, the strategy seeks treatments for motor vehicles, such as
reconfiguring roadways to reduce the number of through vehicle lanes, to increase
safety at intersections. Data analysis conducted for the strategy identified the top two
contributing factors to motor vehicle crashes within the study period were unsafe speed
(31 percent of total) and improper turning (10 percent). Reducing roadway width, lane
widths and posted speed limits, as well as incorporating HSIP-approved treatments,
such as vehicle speed feedback signs and high friction pavement treatment, can also be
used to emphasize the need to slow vehicle speeds, to increase driver awareness to
roadway features and reduce crash risks.

The Active Transportation Plan identified the need for an on-street bicycle lane in the
project area, designated the Round Hill intersection as a priority needing active
transportation improvements, and calls for completion (and at a minimum,
maintenance) of the regional shared-use path connecting around the lake (the Tahoe
Trail). A possible location of this trail could utilize the existing NDOT right of way within
this roadway segment (per TTD Stateline to Stateline Trail Feasibility Study, 2011).

The Corridor Connection Plan upholds these policies, strategy and plan by seeking to
support transformational change through shifting a majority of trips in the basin to
multimodal options; to manage congestion by improving access for all users by
prioritizing safety for all users; to enrich the quality of life of residents and visitors
through an enhanced multimodal transportation system; to improve the environment
through reducing congestion, vehicle miles traveled, greenhouse gas emissions and
roadway impacts to improve the clarity of Lake Tahoe; and to support economic vitality
by supporting, among other things, recreation and tourism by efficiently moving people
and goods.

Additionally, TRPA public engagement processes have consistently fielded requests from
the public for increased safety for people walking, riding bicycles and driving in this area.

We share this information with you now to further clarify the origin and purpose of our
submitted comments so that the project design meets the purpose and need of the
project while also being consistent with TRPA environmental thresholds and the TRPA
Regional Plan.





To those ends, we request a reevaluation of the existing acceleration/deceleration lane
NEPA design option be evaluated in the NEPA and in the TRPA environmental document
so that safety benefits and environmental impacts can be evaluated and commented
upon by NDOT and TRPA.

e Evaluate the location of the existing Round Hill Pines approach to improve sight
distance with no acceleration or decelerations lanes. This would include
restriping through lanes to 11’ to provide 2’ shoulders.

e Evaluate relocating the existing approach to improve sight distance and include only a

12’ wide left-in (storage lane) and left-out (acceleration lane) with 11’ lanes and 2’
shoulders.

We look forward to working with FHWA-CFL and NDOT in delivering this important
project that satisfies the unique mobility, environmental, and safety concerns of the
Lake Tahoe Basin.
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SECTION 3 DESIGN ELEMENTS

Ramps: Direct and semi-direct ramps generally are designed with a high speed exit and a high speed entrance and
are designed with Method 5. For ramps designed for speeds less than 45 mph, Method 2 can be used for the ramp
proper. For loop ramps with a design speed less than 45 mph, use “Table 3-13,” 2018 Green Book, Page 3-54 for
superelevation. Superelevation development at ramp entrances and exit terminals is shown in “9.6.4 Superelevation
for Turning Roadways at Intersections”, 2018 Green Book, Page 9-83.

Axis of Rotation: For undivided highways, the axis of rotation for superelevation is usually the centerline of the
traveled way. However, in special cases where curves are proceeded by long, relatively level tangents, the plane of
superelevation may be rotated about the inside edge of the pavement to improve perception of the curve.

For divided highways, if future widening is to the inside median, then rotate dual roadbeds in a single plane about
centerline. When considering facilities for future widening to the outside shoulder, roadbeds should be rotated
independently to reduce earthwork, and to reduce the length of the superelevation transitions. For example, the
longer superelevation transitions can have an adverse impact to closely spaced ramps. (“Methods of Attaining
Superelevation”, 2018 Green Book, Page 3-81)

The preferred axis of rotation for ramps is along the outside shoulder line in the direction of travel. It is occasionally
placed along the inside shoulder line to better facilitate drainage or earthwork concerns. The axis of rotation for
multi-lane ramps and direct connects is usually at centerline and one lane for number of lanes rotated. Appearance
and drainage should always be taken into consideration in selection of the axis of rotation.

3.6 Lanes

Width: Traffic lanes intended for use by motor vehicles should be 12’ wide with an additional 2’ added when the
lane is directly adjacent to a curb or other physical feature. A project intended to be used as “Complete Streets” may
reduce lane width less than 12'. See FHWA Road Diet Informational Guide for more information on “Complete
Streets”.

To make bicycle travel safer on urban streets, the Department has agreed to stripe State owned and maintained
roadways within Clark County using a marking standard established by the RTC of Southern Nevada as a guideline.
The intent is to provide a shared outside travel lane of 14’ for bicyclists by reducing our standard 12’ travel lanes to
11’. Any lane next to a median barrier or curb will be a minimum 12" wide with a desirable width of 13". On
preservation projects, it will not always be possible to provide the desired lane configuration and judgment will have
to be used to determine an acceptable compromise between lane widths and the desire to provide a 14’ outside
travel lane. The Principal Road Design Engineer shall review all compromises.

On reconstruction projects or new roadway projects, it is desirable to use a 15’ outside travel lane width while
maintaining 12’ travel lanes. If this will cause the need for new right-of-way or significantly increase the size of takes,
then the RTC standard may be used as described in the paragraph above. If Federal funds are involved, then any
planned bicycle facility must be accommodated.

Minimum Acceleration and Deceleration Lengths for Entrance and Exit Terminals: See “Table 10-4.
Minimum Acceleration Lanes Lengths for Entrance Terminals with Flat Grades of Less Than 3 Percent”, 2018 Green
Book, Page 10-132 and “Table 10-6. Minimum Deceleration Lane Lengths for Exit Terminals with Flat Grades of Less
Than 3 Percent”, 2018 Green Book, Page 10-138 for information on determining minimum lengths on entrance and
exit terminals.

Auxiliary Lanes: Auxiliary lanes are defined as the portion of the roadway adjoining the traveled way for speed
change, turning, and storage for turning, weaving, truck climbing, and other purposes supplementary to through
traffic movements. The width of an auxiliary lane should be equal to the through lanes (12’ preferred). An auxiliary
lane may be provided to comply with the concept of lane balance, with capacity needs, or to accommodate speed
changes, weaving and maneuvering of entering and exiting traffic. Where auxiliary lanes are provided next to freeway
mainline lanes, the adjacent shoulder should desirably be 8-12" in width, with a minimum 6’ wide shoulder.
(*10.9.5.10 Auxiliary Lanes,” 2018 Green Book, Page 10-90)

Lane Balance: To provide efficient traffic operation through and beyond an interchange, there shall be a balance
in the number of lanes on the freeway and ramps. The basic number of lanes should be established for a substantial
length of freeway and should not be changed through pairs of interchanges; variations in traffic demand should be
accommodated by means of auxiliary lanes where needed.
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SECTION 3 DESIGN ELEMENTS

At a freeway entrance, the number of lanes beyond the entrance should not be less than the sum of the merging
roadway lanes and the freeway minus one but may be equal to the sum of all traffic lanes on the merging roadway.
At a freeway exit, the number of approach lanes before the exit should be equal to the number of the lanes on the
freeway beyond the exit, plus the number of lanes on the exit, minus one.

Exceptions to these principles occur at cloverleaf loop ramp exits that follow a loop-ramp entrance and at exits
between closely spaced interchanges. The traveled way on the freeway should not be reduced by more than one
traffic lane at a time. Examples of proper lane balance can be seen in *10.9.5.9 Coordination of Lane Balance and
Basic Number of Lanes,” 2018 Green Book, Page 10-87.

Lane Tapers: For freeway lane tapers, see “Figure 10-72. Typical Single-Lane Entrance Ramps,” 2018 Green Book,
Page 10-129. Refer to the Access Management System and Standards, current version for lane tapers other than
freeways.

Ramps: The desirable single lane ramp width is 24" (Striped 4'-12’-8"). On 3R projects, substandard ramp widths
should be addressed during the Preliminary Design Field Study (PDFS) where it is economically feasible to widen
them to meet current standards. See Section 2.1 for shoulder width criteria.

Bike lanes: Bike lanes are used when it is desirable to delineate a portion of the pavement for preferential use by
bicyclists or to provide for more predictable vehicle movements. Bike lanes are delineated with signs and pavement
markings. They should be one-way facilities located within the limits of the paved shoulder. The minimum width of
a bike lane is 4'. In areas with raised curb or longitudinal barriers, the minimum width is 5. The open graded plantmix
surface wearing course is to be paved flush with the lip of the gutter pan and inlet grates. A width of 5’ or greater is
preferred where substantial truck traffic is present, or where motor vehicle speeds exceed 50 mph.

On highways without full control of access where a bridge deck is being replaced or rehabilitated, and where bicycles
are permitted to operate at each end, the bridge should be reconstructed so that bicycles can be safely
accommodated when it can be done at a reasonable cost. Consultation with local groups of organized bicyclists is
encouraged in the development of projects with bicycle facilities.

In situations where the lateral offset of an existing longitudinal traffic barrier from the shoulder stripe is less than 5’
then, in consideration of bicycle traffic, the placement of a rumble strip must be justified by an engineering study.
The study should consider: [a] the consequences of omitting the rumble strip adjacent to the traffic barrier, and [b]
adjusting the lateral offset of the traffic barrier to at least 5. On new roads or new traffic barrier installations on
existing roads, the minimum distance from the shoulder line to the face of the traffic barrier is 6’ if the road also
serves as a bikeway.

Additional resources: For further guidance refer to AASHTO’s Guide for Development of Bicycle Facilities.
Information is requested through Transportation/Multimodal Planning for bicycle facilities, bus lanes and turnouts.

3.7 Shoulders

Interstate: An adopted criterion for Interstate highways specifies the paved width of the right shoulder shall not be
less than 10’. Where truck traffic exceeds 250 DDHV a 12’ right shoulder should be considered. On freeways with six
or more lanes the usable paved width of the median shoulder should also be 10" and preferably 12" where the truck
traffic exceeds 250 DDHV. On four-lane freeways, the left shoulder is normally 4’ to 8" wide, at least 4’ of which
should be paved, and the remainder stabilized. ("8.2.4 Traveled Way and Shoulders”, 2018 Green Book, Pages 8-3
and 8-4) The Department prefers a 4’ inside shoulder and 8’ outside shoulders on NHS routes and 2’ inside shoulders
and 4’ outside shoulder minimum on State Routes. In the event these widths cannot be achieved, coordinate with
the Principal Road Design Engineer.

Drainage: Consult with the Hydraulic Division if shoulder widths adjacent to barrier rail or curb and gutter are
proposed to be reduced as this may affect onsite drainage design criteria.
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From: Kaiser, Reid

To: Parker, Thomas W (FHWA)

Cc: Edgar, Lindsay (FHWA)

Subject: RE: Round Hill Pines

Date: Wednesday, April 3, 2019 12:06:02 PM

Thanks for the information and | will plan on attending the public meeting this month. Have a good
day.

Reid G. Kaiser,
M (775) 229-5509

hdrinc.com/follow-us

From: Parker, Thomas W (FHWA) [mailto:Thomas.W.Parker@dot.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, April 3, 2019 10:55 AM

To: Kaiser, Reid <Reid.Kaiser@hdrinc.com>

Cc: Edgar, Lindsay (FHWA) <lindsay.edgar@dot.gov>

Subject: Round Hill Pines

Reid,

Per our conversation, below is a link to the project website that | referenced. | have also
attached a flyer for the public meeting. Please feel free to share with anyone you think would be
interested in attending the meeting.

https://flh.fhwa.dot.gov/projects/nv/round-hill-pines

Regards,

Thomas W. Parker

Project Manager/ COE

Federal Highway Administration
Central Federal Lands Highway Division
12300 W. Dakota Ave., Suite 380
Lakewood, CO 80228

Work: (720) 963-3688

Mobile: (720) 908-0807

b% please consider the environment before printing this email

E malama ‘dina



mailto:Reid.Kaiser@hdrinc.com

mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=9f894e23715e449d90601374911dfc83-Parker, Tho
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https://nam05.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fflh.fhwa.dot.gov%2Fprojects%2Fnv%2Fround-hill-pines%2F&data=02%7C01%7Creid.kaiser%40hdrinc.com%7C7d1b942ba409403ab60608d6b85d8416%7C3667e201cbdc48b39b425d2d3f16e2a9%7C0%7C0%7C636899109671566751&sdata=uUfPX%2FXZmFsTNAAe6Y%2BIsmmtrJvKyLh8u5zFBzSr4Fs%3D&reserved=0




From: huckbody@aol.com

To: Parker, Thomas W (FHWA)

Cc: dianenamoff@gmail.com; locolyn69@gmail.com; marty.michela@gmail.com; Edgar, Lindsay (FHWA)
Subject: Re: US Highway 50 Round Hill Pines Access Project - Public Information Meeting Notice

Date: Thursday, March 28, 2019 8:40:01 PM

Mr. Parker,

Thank you for your reply, as I am sure the question will come up about the balance of HWY
50, as there are several areas like Round Hill from Spooner Summit down to Round Hill. Not
sure if the plan is to take each of these areas one by one or at one time. Since the last NDOT
Public meeting concerning HWY 50 there has not been any other update, so I am sure there
are going to be some questions on what is going on.

Regards,
Andy Huckbody

From: Parker, Thomas W (FHWA) <Thomas.W.Parker@dot.gov>

To: huckbody@aol.com <huckbody@aol.com>

Cc: dianenamoff@gmail.com <dianenamoff@gmail.com>; locolyn69@gmail.com
<locolyn69@gmail.com>; marty.michela@gmail.com <marty.michela@gmail.com>; Edgar, Lindsay
(FHWA) <lindsay.edgar@dot.gov>

Sent: Thu, Mar 28, 2019 7:08 am

Subject: RE: US Highway 50 Round Hill Pines Access Project - Public Information Meeting Notice

Andy,

Good morning and thank you for your interest in the project. We are early in the
design stage and as such, the focus of this public scoping meeting is to solicit input from
members of the public such as yourself. We have identified the project’s purpose and need
on the project website (provided below), and will be presenting this information at the
meeting in April. As you detail in your comments, several design alternatives could be
employed to address the purpose and need on this project. Our goal is to understand what
the community sees as the needs in the area; so that we can refine the project and develop
a suitable design solution. A second public meeting will be scheduled in the summer/fall to
disclose our design concepts and solicit additional public feedback. | hope that you can
attend the meeting.

Purpose

The purpose of the project is to increase safety and improve accessibility for motorists,
pedestrians, and bicycles entering and exiting the Round Hill Pines Resort from U.S.
Highway 50 (US50) in Douglas County, Nevada.

Need

The project is needed because the current US50 entrance configuration into the Round Hill Pines Resort
has safety concerns due to limited sight distance for vehicles traveling in both directions along US 50 and
unprotected turning movements across US50. In addition to the current configuration, the Round Hill
Pines Resort access road contains a narrow roadway width, steep grades, and sharp curves. This limits
the flow for two-way traffic containing transit and recreational vehicles. The specific needs driving the
project are discussed in further details below.
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o Safety
o Limited Sight Distance
o Unprotected turning movements across US50
o Vehicle queuing in the EB inside lane of US50 during peak visitation periods
¢ Accessibility
o Current access road geometry
o Bike/pedestrian accommodations
Regards,
Thomas W. Parker
Project Manager/ COE
Federal Highway Administration
Central Federal Lands Highway Division
12300 W. Dakota Ave., Suite 380
Lakewood, CO 80228
Work: (720) 963-3688
Mobile: (720) 908-0807

B% please consider the environment before printing this email
E malama ‘@ina

From: huckbody@aol.com [mailto:huckbody@aol.com]

Sent: Wednesday, March 27, 2019 4:04 PM

To: Parker, Thomas W (FHWA) <Thomas.W.Parker@dot.gov>

Cc: dianenamoff@gmail.com; locolyn69@gmail.com; marty.michela@gmail.com
Subject: Fwd: US Highway 50 Round Hill Pines Access Project - Public Information
Meeting Notice

Mr Parker,

Thank you for the meeting notice and as a Round Hill Pines buoy Customer, we are happy to hear there
are going to be some road improvements getting into/out of this location. Looking through the material
which had been sent, | do not believe | saw what the plans may be? It is not clear if the suggestion is
moving the current entrance, having an entrance and/or exit, having a east bound turn lane, having a
west bound turn lane, slower the speed limit, etc.? | believe turn lanes with a slower speed limit at least
on the weekends could solve the current safety issues. Not sure how we can comment without seeing
what the various plans may be?

Since this is a 2020 project, | am also wondering when NDOT is now planning on addressing the other
safety, road issues, we have on HWY 50 from the Summit to State Line?

Regards,

Andy Huckbody
Lakeridge GID Chairman
775790 7476

From: Edgar, Lindsay (FHWA) <lindsay.edgar@dot.gov>
Sent: Wed, Mar 27, 2019 10:17 am
Subject: US Highway 50 Round Hill Pines Access Project - Public Information Meeting Notice

PUBLIC INFORMATIONAL MEETING FOR ROUND HILL PINES
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ACCESS PROJECT

The Federal Highway Administration Central Federal Lands Highway Division (CFLHD), in cooperation
with the United States Forest Service, Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit (USFS), the Tahoe Regional
Planning Agency, and the Nevada Department of Transportation, is seeking comments on the Proposed
Action for the Round Hill Pines Access Project. The Proposed Action is to improve safety for visitors
entering and existing the Round Hill Pines Resort from U.S. Highway 50 (US 50) in Douglas County near
Zephyr Cove, Nevada. The project begins south of the existing entrance into the resort and extends along
US 50 for approximately 1 mile.

In recognition of the need to improve safety at this location, FHWA-CFLHD is conducting an
Environmental Assessment (EA) study as part of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and
Tahoe Regional Planning Compact processes. This study will investigate existing transportation
conditions, and identify and evaluate potential environmental impacts of a preferred alternative. The
Round Hill Pines Access Project is in the initial scoping phase of the NEPA analysis. We are asking for
your comments on the Proposed Action. This scoping notice is intended to provide those interested in or
affected by this project with an opportunity to make their concerns known. Work on this project is
currently in the environmental compliance and preliminary engineering phase.

The first meetings will be held at the following locations and times:

Tuesday, April 23, 2019
5:00 to 8:00 p.m.
Presentation: 6:00 p.m.
United States Forest Service,
Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit Office
35 College Drive
South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150

Information will be shared at the meeting on the project and environmental process. Public input will be
gathered regarding the project purpose and need and goals and issues that are important to the
community. The FHWA and its partners encourages community members to attend to provide input on
this important project.

For more information on the Round Hill Pines Access Project, please see the attached flyer or visit the
project’'s website at hitps:/flh.fhwa.dot.gov/projects/nv/round-hill-pines/. Those unable to attend the
meetings can provide input by contacting the project manager, Mr. Thomas Parker, via email to

thomas.w.parker@dot.gov or by telephone at (720) 963-3688.

Thanks,

Lindsay Edgar

Environmental Protection Specialist
Federal Highway Administration
Central Federal Lands

12300 W. Dakota Avenue, Suite 280
Lakewood, CO 80228
720-963-3684

lindsay.edgar@dot.gov
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1.0 Introduction/Purpose of the Study

The Round Hill Pines Access Project (Project) is proposing to improve safety for visitors entering and
exiting the Round Hill Pines Resort from United States Route 50 (US 50). The proposed project begins on
US 50, approximately 500 feet southeast of the original entrance road (Station [STA] 11+00) and
continues approximately 0.35 mile north along US 50 to approximately 130 feet north of the intersection
of Sierra Sunset Lane and US 50 (STA 35+00), in Douglas County, Nevada (Figure 1, Project Location;
all figures are located in a figure section at the end of the report).

This Project involves relocating the Round Hill Pines access road intersection with US 50, constructing
the Round Hill Pines access road on new alignment, and widening US 50 to accommodate a center
median turn and acceleration lanes. The relocated Round Hill Pines access road will connect to existing
parking areas for the Round Hill Pines Resort. Additional improvements include roadway drainage
improvements, permanent water quality structures, signing, and striping.

The purpose of this Visual Impact Assessment (VIA) is to analyze the potential visual impacts associated
with the proposed project and the consistency of the project-related visual changes with the visual
objectives that applicable plans have established for the Project area.

2.0 Project Description (Build Alternative)

Figure 2 is a drawing that identifies the footprint of the Build Alternative’s major features. As this figure
indicates, as part of the Build Alternative, the Round Hill Pines Resort access road and US 50 intersection
would be relocated approximately 0.2 mile farther to the north from the existing location. US 50 would be
widened at the relocated intersection to accommodate a new median left-turn bay and eastbound US 50
acceleration lane. The US 50 cross section at the relocated intersection would consist of two 12-foot
eastbound lanes, two 12-foot westbound lanes, a 12-foot-wide median left-turn bay, and an eastbound US 50
acceleration lane. Shoulder widths along US 50 would remain the same as existing, consisting of 4-foot-
wide shoulders along US 50 westbound and 6-foot-wide shoulders along US 50 eastbound. The US 50
alignment would not change as part of the proposed project. The remaining areas of US 50 adjacent to the
relocated intersection would receive a pavement mill and overlay, lane striping, pavement markings, and a
safety edge, in addition to the widening.

An existing concrete slab retaining wall is located along the western US 50slope embankment facing into
the Round Hill Pines Resort. The existing retaining wall would remain in place, and the slope paving would
be removed. Guardrail would be used at this location along with 1:2 slopes to minimize the construction
footprint. A curb section with minimal ditching would be added along the western side of US 50, and no
ditches would be constructed along the eastern side of US 50. Roadway slopes would be constructed using
boulders and vegetation to enhance visual aesthetics and blend into the natural setting.

Existing 18- and 36-inch culverts within the Project area would be replaced as well as armored with riprap
where feasible. The clear zone, which is the area available for safe use by errant vehicles, would be
improved through removal of obstructions, including clearing vegetation adjacent to the roadway as
feasible. All traffic control signs would be reviewed and replaced, if needed, to meet current standards.

The Round Hill Pines access road would be constructed on new alignment. The access road would be
reconstructed to accommodate two 12-foot lanes with 2-foot-wide shoulders. The new access road would
have 1:4 barnroof slopes within the clear zone (12 feet from edge of traveled way) with 1:2 slopes to reduce
construction impacts.

Round Hill Pines Access Project
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3.0 Project Location and Setting

3.1 Location and Visual Context

The proposed project is located on the eastern side of Lake Tahoe in Douglas County, Nevada. The
0.35-mile section of US 50 that will be widened by the Project is a small segment of the Lake Tahoe East
Shore Scenic Byway, a 28-mile long National Scenic Byway that travels along the eastern side of Lake
Tahoe from Crystal Bay on the north to Stateline on the south (Figure 1). From Stateline to the
intersection with US 50 at Spooner Junction, the byway follows Nevada State Route 28. From Spooner
Junction to Stateline, the byway follows US 50. Although the Lake Tahoe East Shore Scenic Byway
travels through a series of areas that are developed, much of its route is located in natural-appearing
landscapes, and the road provides a sequence of dramatic views toward Lake Tahoe and surrounding
mountains, earning it the reputation as “The most beautiful drive in America.”

The segment of the highway on which the Project will be constructed is part of a short section of roadway
that extends through an undeveloped, natural-appearing forested area that lies between the node of
commercial and residential development at Zephyr Cove on the north and the shopping center at the
intersection of US 50 and Elk Point Road on the south. The 0.35-mile segment of US 50 that will be
affected by the Project lies 0.2 mile to the east of the lake and at elevations that range from approximately
60 feet to 100 feet higher than that of the lake’s surface. In this area, the landscape is heavily forested
with pine trees (Figures 4a and 5a), and as a consequence, the views are restricted to the forested corridor
along the highway, and there are few views toward the lake or the surrounding mountain ranges.

3.2 Scenic Threshold Ratings in the Project Area

The lands on the western side of US 50 are lands administered by the USFS. The USFS has leased the
lands between the segment of the highway affected by the Project and the lake to a private concessionaire
to operate as the Round Hill Pines Resort (see Figure 3 for the resort’s boundaries). This resort facility
includes a sandy beach that offers views of the lake and the surrounding mountains as well as parking, a
restaurant, restrooms, shelters, and a range of recreational facilities and recreational equipment rentals.

In the Lake Tahoe Land Management Plan (USDA Forest Service 2016), all lands under USFS
jurisdiction have been designated with a scenic integrity objective (SIO) that establishes the level of
scenic quality that the plan seeks to achieve for each specific area. In the US 50 corridor in the Project
area and on the Round Hill Pines Resort site, the plan establishes an SIO of “High,” a designation given
to landscapes that appear unaltered:

HIGH scenic integrity refers to landscapes where the valued landscape character
“appears” intact. Deviations may be present but must repeat the form, line, color, texture,
and pattern common to the landscape character and at such a scale that they are not
evident. (USDA Forest Service 1995, pp. 2-4)

Because the lands on the eastern side of the segment of US 50 that will be affected by the Project are
privately owned, they are not subject to the provisions of the USFS Land Management Plan Lake
Tahoe Basin Management Unit (USDA Forest Service 2016). Instead, they fall under the regulatory
jurisdiction of Douglas County. These private lands on the eastern side of the highway corridor as well
as the USFS managed lands on the western side all are subject to the regulations of the Tahoe Regional
Planning Agency (TRPA).

The overarching objectives of TRPA are to protect the water quality and opacity of Lake Tahoe and
Project area views from the lake to the surrounding landscape and views from the areas around the lake
toward the lake and the landscape beyond. To establish a baseline for evaluating the potential effects of
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proposed projects on views from the lake and on views from surrounding roadways toward the lake, in
1982, the TRPA published scenic resource inventories that focused on views of the shoreline from the
lake, views toward the lake from surrounding roadways, as well as other visual points of interest in the
Lake Tahoe area (TRPA 1982a; 1982b). In evaluating the views from the lake toward the shore (the
Shoreline Units) (TRPA 1982b), the inventory used a landscape scoring system that assigned
numerical scores ranging from 1 (low visual quality) to 5 (high visual quality) to three variables
(human-made features, background views, and landscape variety) that were combined to create an
overall visual quality score. For the roadway units (TRPA 1982a), scores from 1 to 5 were assigned to
six variables (human-made features, roadway distraction, road structure, lake views, landscape views,
and variety) (TRPA 2016, Appendix G-1).

The Shoreline Study (TRPA 1982b) identified the Project area as being in Shoreline Unit 29, Zephyr
Cove, which includes Round Hill Pines. The Shoreline Study characterized the view from the lake
toward the Round Hill Pines Resort (Shoreline Unit 29.6) as “View is of natural appearing shoreline
with sandy beach. Some clutter from signs and low walls is visible, but no large structures except for
one. Slope is densely forested.” Shoreline Unit 29 received a threshold composite score of 9 in 1982,
and this level has been maintained in assessments undertaken between 1982 and 2015 (TRPA 2016,
Appendix G-1). The Shoreline Study (TRPA 1982b) characterizes the scenic quality of this unit as
moderate and rates its level of scenic quality as 2.

The Roadway Study (TRPA 1982a) identified the Project area as being in Roadway Unit 30, Zephyr
Cove-Lincoln Park. The Roadway Study indicates that just north of the shopping center at Elks Point
Road, “...the road returns to a natural condition, with pine forests on both sides for about 1.0 km

(0.6 mile). Only minor development exists in this area. The view from this road segment (30.1) is
listed in the “Views of natural landscape from roadway” category and this view is characterized as
“Area of natural pine forest with minor development on both sides of road.” In 2001, the roadway
segment that includes the Project area was placed in Roadway Unit 30D (Round Hill) that includes a 1-
mile stretch of US 50 that extends from Elks Point Road in the south to the Pinewild condo complex at
the southern edge of Zephyr Cove to the north. In 1991, when this sub-unit was created, it received a
threshold composite score of 18. In 2006, this score was increased to 19 to reflect visual improvements
to some of the developed areas within the unit, and this rating was maintained in subsequent years.
(TRPA 2016, Appendix G-1). The 1982 Shoreline Study (TRPA 1982b) characterized the scenic
quality of the larger Zephyr Cove-Lincoln Park unit of which the Round Hill Unit 30D is a sub-unit as
moderate and rated its level of scenic quality as 2.

4.0 Methodology
4.1  Analysis Methods

This analysis of the proposed project’s visual impacts was prepared by applying the procedures common
to the VIA methods developed by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and USFS. The
objective of the analysis was to identify the visual changes that the proposed project would bring about
and the consistency of those changes with the High SIO established for the Project area by the Land
Management Plan, Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit (USDA Forest Service 2016) and with the
threshold composite ratings that the TRPA has established for the Shoreline and Scenic Travel Routes
within which the Project is located.

The procedure used to determine the proposed project’s visual impacts follows the six steps outlined in
the FHWA publication Visual Impact Assessment for Highway Projects (FHWA 1981):

o Define the Project setting in terms of visual character and quality, and identify the viewshed of the
Project.
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o Identify the viewers and their levels of sensitivity.
o Identify key views for visual assessment.

e Analyze existing visual resources and responses from viewers looking from the Project (while
traveling through it) and viewers looking at the Project from nearby areas.

o Depict the visual appearance of the Project (using text descriptions, graphics and, where appropriate,
visual simulations).

o  Assess the visual impacts of Project.
e Propose methods to mitigate adverse visual impacts.

For a roadway project, it is appropriate to assess changes to the landscape as seen from the road to
determine how travelers on the road might be affected by the proposed visual changes. There is also a
need to assess views of the proposed project from areas off the roadway to determine how people near the
proposed project would be potentially affected.

The visual quality of National Forest lands is managed using the USFS Scenery Management System
(SMS), which establishes SIOs that describe the degree to which the natural landscape can acceptably be
modified, based on a combination of variety class and sensitivity level. The SMS defines five SMS
classes that establish how a landscape is to appear based upon varying degrees of naturalness:

Very High (unaltered)
High (appears unaltered)
Moderate (slightly altered)
Low (moderately altered)
Very Low (heavily altered)

In the Land Management Plan, Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit, the area in which the Project is
located has been designated with an SIO of High (retention) (USDA Forest Service 2016).

To determine the consistency of the proposed project with the retention Visual Quality Objective the
Land Management Plan Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit (USDA Forest Service 2016) has
established for the Project area, the guidance provided by the USFS National Forest Landscape
Management, Volume 2, Chapter 1—The Visual Management System (USFS 1977a), and Landscape
Aesthetics: A Handbook for Scenery Management (USFS 1995) was used. The guidance for the retention
SIO in these documents specifies that:

Under retention, activities may only repeat form, line, color and texture which are frequently
found in the characteristic landscape. Changes in their qualities of size, amount, intensity,
direction, pattern, etc. should not be evident. Immediate reduction of form, line, color, and texture
to meet retention should be accomplished either during operation or immediately after. It may be
done by such means as seeing, vegetative clearings and cut-or-fill slopes, hand planting of large
stock, painting structures, etc. (USFS 1977a, p. 30)

4.2  Application of the Methods

The area analyzed encompasses the 0.35-mile segment of roadway that begins on US 50, approximately
500 feet southeast of the original entrance road and continues approximately 0.35-mile north along US 50
to approximately 130 feet north of the intersection of Sierra Sunset Lane and US 50. Because of the thick
forest cover in the Project area, the Project viewshed—that is, the area from which the proposed changes
to the road would be potentially visible to visitors off the road—is very limited. The analysis area extends
out approximately 0.1 mile to the eastern side of the roadway, but encompass the potential views of the
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Project from Lake Tahoe, which are of concern to the TRPA. It includes the Round Hill Pines Resort site
and extends approximately 400 feet out into the lake. To structure the analysis, the Project area has been
divided into two landscape units: the area along 0.35-mile road segment that will be altered, and the area
within the Round Hill Pines Resort and the adjacent area of the lake (Figure 3).

The segment of US 50 in which the Project is located is heavily traveled, carrying an average of 20,000
vehicles per day. Although many of the travelers using this road segment are local residents, who drive
through the area on the way to and from their homes, and commuters, who are driving to jobs located in
South Lake Tahoe, Stateline, Zephyr Cove, and other locations around the lake where there are
concentrations of employment, a large percentage of the travelers in this area are people who are driving
the road to enjoy its scenic qualities and whose destinations are the Lake Tahoe Basin’s scenic landscapes
and recreational facilities. It can be assumed the recreational travelers using the road value the aesthetic
gualities of the road and the scenery alongside it and would be highly sensitive to any major changes to
them.

Fieldwork was undertaken in August 2019 to document existing visual conditions in the two landscape
units. Field observations and photo documentation of the existing views were guided by review of the
proposed project plans, which provided an understanding of the areas where visible changes would
potentially occur. Representative photos of sensitive views where the proposed project would result in
modifications to the existing landscape were taken from a range of viewpoints within each of the two
landscape units. These photographs were taken with a digital single-lens-reflex camera with the lens set to
take photographs equivalent to those taken with a 35-millimeter (mm) camera with a 48-mm focal length.

After the field visit, the photos were reviewed, and in consultation with the Central Federal Lands project
manager and TRPA planning staff and environmenal specialist on September 4, 2019, three photos were
selected for use in this visual analysis. The viewpoints from which the selected photos were taken are
referred to as key observation points (KOPs). The locations of these KOPs are indicated on Figure 3.

Visual simulations were prepared for the photos taken from the three KOPs to depict the views from
KOPs as they would appear with the proposed project’s changes. Existing topographic and site data were
used as the basis for developing an initial digital model, and Project engineers provided site plans and
digital data for the proposed roadway and other built features. These were used to create three-
dimensional digital models used in the visual simulations. For each KOP, the view location was digitized
from topographic maps and scaled aerial photographs, using 5 feet as the assumed viewer eye level.
Images representing the existing and simulated-with-project views from each of these KOPs are presented
in Figures 4 through 6.

Based on review of the existing condition photos, an assessment was made of the existing visual character
and scenic integrity of the views, applying the principles documented in the following USFS and TRPA
references:

e Agriculture Handbook Number 434, National Forest Landscape Management, Volume 1 (USFS
1973)

e Agriculture Handbook Number 462, National Forest Landscape Management, Volume 2, Chapter 1
The Visual Management System (USFS 1977a)

e Agriculture Handbook Number 483, National Forest Landscape Management, Volume 2, Chapter 4
Roads (USFS 1977b)

e Agriculture Handbook Number 701, Landscape Aesthetics: A Handbook for Scenery Management
(USFS 1995)

e Scenic Resource Inventory Tahoe Environmental Study Shoreline Unit Inventory (TRPA 1982b)
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e Scenic Resource Inventory Tahoe Environmental Study Roadway Unit Inventory (TRPA 1982a)

e 2015 Threshold Evaluation, Appendix G-1 (TRPA 2016)

Section 5.0, Existing Conditions and Project Impacts, documents the Project area’s existing visual
conditions and assesses the proposed project’s potential visual effects. The changes visible in KOPs 1
through 3 were evaluated in terms the National Forest Landscape Management System criteria to
determine whether the proposed action creates visual conditions that are consistent with the USFS
retention SIO and with the TRPA scenic standards for Roadway Unit 30D (Round Hill) and Shoreline
Unit 29 (Zephyr Cove). The construction period impacts are assessed in Section 6.0, and the impacts of
the No Build Alternative are assessed in Section 7.0. Based on the proposed project, the visual impact
(documented in Sections 5.0 through 7.0) measures to attenuate the Project’s visual impacts were
identified, and these measures are documented in Section 8.0, Conclusions and Mitigation.

5.0 Existing Visual Conditions and Project Impacts
5.1 US50 Corridor

511 Existing Conditions

This landscape unit encompasses the corridor along the 0.35-mile segment of US 50 where the project-
related modifications will take place. In this area, the highway has four lanes. On the eastern side of the
road, the land slopes upward, and there are cuts in the slope to accommodate the roadway. These cuts are
covered with a rip rap that consists of large, irregularly shaped rock fragments. Above the rip rap, the
slopes are covered with a pine forest with a shrub understory. Although there is a residential subdivision
higher up on this slope, with homes as close as 300 to 400 feet from the roadway, these homes are not
visible because of their upslope locations and the screening provided by the trees. On the western side of
the road, in the northern portion of the Project area, much of the western edge of this segment is located
on a fill slope with sides that are bermed and, in some areas, supported by a retaining wall. Generally, the
bermed area and retaining walls are not visible to travelers on the highway. The western edge of the
roadway is bordered by closely growing pine trees, which in the flatter areas grow very close to the
roadway. Much of the western edge of the roadway is bordered by a galvanized steel guard rail, which
because it is unpainted, has a light grayish color that attracts attention because of its contrast with the
colors of the forest behind it. Because the views toward the lake, which is downslope from this area, are
screened by the thick pine forest between the highway and the lake, there are no views toward the lake
from this segment of US 50. In addition, because of the surrounding topography and the tree cover, this
roadway segment provides few views of distant mountains. The only views of distant mountains are those
seen by the southbound lanes near the Project area’s southern end, where the cleared corridor created by
the roadway permits forward views of the tops of the mountains located behind South Lake Tahoe. From
some areas of the northbound lanes in this segment, there are views toward residences that are exposed to
view on a nearby hillside to the north. The only landmark along the road in the Project area are the rustic,
curved stone walls that frame the existing entrance to the Round Hill Pines Resort.

5111 KOP1

KOP 1 (Figure 4a) is a view from a point in the northern portion of the Project area looking south toward
the proposed location of the new access road into the Round Hill Pines Site. Because this photo was taken
from the outside edge of the roadway, it picks up more of the view of the berm on which the western edge
of the roadway is located than would be the case with views from the travel lanes that would be seen by
those traveling south on the highway. The eastern edge of this view is framed by the heavy tree cover on
the forested slope above the roadway’s eastern edge, and the rip rap-covered road cuts at the slope’s base.
On the roadway’s western edge, the berm on which the western portion of the highway is located is
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visible, covered with paved surfaces over which native shrubs are growing. The thick forest of generally
small and closely spaced pine trees extends to the base of the roadway berm. An unpainted dull
galvanized steel guard rail is located along the roadway’s edge, and where its face is visible, it contrasts
with its forest backdrop.

5112 KOP2

KOP 2 (Figure 5a) is a view from a point in the middle section of the Project area looking north toward
the proposed location of the new access road into the Round Hill Pines Site. This view, taken at the
roadway’s eastern edge, provides both close-up and more distant views of the rip rap at the base of the cut
slopes along the eastern side of the roadway, as well as close and more distant views of the pine trees that
cover the slopes above them. The steel guard rail frames the entire western edge of the roadway in this
area, and the light color of its unpainted galvanized steel finish contrasts with the greens and browns of
the thick stand of pines seen behind it. In addition to the roadway and its appurtenances, the only human-
made features seen in this view are the residences visible on the hillside located to the north directly
above the centerline of the roadway corridor.

5.1.2 Project-Related Visual Changes and Consistency with USFS and TRPA Visual
Objectives

Figure 4b is a simulation of the view looking south from US 50 toward the new entrance to the Round
Hill Pines Resort as it would appear with the Project in place, and Figure 5b is a simulation of the view
looking north up US 50 toward the resort’s new entrance. Review of both simulations makes it clear that
the Project will have no visual effects on the highway’s existing eastern edge. The rip rap-covered cut
slopes and the forest-covered slopes above them will be untouched by the Project and thus will not be
changed in any way. The highway modifications will be accomplished by extending the highway to the
west. The result will be a highway that generally follows the existing highway alignment, but which will
be somewhat wider than it is now, making it appear less constricted. With its wider curves and dedicated
turning lanes, it is also likely to appear safer to the motorists using it. The extension of the highway’s
berm into the forested area on the roadway’s western side will require the removal of some of the trees
that are closest to the existing highway in that area, but the solid line of trees along the highway’s western
edge will remain. The removal of the trees closest to the highway will open up the view along the
highway corridor to some degree, making is less confined than it is at present. The one exception to this
generalization about maintenance of the tree line along the highway’s western edge will occur at the point
where the entrance of the new Round Hill Pines Resort access road will be located. As can be seen in the
simulations presented as Figures 4b and 5b, a partial disruption of the tree line will appear in this area.
This disruption will not appear as a sharp gap in the tree line because the narrowness of the access road
will limit the number of trees that need to be removed and the fact that the access road joins US 50 at a
right angle will limit the visual effect of the break in the tree line that this road will create. A steel guard
rail will be constructed along the western edge of the widened highway, but unlike the existing unpainted
galvanized guard rail along the highway’s western edge, the planned guard rail will have a brown surface
treatment that will help to reduce its visual contrast with the highway’s natural setting. As Figure 4b
indicates, places along the western edge of the highway where there are disturbed soils or exposed soils
related to filling, revegetation with native grasses and shrubs will take place. With the Project, this
segment of US 50 will continue to be an area where there are no views of the lake. The Project will create
no changes in the views of the mountains to the south seen at the southern end of the Project highway
segment and will have no effect on the views toward the houses on the hill above the roadway’s northern
end seen in KOP 2.

The visual changes that the Project will bring about will be generally consistent with the retention SIO

that the Land Management Plan Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit (USDA Forest Service 2016) has
assigned to this area. Overall, the Project will not substantially change the visual character of the views
from the roadway corridor, which will remain a roadway through a forested area in which buildings and
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other human intrusions are limited. The roadway improvements will be consistent with the form, line,
color, and texture of the elements that now predominate in this landscape area. At the point where the new
access road enters the Round Hill Pines Resort site, there will be a break in the line of trees that currently
border the western side of the highway, which will create a minor change to the character of the roadway
in this specific area, but the character of the roadway in the rest of the Project area will remain relatively
unchanged. In one way, the Project will bring about an improvement of the view from the road by
replacing the existing galvanized steel guard rails along the western edge of the road with new guard rails
that have a brown surface treatment, which will reduce their visual contrast and will be more consistent
with the surrounding forest landscape.

As explained in Section 3.2, TRPA’s 2015 Threshold Evaluation report identified Roadway Unit 30D
Round Hill (the 1.0-mile-long roadway unit that includes the highway segment where the Project is
located) as having a threshold composite score of 19. This score was based on evaluation using five
variables, each of which was rated on a scale ranging from 1 (low) to 5 (high). The Project visual changes
described in the text and visible in the simulations are not likely to change the individual scores on which
the overall score of 19 was based. The variables as defined in Appendix G-1 of the 2015 Threshold
Evaluation (indicated in italics), the 2015 scores, and the potential effects of any project-related visual
changes on them are detailed as follows:

e Human-made Features — 3.5

This variable applies to buildings, signs, piers, utility lines, and other features made by humans,
including prominent scars on the landscape. Whether these features are desirable or undesirable
depends on such factors as location, design, color, size, and material.

The score of 3.5 reflects conditions that are slightly better than 3, which is defined as a situation in
which human-made features cause only temporary distractions. As review of the simulations
indicates, the Project will not add new, distracting human-made features, and the case can be made
that the replacement of the existing galvanized steel guard rail with one with a brown surface
treatment further reduces the presence of distracting human-made elements along the roadway
corridor.

e Physical Distractions to Driving Along Roadway — 3

These items can create distractions that decrease pleasure of the drive. These distractions include
hazards created by uncontrolled access and poor access road takeoff or entrance points that create
traffic backup.

The score of 3 is defined as a situation in which physical distractions cause some interference with
enjoyment of the drive. The Project design will not add features that will constitute physical
distractions to drivers. The case can be made that by eliminating the very awkward and dangerous
existing entrance to the Round Hill Pines Resort site and replacing it with a new entrance with a left-
hand turn pocket for northbound drivers, the Project will eliminate what is perhaps the major source
of driver distractions in this segment of the highway and create vastly improved sightlines for
travelers approaching the entrance road, leading to an increase in this score.

e Characteristics of Roadway — 3

The roadway can add to or detract from the traveler’s pleasure. Good alignment takes advantage of
natural terrain features, avoids road scars, adds variety and vistas to the drive, and avoids ugly
areas. Physical alignment is also a part of this evaluation. A road may have horizontal or vertical
curves that are difficult to drive on or that detract from the view. Straight roads lack variety and can
evoke a negative response from the viewer.
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The score of 3 is defined as a situation in which the road detracts from the natural scene. The roadway
improvements proposed do not include any features that would detract from the driver’s experience,
and in fact, by smoothing out the roadway’s curves and improving sightlines, would improve the
driver’s pleasure in driving this road segment.

e Views of Lake -3

One main reason why people visit this region is to see the Lake. Some roadways offer outstanding
view of the Lake, but some sections offer no such views. Many view areas are on access roads into the
region. They should be evaluated, in addition to the present perimeter highways, so that this factor
can be used as a consideration in future road upgrading and location. This factor can also be used to
determine areas along the roadway where timber may be cut to improve vistas.

The score of 3 that this variable received is applied to areas where the travel zone offers a glimpse of
the lake. Although there may be segments of this 1-mile-long travel zone in which there are views of
the lake, in the 0.35-mile-long road segment where the Project will occur, there are currently no views
of the lake and no views will be created by the Project. Because the Project will not affect other areas
of this travel zone where views toward the lake may exist, the Project will have no effect on the score
assigned to this variable.

e Landscape Views — 3

Extensive scenic views reward the visitor, but closed spaces prevent them from seeing the landscape.
Looking over a cliff into space or looking up at massive mountains can be very rewarding even to the
person who is already acquainted with the scene.

For this variable, a score of 3 indicates travel zone in which there are only limited opportunities to
view natural landscape expanses. As the description of the existing landscape in the corridor along the
segment of US 50 in which the Project is located indicates, because of the topography and heavy
forest cover in the Project corridor, there are currently relatively few expansive views of scenic
landscape features. With the Project, this situation will remain the same, and the Project would not
bring about a change in this score.

e Variety-3

Variety along a travel route is created by changes in the total landscape. These changes can be
created by topography, vegetation, water or human-made facilities. When these changes harmonize
with the natural environment, they are very desirable. Lack of variety over an extended drive can
bore a traveler.

A score of 3 for this variable indicates it is a travel zone that has some variety. As the description of
the existing landscape in the corridor along the segment of US 50 in which the Project is located
indicates, the area along the highway is mostly heavily forested, which limits the level of landscape
variety. With the Project, this situation will remain the same, and the Project would not bring about a
change in this score.

As this assessment of the variables used to create the threshold composite score for the roadway unit in
which the Project is located indicates, the Project will not lead to reductions in any of the scores assigned
to them, and in some cases, could raise them. As a consequence, the Project will not reduce the composite
score for the roadway unit, and thus will not reduce the “moderate” rating that was assigned to the Zephyr
Cove-Lincoln Park unit (of which the Unit 30D Round Hill is a sub-unit) in the Scenic Resource
Inventory Tahoe Environmental Study Roadway Unit Inventory (TRPA 1982a).

Round Hill Pines Access Project
Visual Impact Assessment 9





5.2 Round Hill Pines Resort and Lake Tahoe

521 Existing Conditions

This landscape unit encompasses the portion of the Round Hill Pines Resort to the west of the US 50
landscape unit and extends 300 feet out into Lake Tahoe. The Round Hill Pines Resort is located on a
large parcel of USFS land located between US 50 and the lake that is leased to a private operator to run as
a day use facility that provides access to a long sandy beach on the lake’s shoreline. The site slopes from
US 50 down to the lake and is covered with a thick forest of pine trees. The resort’s developed facilities,
which are concentrated in the area along the beach, include a large building that houses a restaurant, shop,
and function rooms; a restroom building; tent pavilions; and both unpaved and paved parking areas.
Because for the most part, the facilities are located under the trees and have a rustic design, they integrate
reasonably well with the site’s landscape. Because the US 50 corridor where the Project-related
modifications will take place is located at the upper edge of the site, away from the beach and developed
areas of the site where the visitors to the resort are concentrated, and because views toward the roadway
corridor from the area of visitor concentration are screened by the intervening pine forest, the sensitivity
of the site’s users to the Project’s modifications will be low.

5211 KOP3

KOP 3 (Figure 6a) is a view from a point located 300 feet out on the pier at the Round Hill Pines Resort.
The objective of this view is to capture a representative view from the near shore area of the lake that can
be used to make the assessment of the Project’s impacts on views from the lake that is required by TRPA.
The major components of this view include the lake in the foreground; the beach along the shoreline with
scattered parties of beach goers, a shed, and an area with a concentration of umbrellas; several tent
pavilions and a rest room building in the zone at the beach’s edge next to the forest; the beach lodge with
restaurant and meeting rooms located under the trees at the right side of the view; and the pine forest
behind the beach, which screens the views toward the east. The pine forest, which is the dominant
element in this view appears to be relatively intact, and the developed facilities are subordinate to it,
creating a view that is pleasant and in which the elements fit together in an orderly way.

522 Project-related Visual Changes and Consistency with USFS and TRPA Visual
Objectives

Figure 6b is a simulation of the view from the pier looking eastward as it would appear with the Project in
place. Because of the area where the project-related changes would take place is located upslope and
1,000 feet and more in the distance, and because of the screening provided by the thick forest cover, the
roadway improvements will not be visible from this vantage point. The only change to this view, which
will be subtle, will be that because of the limited tree clearing that will be required to permit development
of the access road, a few of the treetops now seen on the far horizon in the area above the rest room
building will disappear. This change is reflected in the simulation. Overall, the effect of this change on the
visual character and quality of this view will be negligible. As a consequence, the Project will be entirely
consistent with the retention SIO that the USFS Land Management Plan Lake Tahoe Basin Management
Unit (USDA Forest Service 2016) has assigned to this area.

As explained in Section 3.2, the 2015 Threshold Evaluation report (TRPA 2016) identified the Project
area as being in Shoreline Unit 29, Zephyr Cove, which includes Round Hill Pines. The Shoreline Study
(TRPA 1982Db) characterized the view from the lake toward the Round Hill Pines Resort (29.6) as “View
is of natural appearing shoreline with sandy beach. Some clutter from signs and low walls is visible, but
no large structures except for one. Slope is densely forested.” This unit received a threshold composite
score of 9 in 1982, and this level has been maintained in assessments undertaken between 1982 and
2015 (TRPA 2016, Appendix G-1). This score was based on evaluation using three variables (human-
made features, background views, and variety), each of which was rated on a scale ranging from 1 (low)

Round Hill Pines Access Project
Visual Impact Assessment 10





to 5 (high). Because the Project visual changes on the view seen in the simulation and described in the
text are negligible, they will have no effect on the individual scores on which the overall score of 9 was
based. Because the threshold composite score for the shoreline unit in which the Project is located will
not change, the Project will not reduce the “moderate” rating that the Scenic Resource Inventory Tahoe
Environmental Study Shoreline Unit Inventory (TRPA 1982b) assigned to Shoreline Unit 29 Zephyr
Cove.

6.0 Construction Period Impacts

Construction of the proposed project would be completed in a single construction season. During that
time, construction equipment would be visible along and adjacent to the roadway. To permit continued
use of the US 50 while construction is taking place, concrete barriers would be installed to separate the
work areas from the travel lanes kept open for traffic. The generation of dust would be limited through
implementing standard best management practices for dust suppression. It is anticipated that much of the
construction activity would take place during daylight hours. Should nighttime construction operations be
required, measures would be taken to control the impacts of the night lighting through minimization of
the lighting, lighting only areas necessary for construction operations and safety, directing light
specifically to those areas where it is required, and use of light fixtures that are hooded to prevent spill
into surrounding areas and the night sky. These construction activities may create moderate levels of
visual contrast with the existing visual setting, but that would not necessarily be inconsistent with the
Project area’s retention S10, because they would be short-term in duration and would be localized to the
specific areas being worked on at a given time.

7.0 No Build Alternative

Under the No Build Alternative, none of the features proposed for the Project under the Build Alternative
would be constructed. As a consequence, there would be no visual changes in either the US 50 or Round
Hill Pines and Lake Tahoe landscape units, and thus no incompatibility with the visual objectives that the
Land Management Plan Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit (USDA Forest Service 2016) and the
TRPA'’s scenic resource inventories (1982a; 1982b) have established for these areas.

8.0 Conclusions and Mitigations

As the foregoing analysis has established, the visual changes brought about by the proposed project
would be consistent with the visual objectives for the Project that the USFS and TRPA have established
for the Project area.

The Project’s design will include measures intended to integrate it into its landscape setting and reduce
potential visual impacts. These include leaving the slope on the eastern edge of the US 50 roadway
undisturbed; generally following the existing roadway alignment to reduce impacts, but widening the
road to permit safe turns and smoothing out curves to permit improved sightlines; replanting disturbed
areas; and treating the surface of the guard rail that will run along the western side of the roadway with
a brown color that will reduce its visual contrast with its setting. An additional measure that should be
considered to bring about a further reduction in the Project’s visual impacts include dense hand planting
of mid-height (up to 2.5 feet) native shrubs in any open areas in close vicinity of where the new Round
Hill Pines access road meets US 50. In addition to completely covering areas of exposed soil, because
of their medium height, these shrubs will partially screen views toward the surface of the access road
seen by travelers on US 50, reducing the effect on the visual integrity of the roadside. As a further
measure to attenuate the Project’s visual impacts, once the engineering plans for the expanded berm on
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the road’s western side have been completed, a careful analysis should be done of the locations of trees
in and adjacent to the area that the expanded berm will cover so that a precise clearing plan can be
developed. This plan should minimize the numbers of trees that have to be removed and should design
the cuts in a way that the new forest edge that will be created will have a feathered, natural appearance,
as opposed to an appearance that is abrupt and artificial looking.
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a. Existing view from US 50 looking south in the direction of the area where the new entrance
to the Round Hill Pines Resort is proposed.

b. Simulated view from US 50 north of the proposed new entrance to the Round Hill Pines Resort
that depicts the view with the new entrance in place.

Figure 4

KOP 1
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a. Existing view from US 50 looking north in the direction of the area where the new entrance
to the Round Hill Pines Resort is proposed.

b. Simulated view from US 50 south of the proposed new entrance to the Round Hill Pines Resort
that depicts the view with the new entrance in place.

Figure 5
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a. Existing view from a point on the Round Hill Pines Resort pier 300 feet out from the shoreline
looking east in the direction of the area on the forested slope where the access project

improvements will be made.

b. Simulated view from the pier in the direction of the area on the for-
ested slope where the access project improvements will be made.
Because of the thick forest cover that completely screens the view
toward the project area, none of the roadway improvements will be
visible. The only change, which will not be readily detectable to the
casual viewer, is that because of the tree removal required by the
road expansion, the tops of several of the trees seen in the distance
will no longer be visible in the view.

Figure 6

KOP 3
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PUBLIC INFORMATIONAL MEETING FOR
ROUND HILL PINES ACCESS PROJECT

The Federal Highway Administration Central
Federal Lands Highway Division (CFLHD), in co-
operation with the USDA Forest Service Lake
Tahoe Basin Management Unit (LTBMU), the
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA), and the
Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT), is
proposing to improve safety for visitors entering
and exiting the Round Hill Pines Resort from U.S.
Highway 50. The project begins south of the exist-
ing entrance into the resort and extends north
along US 50 for approximately 0.35 mile. The proj-
ect is located in Douglas County near Zephyr
Cove, Nevada.

FHWA-CFLHD is conducting an Environmental
Assessment (EA) as part of the National Environ-
mental Policy Act (NEPA). This assessment will in-
vestigate existing transportation conditions and
identify and evaluate potential improvements and
environmental impacts. This public meeting is in-
tended to provide those interested in or affected
by this project with an opportunity to review the
improvement options and make comments. Work
on this project is currently in the environmental
compliance and preliminary engineering phase.
The meeting will be held at the following location
and time:

Wednesday, September 25, 2019
5:00 to 7:00 p.m.
Presentation: 5:15 p.m.
LTBMU Supervisor’s Office
35 College Drive
South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150

For more information on the Round Hill Pines
Access Project, please visit the project’s website
at https:/flh.fhwa.dot.gov/projects/nv/round-hill-pi
nes/. Those unable to attend the meetings can
provide input by contacting the project manager,
Mr. Thomas Sohn, via email to thomas.sohn @dot
-gov or by telephone at (720) 963-3637.

Pub: September 13, 2019 Ad#0000483034







Tribune

Your News. Your Tahoe. * tahoedailytribune.com

580 Mallory Way, Carson City, NV 89701
P.O. Box 1888 Carson City, NV 89702
(775) 881-1201 FAX: (775) 887-2408

Proof and Statement of Publication
Ad #: 0000399214-01

Customer Account #: 10029577

Legal Account

FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION,

12300 W. DAKOTA AVE., SUITE 380 CENTRAL
FEDERAL LANDS HIGHWAY DIVISION

DENVER, CO 80228

Attn: Thomas Parker

Bailee Liston says:

That (s)he is a legal clerk of the

Tahoe Daily Tribune,

a newspaper published Friday

at South Lake Tahoe, in the State of California.

Copy Line
Roundhill Tahoe Daily Tribune

PO#:

Ad #: 0000399214-01

of which a copy is hereto attched, was published
in said newspaper for the full required period of
1 time(s) commencing on 04/05/2019,

and ending on N4/NR/2010 all Aave inclusive.

Signed:
Date: 04/05/2019 State of Nevada, Carson City

This is an Original Electronic Affidavit.
Price: $ 152.16

PUBLIC INFORMATIONAL MEETING FOR
ROUNDHILL PINES ACCESS PROJECT

The Federal Highway Administration Central
Federal Lands Highway Division (CFLHD), in
cooperation with the United States Forest Serv-
ice, Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit (USFS),
the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency, and the
Nevada Department of Transportation, is seeking
comments on the Proposed Action for the Round
Hill Pines Access Project. The Proposed Action is
to improve safety for visitors entering and existing
the Round Hill Pines Resort from U.S.

Highway 50 (US 50) in Douglas County near
Zephyr Cove, Nevada. The project begins south of
the existing entrance into the resort and extends
along US 50 for approximately 1 mile.

In recognition of the need to improve safety at this
location, FHWA-CFLHD is conducting an
Environmental Assessment (EA) study as part of
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and
Tahoe Regional Planning Compact processes.
This study will investigate existing transportation
conditions, and identify and evaluate potential
environmental impacts of a preferred alternative.
The Round Hill Pines Access Project is in the

initial scoping phase of the NEPA analysis. We
are asking for your comments on the Proposed Ac-
tion. This scoping notice is intended to provide
those interested in or affected by this project with
an opportunity to make their concerns known.
Work on this project is currently in the environ-
mental compliance and preliminary engineering
phase.

The first meetings will be held at the following
locations and times:

Tuesday, April 23, 2019
5:00 to 8:00 p.m.
Presentation: 6:00 p.m.
United States Forest Service,
Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit Office
35 College Drive
South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150

Information will be shared at the meeting on the
project and environmental process. Public input
will be gathered regarding the project purpose
and need and goals and issues that are important
to the community. The FHWA and its partners
encourages community members to attend to
provide input on this important project.

For more information on the Round Hill Pines
Access Project, please visit the project's website
at https://fln.fhwa.dot.gov/projects/nv/round-hill-pi
nes/. Those unable to attend the meetings can
provide input by contacting the project manager,
Mr. Thomas Parker, via email to
thomas.w.parker@dot.gov or by telephone at
(720) 963-3688.

Pub: April 5,2019 Ad#0000399214







From: Edagar, Lindsay (FHWA)
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"jgalassini@washoecounty.us"; Parker, Thomas W (FHWA); "ledgar311@gmail.com"

Subject: US Highway 50 Round Hill Pines Access Project - Public Information Meeting Notice
Date: Wednesday, March 27, 2019 11:17:00 AM
Attachments: US 50 Round Hill Pines Access Project - Public Meetina.pdf

PUBLIC INFORMATIONAL MEETING FOR ROUND HILL PINES ACCESS PROJECT

The Federal Highway Administration Central Federal Lands Highway Division (CFLHD), in cooperation
with the United States Forest Service, Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit (USFS), the Tahoe
Regional Planning Agency, and the Nevada Department of Transportation, is seeking comments on
the Proposed Action for the Round Hill Pines Access Project. The Proposed Action is to improve
safety for visitors entering and existing the Round Hill Pines Resort from U.S. Highway 50 (US 50) in
Douglas County near Zephyr Cove, Nevada. The project begins south of the existing entrance into
the resort and extends along US 50 for approximately 1 mile.

In recognition of the need to improve safety at this location, FHWA-CFLHD is conducting an
Environmental Assessment (EA) study as part of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and
Tahoe Regional Planning Compact processes. This study will investigate existing transportation
conditions, and identify and evaluate potential environmental impacts of a preferred alternative. The
Round Hill Pines Access Project is in the initial scoping phase of the NEPA analysis. We are asking for
your comments on the Proposed Action. This scoping notice is intended to provide those interested
in or affected by this project with an opportunity to make their concerns known. Work on this
project is currently in the environmental compliance and preliminary engineering phase.

The first meetings will be held at the following locations and times:

Tuesday, April 23, 2019
5:00 to 8:00 p.m.
Presentation: 6:00 p.m.
United States Forest Service,
Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit Office
35 College Drive
South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150

Information will be shared at the meeting on the project and environmental process. Public input
will be gathered regarding the project purpose and need and goals and issues that are important to
the community. The FHWA and its partners encourages community members to attend to provide
input on this important project.
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Round Hill Pines Access Project

U.S. Department of Transportation TAHOE EVADA
1 ‘ Federal Highway REGIONAL
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Zephyr Cove, Nevada

Project Overview

The Federal Highway Administration Central Federal Lands Highway Division (CFLHD), in cooperation with the United
States Forest Service Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit (USFS), the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency, and the Nevada
Department of Transportation, is seeking comments on the Proposed Action for the Round Hill Pines Access Project.

The Proposed Action is to improve safety for visitors entering and existing the Round Hill Pines Resort from U.S.
Highway 50 (US 50) in Douglas County near Zephyr Cove, Nevada. The project begins south of the existing entrance into
the resort and extends along US 50 for approximately 1 mile.

Purpose of Meeting

In recognition of the need to improve safety at this
location, FHWA-CFLHD is conducting an
Environmental Assessment (EA) study as part of the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process.
This study will investigate existing transportation
conditions, and identify and evaluate potential
environmental impacts of a preferred alternative.

The Round Hill Pines Access Project is in the initial
scoping phase of the NEPA analysis. We are asking
for your comments on the Proposed Action. This
scoping notice is intended to provide those interested
in or affected by this project with an opportunity to
make their concerns known.

Ways to Be Involved

Your input is critical to guiding the development of
this project so that it reflects the needs, concerns, and
desires of your community.

Attend the public meeting and talk with project team
members about your questions or concerns.

If you are unable to appear at the public meeting,
please send your written or electronic comments to a

) Existing Entrance to ¥ 7 ; o o
{ Round Hil Pines Resort st R ; member of the project team listed below.
£ : : : § Project Start N

AL

Public Meeting #1 Contact Information

Tuesday, April 23, 2019 Thomas Parker Michael Alexander, PE

5:00—8:00 p.m. Project Manager USFS Lake Tahoe Basin Management
Presentation: 6:00 p.m. Federal Highway Administration Unit

USFS Lake Tahoe Basin Management U.S. Department of Transportation (530) 543-2864

Unit Office (720) 963-3688 E-mail: michael.t.alexander@usda.gov
35 College Drive E-mail: thomas.parker@dot.gov

South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150
















For more information on the Round Hill Pines Access Project, please see the attached flyer or visit
the project’s website at https://flh.fhwa.dot.gov/projects/nv/round-hill-pines/. Those unable to
attend the meetings can provide input by contacting the project manager, Mr. Thomas Parker, via
email to thomas.w.parker@dot.gov or by telephone at (720) 963-3688.

Thanks,

Lindsay Edgar

Environmental Protection Specialist
Federal Highway Administration
Central Federal Lands

12300 W. Dakota Avenue, Suite 280
Lakewood, CO 80228
720-963-3684

lindsay.edgar@dot.gov



https://flh.fhwa.dot.gov/projects/nv/round-hill-pines/

mailto:thomas.w.parker@dot.gov

mailto:lindsay.edgar@dot.gov




From: Edagar, Lindsay (FHWA)

Bcc: ldurkee@carson.org; shelly@tristatecommercial.com; Heather@carraranv.com; klewis@douglasnv.us;
kara@fmttahoe.com; Hoefer, Anjanette -FS; Alexander, Michael T -FS; mgabor@fs.fed.us;
elizabeth.blann@hardrockcasinolaketahoe.com; carol@LTVA.org; HUCKBODY@aol.com;
jesse@keeptahoeblue.org; Leila@keeptahoeblue.org; Cartwright, Devin; WStory@dot.nv.gov;
SSulahria@dot.nv.gov; lawrence@dcnr.nv.gov; ddapolito@parks.nv.gov; jayattahoe@gmail.com;
nevadaclearinghouse@Ilands.nv.gov; sally.gardner@pacunion.com; tc@tcarlson.biz; Andrew@rhgid.org;
ppage@rhgid.org; info@rhgid.com; sltharold@sbcglobal.net; annehdavidson@gmail.com;
tonja.elkins@outlook.com; epalazzo@cityofslt.us; lee.f.moisio@gmail.com; sharon@staor.org;
theochoas3@charter.net; aberry@tahoefund.org; smerrill@benchmark.com; tc@thecashmancompanies.com;
tahoedrums@icloud.com; nicolemisfeldt@outlook.com; chasty tahoetransportation.org;
dhughes@tahoetransportation.org; sfriedman@trpa.org; nhaven trpa.org; sudeep@unr.edy;
dustin.f.finkelson@uscg.mil; jflower@fs.fed.us; mbeall@vailresorts.com; jgalassini@washoecounty.us;
rlpalmer@shpo.nv.gov; greggintahoe@gmail.com; kmeglena@gmail.com; raysidney@gmail.com;
sgrigsby@designworkshop.com; Krisknx@aol.com; Klaus@aboutyourhaus.com; Reid.Kaiser@HDRINC.com;
paula@Southtahoenow.com; Sohn, Thomas (FHWA); bob@camprichardson.com

Subject: US Highway 50 Round Hill Pines Access Project - Public Information Meeting Notice
Date: Monday, September 9, 2019 1:09:00 PM
Attachments: Round Hill Pines Access Flyer bifold mailer September2019 FINALreduced.pdf

PUBLIC INFORMATIONAL MEETING FOR ROUND HILL PINES ACCESS PROJECT

The Federal Highway Administration Central Federal Lands Highway Division (CFLHD), in cooperation
with the USDA Forest Service Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit (LTBMU), the Tahoe Regional
Planning Agency (TRPA), and the Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT), is proposing to
improve safety for visitors entering and exiting the Round Hill Pines Resort from U.S. Highway 50.
The project begins south of the existing entrance into the resort and extends north along US 50 for
approximately 0.35 mile. The project is located in Douglas County near Zephyr Cove, Nevada.

FHWA-CFLHD is conducting an Environmental Assessment (EA) as part of the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA). This assessment will investigate existing transportation conditions and identify and
evaluate potential improvements and environmental impacts. This public meeting is intended to
provide those interested in or affected by this project with an opportunity to review the
improvement options and make comments. Work on this project is currently in the environmental
compliance and preliminary engineering phase.

The meeting will be held at the following location and time:

Wednesday, September 25, 2019
5:00 to 7:00 p.m.
Presentation: 5:15 p.m.
LTBMU Supervisor’s Office
35 College Drive
South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150

For more information on the Round Hill Pines Access Project, please visit the project’s website at
https://flh.fhwa.dot.gov/projects/nv/round-hill-pines/. Those unable to attend the meetings can
provide input by contacting the project manager, Mr. Thomas Sohn, via email to

thomas.sohn@dot.gov or by telephone at (720) 963-3637.

Lindsay Edgar
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Round Hill Pines Access Project

U.S. Highway 50
Zephyr Cove, Nevada

The Federal Highway Administration Central Federal Lands Highway Division (FHWA-CFLHD), in cooperation with
the USDA Forest Service Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit (LTBMU), the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA),
and the Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT), is proposing to improve safety for visitors entering and exiting
the Round Hill Pines Resort from U.S. Highway 50. The project begins south of the existing entrance into the resort and
extends north along US 50 for approximately 0.35 mile in Douglas County near Zephyr Cove, Nevada.

Purpose of Public Meeting #2

FHWA-CFLHD is conducting an Environmental Assessment (EA) as part of the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) process. This assessment will investigate the existing transportation conditions and identify and evaluate potential
improvements and environmental impacts. The public meeting is intended to provide those interested in or affected by this
project with an opportunity to review the improvement options and make comments.

Roundabout Option:

Relocate the Round Hill Pines access road
0.2-mile to the north.

Construct roundabout at the new Round
Hill Pines access road and US 50
intersection.

Signal Option:

Relocate the Round Hill Pines access road

0.2-mile to the north and add traffic signal.

Construct a median northbound left turn
lane on US 50 for vehicles entering Round
Hill Pines.

Accel/Decel Lane Option:

Relocate the Round Hill Pines access road
0.2-mile to the north.

Construct a median northbound left turn
lane on US 50, as well as acceleration and
deceleration lanes.

Public Meeting #2

Wednesday, September 25, 2019
5:00—7:00 p.m.

Presentation: 5:15 p.m.

LTBMU Supervisor’s Office

35 College Drive

South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150

Contact Information

Thomas Sohn, P.E.

Project Manager

Federal Highway Administration
U.S. Department of Transportation
(720) 963-3637

E-mail: thomas.sohn@dot.gov

Michael Alexander, P.E.

LTBMU

(530) 543-2864

E-mail: michael.t.alexander@usda.gov







US Department of Transportation
Federal Highway Administration

Central Federal Lands Highway Division
12300 West Dakota Avenue

Lakewood, CO 80228










Environmental Protection Specialist

Federal Highway Administration — Central Federal Lands
12300 W. Dakota Avenue, Suite 280

Lakewood, CO 80228

720-963-3684

lindsay.edgar@dot.gov
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Please send comments to:

Mr. Thomas Sohn, Project Manager Mr. Michael Alexander, PE

Federal Highway Administration US Forest Service, Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit
12300 West Dakota Ave., Ste. 380 35 College Drive

Lakewood, CO 80228 South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150

thomas.sohn@dot.gov malexander02@fs.fed.us

The Federal Highway Administration Central Federal Lands Highway Division (CFLHD), in cooperation with the USDA
Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit (LTBMU), the Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT), and the Tahoe
Regional Planning Agency (TRPA), is preparing an environmental assessment for a project to improve safety for
visitors entering the Round Hill Pines Resort from U.S. Highway 50 (US 50) in Douglas County near Zephyr Cove,
Nevada. The project begins south of the existing entrance into the resort and extends along US 50 for approximately

0.35 mile.

Please share any comments you may have on the proposed project, and thank you for participating.

**In order to receive an official reply please provide a name and mailing address or email address. Also please note

that names and addresses provided become part of the public record**
Page 1
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**In order to receive an official reply please provide a name and mailing address or email address. Also please note
Page 2

that names and addresses provided become part of the public record**
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Please send comments to:
Mr. Thomas Sohn, Project Manager Mr. Michael Alexander, PE
Federal Highway Administration US Forest Service, Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit
12300 West Dakota Ave., Ste. 380 35 College Drive
Lakewood, CO 80228 South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150
thomas.sohn@dot.gov malexander02@fs.fed.us

The Federal Highway Administration Central Federal Lands Highway Division (CFLHD), in cooperation with the USDA
Lake Tahoe Basin IManagement Unit (LTBMU), the Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT), and the Tahoe
Regional Planning Agency (TRPA), is preparing an environmental assessment for a project to improve safety for
visitors entering the Round Hill Pines Resort from U.S. Highway 50 (US 50) in Douglas County near Zephyr Cove,
Nevada. The project begins south of the existing entrance into the resort and extends along US 50 for approximately
0.35 mile.

Please share any comments you may have on the proposed project, and thank you for participating.

**In order to receive an official reply please provide a name and mailing address or email address. Also please note

that names and addresses provided become part of the public record**
Page 1
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**In order to receive an official reply please provide a name and mailing address or email address. Also please note
that names and addresses provided become part of the public record
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Please send comments to:

Mr. Thomas Sohn, Project Manager Mr. Michael Alexander, PE

Federal Highway Administration US Forest Service, Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit
12300 West Dakota Ave., Ste. 380 35 Coliege Drive

Lakewood, CO 80228 South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150

thomas.sohn@dot.gov malexander02@fs.fed.us

The Federal Highway Administration Central Federal Lands Highway Division (CFLHD), in cooperation with the USDA
Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit (LTBMU), the Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT), and the Tahoe
Regional Planning Agency (TRPA), is preparing an environmental assessment for a project to improve safety for
visitors entering the Round Hill Pines Resort from U.S. Highway 50 (US 50) in Douglas County near Zephyr Cove,
Nevada. The project begins south of the existing entrance into the resort and extends along US 50 for approximately
0.35 mile.

Please share any comments you may have on the proposed project, and thank you for participating.

**In order to receive an official reply please provide a name and mailing address or email address. Also please note

that names and addresses provided become part of the public record**
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**In order to receive an official reply please provide a name and mailing address or email address. Also please note

that names and addresses provided become part of the public record**
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Please send comments to:

Mr. Thomas Sohn, Project Manager Mr. Michael Alexander, PE
Federal Highway Administration US Forest Service, Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit
12300 West Dakota Ave., Ste. 380 35 College Drive
Lakewood, CO 80228 South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150

malexander02@fs.fed.us

thomas.sohn@dot.gov
The Federal Highway Administration Central Federal Lands Highway Division (CFLHD), in cooperation with the USDA
Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit (LTBMU), the Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT), and the Tahoe
Regional Planning Agency (TRPA), is preparing an environmental assessment for a project to improve safety for
visitors entering the Round Hill Pines Resort from U.S. Highway 50 (US 50) in Douglas County near Zephyr Cove,
Nevada. The project begins south of the existing entrance into the resort and extends along US 50 for approximately

0.35 mile.

Please share any comments you may have on the proposed project, and thank you for participating.

**In order to receive an official reply please provide a name and mailing address or email address. Also please note
that names and addresses provided become part of the public record**
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**In order to receive an official reply please provide a name and mailing address or email address. Also please note

that names and addresses provided become part of the public record**
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Please send comments to:
Mr. Thomas Sohn, Project Manager Mr. Michael Alexander, PE
US Forest Service, Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit

Federal Highway Administration
12300 West Dakota Ave., Ste. 380 35 College Drive
Lakewood, CO 80228 ' . -South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150

thomas.sohn@dot.gov malexander02@fs.fed.us

The Federal Highway Administration Central Federal Lands Highway Division (CFLHD), in cooperation with the USDA
Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit (LTBMU), the Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT), and the Tahoe
Regional Planning Agency (TRPA), is preparing an environmental assessment for-a project to improve safety for
visitors entering the Round Hill Pines Resort from U.S. Highway 50 (US 50) in Douglas County near Zephyr Cove,
Nevada. The project begins south of the existing entrance into the resort and extends along US 50 for approximately

0.35 mile.

Please share any comments you may have on the proposed project, and thank you for participating.

**In order to receive an official reply please provide a name and mailing address or email address. Also please note
that names and addresses provided become part of the public record™
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**In order to receive an official reply please provide a name and mailing address or email address. Also please note
that names and addresses provided become part of the public record™
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Please send comments to:

Mr. Thomas Sohn, Project Manager Mr. Michael Alexander, PE

Federal Highway Administration US Forest Service, Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit
12300 West Dakota Ave., Ste. 380 35 College Drive

Lakewood, CO 80228 South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150

thomas.sohn@dot.gov malexander02@fs.fed.us

The Federal Highway Administration Central Federal Lands Highway Division (CFLHD), in cooperation with the USDA
Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit (LTBMU), the Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT), and the Tahoe
Regional Planning Agency (TRPA), is preparing an environmental assessment for a project to improve safety for
visitors entering the Round Hill Pines Resort from U.S. Highway 50 (US 50) in Douglas County near Zephyr Cove,
Nevada. The project begins south of the existing entrance into the resort and extends along US 50 for approximately
0.35 mile.

Please share any comments you may have on the proposed project, and thank you for participating.
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**In order to receive an official reply please provide a name and mailing address or email address. Also please note

that names and addresses provided become part of the public record**
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**In order to receive an official reply please provide a name and mailing address or email address. Also please note

that names and addresses provided become part of the public record™
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Contact Information:
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Please send comments to:

Mr. Thomas Sohn, Project Manager
Federal Highway Administration
12300 West Dakota Ave., Ste. 380
Lakewood, CO 80228
thomas.sohn@dot.gov

e
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n P0CEL /& ECEL LA Orofr e
Mr. Michael Alexander, PE

US Forest Service, Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit

35 College Drive
South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150
malexander02@fs.fed.us

The Federal Highway Administration Central Federal Lands Highway Division (CFLHD), in cooperation with the USDA

Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit

(LTBMU), the Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT), and the Tahoe

Regional Planning Agency (TRPA), is preparing an environmental assessment for a project to improve safety for

visitors entering the Round Hill Pines

Resort from U.S. Highway 50 (US 50) in Douglas County near Zephyr Cove,

Nevada. The project begins south of the existing entrance into the resort and extends along US 50 for approximately

0.35 mile.

Please share any comments you may have on the proposed project, and thank you for participating.
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**In order to receive an official reply please provide a name and mailing address or email address. Also please note

that names and addresses provided

become part of the public record**
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Public Meeting — September 25, 2019
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Comments:

**In order to receive an official reply please provide a name and mailing address or email address. Also please note

that names and addresses provided become part of the public record**
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Contact Information:

Name: j@&‘f\/ \<t osYes Q)o ex

4
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\

Email Address: : i &Qs},gvﬁjoe_s- S@@ \QJ_W\.Q.'. (L W
Please send comments to:
Mr. Thomas Sohn, Project Manager Mr. Michael Alexander, PE
Federal Highway Administration US Forest Service, Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit
12300 West Dakota Ave., Ste. 380 35 College Drive
Lakewood, CO 80228 South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150

thomas.sohn@dot.gov malexander02@fs.fed.us

The Federal Highway Administration Central Federal Lands Highway Division (CFLHD), in cooperation with the USDA
Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit (LTBMU), the Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT), and the Tahoe
Regional Planning Agency (TRPA), is preparing an environmental assessment for a project to improve safety for
visitors entering the Round Hill Pines Resort from U.S. Highway 50 (US 50) in Douglas County near Zephyr Cove,
Nevada. The project begins south of the existing entrance into the resort and extends along US 50 for approximately

0.35 mile.

Please share any comments you may have on the proposed project, and thank you for participating.
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**In order to receive an official reply please provide a name and mailing address or email address. Also please note
that names and addresses provided become part of the public record**
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**In order to receive an official reply please provide a name and mailing address or email address. Also please note

that names and addresses provided become part of the public record™*
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Contact Information:

Name: jj i@ 5—"}" {’/7/ L2~

Address, City, Zip Code: 7& Bby /ﬂ 6/“(70')_,7 7—9791‘}/1/ &Me /)/b’

Email Address: ﬁrucgf7l;4w I @ﬁma; /s Qo

Please send comments to:

Mr. Thomas Sohn, Project Manager Mr. Michael Alexander, PE

Federal Highway Administration US Forest Service, Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit
12300 West Dakota Ave., Ste. 380 35 College Drive

Lakewood, CO 80228 South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150

thomas.sohn@dot.gov malexander02@fs.fed.us

The Federal Highway Administration Central Federal Lands Highway Division (CFLHD), in cooperation with the USDA
Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit (LTBMU), the Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT), and the Tahoe
Regional Planning Agency (TRPA), is preparing an environmental assessment for a project to improve safety for
visitors entering the Round Hill Pines Resort from U.S. Highway 50 (US 50) in Douglas County near Zephyr Cove,

Nevada. The project begins south of the existing entrance into the resort and extends along US 50 for approximately
0.35 mile.

Please share any comments you may have on the proposed project, and thank you for participating.
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**In order to receive an official reply please provide a name and mailing address or email address. Also please note
that names and addresses provided become part of the public record**
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**In order to receive an official reply please provide a name and mailing address or email address. Also please note
that names and addresses provided become part of the public record*™*
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Round Hill Pines Access Project

U.S. Department of Transportation TAHOE EVADA
1 ‘ Federal Highway REGIONAL
US nghway 50 (UAdminis'rra ion EU ' Zé:wc

Zephyr Cove, Nevada

Project Overview

The Federal Highway Administration Central Federal Lands Highway Division (CFLHD), in cooperation with the United
States Forest Service Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit (USFS), the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency, and the Nevada
Department of Transportation, is seeking comments on the Proposed Action for the Round Hill Pines Access Project.

The Proposed Action is to improve safety for visitors entering and existing the Round Hill Pines Resort from U.S.
Highway 50 (US 50) in Douglas County near Zephyr Cove, Nevada. The project begins south of the existing entrance into
the resort and extends along US 50 for approximately 1 mile.

Purpose of Meeting

In recognition of the need to improve safety at this
location, FHWA-CFLHD is conducting an
Environmental Assessment (EA) study as part of the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process.
This study will investigate existing transportation
conditions, and identify and evaluate potential
environmental impacts of a preferred alternative.

The Round Hill Pines Access Project is in the initial
scoping phase of the NEPA analysis. We are asking
for your comments on the Proposed Action. This
scoping notice is intended to provide those interested
in or affected by this project with an opportunity to
make their concerns known.

Ways to Be Involved

Your input is critical to guiding the development of
this project so that it reflects the needs, concerns, and
desires of your community.

Attend the public meeting and talk with project team
members about your questions or concerns.

If you are unable to appear at the public meeting,
please send your written or electronic comments to a

) Existing Entrance to ¥ 7 ; o 5
{ Round Hil Pines Resort st R ; member of the project team listed below.
£ : : : § Project Start N

AL

Public Meeting #1 Contact Information

Tuesday, April 23, 2019 Thomas Parker Michael Alexander, PE

5:00—8:00 p.m. Project Manager USFS Lake Tahoe Basin Management
Presentation: 6:00 p.m. Federal Highway Administration Unit

USFS Lake Tahoe Basin Management U.S. Department of Transportation (530) 543-2864

Unit Office (720) 963-3688 E-mail: michael.t.alexander@usda.gov
35 College Drive E-mail: thomas.parker@dot.gov

South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150






US Department of Transportation
Federal Highway Administration

Central Federal Lands Highway Division
12300 West Dakota Avenue

Lakewood, CO 80228
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Public Meeting — April 23, 2019
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Contact Information:

Name: ‘?&j&:’?a\ // /u./)éoﬂ‘
: : D . .
Address, City, Zip Code: t/' 919 1) 71’" '-325‘5-8 {\{ f—‘vl-‘?}ﬂ sty M v 8?5/ [

Email Address: Kw\ga_/él\fi @ ‘/1" na i'/\ CoY~

Please send comments to:

Mr. Thomas Parker, Project Manager Mr. Michael Alexander, PE

Federal Highway Administration US Forest Service, Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit
12300 West Dakota Ave., Ste. 380 35 College Drive

Lakewood, CO 80228 South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150
thomas.w.parker@dot.gov malexander02@fs.fed.us

The Federal Highway Administration Central Federal Lands Highway Division (CFLHD), in cooperation with the United
States Forest Service Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit (USFS), the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA),
and the Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT), is preparing an environmental assessment and preliminary
engineering for a project to improve safety for visitors entering the Round Hill Pines Resort from U.S. Highway 50 (US
50) in Douglas County near Zephyr Cove, Nevada. The project begins south of the existing entrance into the resort
and extends along US 50 for approximately 1 mile.

Please share any comments you may have on the proposed project, and thank you for participating.

**In order to receive an official reply please provide a name and mailing address or email address. Also please note

that names and addresses provided become part of the public record**
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**In order to receive an official reply please provide a name and mailing address or email address. Also please note

that names and addresses provided become part of the public record™*
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Contact Information:
Name._ =INEES KEB\U‘D#LL/

Address, City, Zip Code:__(“M2 ezl Do, Qupwyp  Cooe k. DeFE

Email Address: Cﬁjrﬂ??lm»&}b E@ qlh—k»l/ L

Please send comments to:

Mr. Thomas Parker, Project Manager Mr. Michael Alexander, PE

Federal Highway Administration US Forest Service, Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit
12300 West Dakota Ave., Ste. 380 35 College Drive

Lakewood, CO 80228 South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150
thomas.w.parker@dot.gov malexander02@fs.fed.us

The Federal Highway Administration Central Federal Lands Highway Division (CFLHD), in cooperation with the United
States Forest Service Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit (USFS), the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA),
and the Nevada Department of Transportation (NDQT), is preparing an environmental assessment and preliminary
engineering for a project to improve safety for visitors entering the Round Hill Pines Resort from U.S. Highway 50 (US
50) in Douglas County near Zephyr Cove, Nevada. The project begins south of the existing entrance into the resort
and extends along US 50 for approximately 1 mile.

Please share any comments you may have on the proposed project, and thank you for participating.

**In order to receive an official reply please provide a name and mailing address or email address. Also please note

that names and addresses provided become part of the public record**
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**In order to receive an official reply please provide a name and mailing address or email address. Also please note

that names and addresses provided become part of the public recor =
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Contact Information: J :

Name: V%’Wﬁ/ %/&@M éf /@) V”OZ%/ / é/p

Address, City, Zip Code: /‘;@ Zox Wé Zc‘;péf//" é/ﬂ Vf/ /(/ 4 W
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Please send comments to:

Mr. Thomas Parker, Project Manager Mr. Michael Alexander, PE

Federal Highway Administration US Forest Service, Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit
12300 West Dakota Ave., Ste. 380 35 College Drive

Lakewood, CO 80228 South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150
thomas.w.parker@dot.gov malexander02@fs.fed.us

The Federal Highway Administration Central Federal Lands Highway Division (CFLHD), in cooperation with the United
States Forest Service Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit (USFS), the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA),
and the Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT), is preparing an environmental assessment and preliminary
engineering for a project to improve safety for visitors entering the Round Hill Pines Resort from U.S. Highway 50 (US
50) in Douglas County near Zephyr Cove, Nevada. The project begins south of the existing entrance into the resort
and extends along US 50 for approximately 1 mile.

Please share any comments you may have on the proposed project, and thank you for participating.

**In order to receive an official reply please provide a name and mailing address or email address. Also please note

that names and addresses provided become part of the public record**
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*“*In order to receive an official reply please provide a name and malhng address or email address. Also please note
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Contact Information:

Name: RA%MOMD S ibnEY

Address, City, Zip Code:_ 030X 7070, ZEFPKUIL Cove, YV §14 48

Email Address; | AV 5! eln ey @ gmanl. C o

Please send comments to:

Mr. Thomas Parker, Project Manager Mr. Michael Alexander, PE
Federal Highway Administration

US Forest Service, Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit
12300 West Dakota Ave., Ste. 380 35 College Drive
Lakewood, CO 80228 South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150
thomas.w.parker@dot.gov malexander02@fs.fed.us

The Federal Highway Administration Central Federal Lands Highway Division (CFLHD), in cooperation with the United
States Forest Service Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit (USFS), the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA),
and the Nevada Department of Transportation (NDQT), is preparing an environmental assessment and preliminary
engineering for a project to improve safety for visitors entering the Round Hill Pines Resort from U.S. Highway 50 (US
50) in Douglas County near Zephyr Cove, Ne

vada. The project begins south of the existing entrance into the resort
and extends along US 50 for approximately 1 mile.

Please share any comments you may have on the proposed project, and thank you for participating.

**In order to receive an official reply please provide a name and mailin
that names and addresses provided become part of the public record*
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*“*In order to receive an official reply please provide a name and mailing address or email address. Also please note
that names and addresses provided become part of the public record™
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Please send comments to:

Mr. Thomas Parker, Project Manager Mr. Michael Alexander, PE

Federal Highway Administration US Forest Service, Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit
12300 West Dakota Ave., Ste. 380 35 College Drive

Lakewood, CO 80228 South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150
thomas.w.parker@dot.gov malexander02@fs.fed.us

The Federal Highway Administration Central Federal Lands Highway Division (CFLHD), in cooperation with the United
States Forest Service Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit (USFS), the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA),
and the Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT), is preparing an environmental assessment and preliminary
engineering for a project to improve safety for visitors entering the Round Hill Pines Resort from U.S. Highway 50 (US
50) in Douglas County near Zephyr Cove, Nevada. The project begins south of the existing entrance into the resort

and extends along US 50 for approximately 1 mile.

Please share any comments you may have on the proposed project, and thank you for participating.

**In order to receive an official reply please provide a name and mailing address or email address. Also please note

that names and addresses provided become part of the public record**
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**In order to receive an official reply please provide a name and mailing address or email address. Also please note
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APPENDIX A

Technical Studies

Round Hill Pines Access - Traffic Signal Warrant Study
Round Hill Pines Access — Intersection Design

Biological Assessment/Biological Evaluation for the NV FLAP US
50(1) Round Hill Pines Access Project

Traffic Noise Study for the NV FLAP US 50(1) Round Hill Pines
Access Project

Visual Impact Assessment for the NV FLAP US 50(1) Round Hill
Pines Access Project






APPENDIX B

Public Involvement Materials
April 2019 Public Information Meeting
e Newsletter
e Public Notice
e Comments
September 2019 Public Information Meeting
o Newsletter
e Public Notice

e Comments






Round Hill Pines Access Project

U.S. Highway 50
Zephyr Cove, Nevada

The Federal Highway Administration Central Federal Lands Highway Division (FHWA-CFLHD), in cooperation with
the USDA Forest Service Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit (LTBMU), the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA),
and the Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT), is proposing to improve safety for visitors entering and exiting
the Round Hill Pines Resort from U.S. Highway 50. The project begins south of the existing entrance into the resort and
extends north along US 50 for approximately 0.35 mile in Douglas County near Zephyr Cove, Nevada.

Purpose of Public Meeting #2

FHWA-CFLHD is conducting an Environmental Assessment (EA) as part of the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) process. This assessment will investigate the existing transportation conditions and identify and evaluate potential
improvements and environmental impacts. The public meeting is intended to provide those interested in or affected by this
project with an opportunity to review the improvement options and make comments.

Roundabout Option:

Relocate the Round Hill Pines access road
0.2-mile to the north.

Construct roundabout at the new Round
Hill Pines access road and US 50
intersection.

Signal Option:

Relocate the Round Hill Pines access road

0.2-mile to the north and add traffic signal.

Construct a median northbound left turn
lane on US 50 for vehicles entering Round
Hill Pines.

Accel/Decel Lane Option:

Relocate the Round Hill Pines access road
0.2-mile to the north.

Construct a median northbound left turn
lane on US 50, as well as acceleration and
deceleration lanes.

Public Meeting #2

Wednesday, September 25, 2019
5:00—7:00 p.m.

Presentation: 5:15 p.m.

LTBMU Supervisor’s Office

35 College Drive

South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150

Contact Information

Thomas Sohn, P.E.

Project Manager

Federal Highway Administration
U.S. Department of Transportation
(720) 963-3637

E-mail: thomas.sohn@dot.gov

Michael Alexander, P.E.

LTBMU

(530) 543-2864

E-mail: michael.t.alexander@usda.gov





US Department of Transportation
Federal Highway Administration

Central Federal Lands Highway Division
12300 West Dakota Avenue

Lakewood, CO 80228








