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In a letter dated August 15, 2019, the Pacific Southwest Region Squaw Valley-Alpine Meadows Base-toBase Gondola EIS Objection Review Team (RORT) Reviewing Officer provided key findings and
instructions and suggestions for the Responsible Official (Forest Supervisor Eli Ilano) to complete prior
to finalizing the Record of Decision (ROD). This letter documents how these instructions and suggestions
were addressed.

Seasonal Operations and Maintenance Impacts
Instruction 1 – Clarify in the record whether or not the April 15th cutoff for the gondola
operations applies under Alternative 4.
The operational constraint described for Alternative 2 is specifically related to the opening and closing of
the Alternative 2 Alpine Meadows mid-station location – not the overall gondola itself. As such, the April
15th mid-station operation restriction does not apply to Alternative 4 in that the planned location for the
Alternative 4 Alpine Meadows mid-station is over 1,700 feet to the east of the area of habitat concern
located at Barstool Lake.
The period for overall operation of the gondola under Alternative 4 would be subject to the requirements
identified in the Final EIS/EIR, as well as the errata to RPM MUL-4 adopted by Placer County and
included with the Final ROD. Clarifying text has been added to RPM MUL-4 stating; “The gondola will
only operate during the winter season. For this project, winter season has defined opening and closing
criteria. Opening is defined as when both resorts are open for snow sports recreation or November 1st,
whichever is later. Closing is defined as when one resort closes for snow sports recreation or May 31st,
whichever is earlier.”
To clarify the project record, RPM MUL-4 has been modified such that there is not a date restriction on
the operation of the Alternative 4 Alpine Meadows mid-station. The overall gondola operating period
remains unchanged (as clarified in RPM MUL-4) and would allow operations until one resort closes for
snow sports recreation or May 31, whichever is earlier. Errata providing additional clarity to response to
RPM MUL-4 is included in the Final ROD.

Instruction 2 – Clarify in the record the impacts of spring and summer operations and
maintenance on the Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog (SNYLF).
A comment letter was provided to Placer County from the Sierra Club, Tahoe Area Group, Laurel Ames,
Conservation Chair requesting clarification of impacts of spring and summer operations and maintenance
on SNYLF. The letter was received by Placer County on May 18, 2019, after publication of the Final
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EIS/EIR, but prior to the County Board of Supervisors deciding on project approval. A response to the
comment letter was prepared by the EIS/EIR consultant team that states:
“….As identified in the Final EIS/EIR, the only suitable breeding or overwintering habitat that
SNYLF might disperse from is Barstool Lake and the Five Lakes area. For SNYLF to disperse from
these locations and travel to the Alternative 4 alignment, they would need to travel over 1,000 feet
down very steep granite slopes in the Buttress area. If a SNYLF survived this dispersal event, there is
no suitable breeding or overwintering habitat in the vicinity to support SNYLF. Although the
dispersal of SNYLF across the Alternative 4 alignment is extremely unlikely, if it were to occur, it
would not threaten SNYLF populations or their recovery as there is no habitat in the vicinity of the
Alternative 4 alignment that could sustain a SNYLF population, whether the Alternative 4 gondola
were present or not.
….As was stated in the Draft EIS/EIR, summertime gondola maintenance would include short periods
of operation for maintenance and testing and moving individual cabins or small numbers of cabins
across the system. During the summer, when snow is absent, gondola cabins would pass more than 20
feet above the ground surface, thus shadows would be minimal in size and short in duration. SNYLF,
in their natural environment, are exposed to changes in shadow and light from normal occurrences
such as clouds moving overhead and wind moving tree branches, as well as noise from
thunderstorms, wind, and other natural sources. Furthermore, any frogs present at Barstool Lake or
the Five Lakes area would be exposed to human voices and on-the-ground impacts from hikers and
recreationists. If a gondola cabin(s) were to travel over the line when a SNYLF was in the vicinity,
the frog would not experience anything substantially different from what is already present in the
nearby environment.”
In addition, on July 12, 2019, after completion of the July 10, 2019 objection resolution meeting, the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) issued the Biological Opinion on the effects of Alternative 4 of the
gondola project on the SNYLF and critical habitat for the species. The Biological Opinion is provided as
Attachment A to this response letter. The Biological Opinion addresses construction, operation, and
maintenance of Alternative 4, including potential effects of spring and summer operations and
maintenance on SNYLF. As stated in the Biological Opinion, the USFWS determined that the project is
not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the SNYLF or result in adverse modification of the
species’ critical habitat.
To clarify the project record, impacts to the SNYLF from spring and summer operations and maintenance
are sufficiently addressed in this response and the USFWS Biological Opinion provided in Attachment A.

Instruction 3 – Clarify in the record the impacts of spring and summer operations and
maintenance on the Granite Chief Wilderness Area.
The Selected Alternative does not propose the construction, operation, or maintenance of project
components within the National Forest System – Granite Chief Wilderness (GCW) or congressionally
mapped GCW boundary. During construction, the project would use approximately 400 feet of existing
road on private land within the congressionally mapped GCW that is owned, and was built by, Mr.
Caldwell; this road would be used for construction access and is depicted on Exhibit 2-13 of the Final
EIS/EIR and Exhibit ROD-1 in the draft ROD.
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No summer operation of the gondola is being authorized. Summer gondola use would be restricted to
periodic maintenance activities.
While no new project elements would be constructed, operated, or maintained with the National Forest
System – GCW or congressionally mapped GCW boundary, the Final EIS/EIR did identify effects on
these areas from the Selected Alternative. These effects include overall reduction of natural quality due to
the disturbance of ecological process related to SNYLF (Final EIS/EIR Page 4.3-17); presence of gondola
infrastructure that would be visible from certain locations within the National Forest System – GCW
(Final EIS/EIR Page 4.3-17); and increased visitation to the National Forest System – GCW (Final
EIS/EIR Page 4.3-18). The Final EIS/EIR, as well as this letter, clarifies the defined winter and summer
uses of the gondola. Based on the defined closing date for the gondola (when one resort closes for snow
sports recreation or May 31, whichever is earlier) there does exist the potential that there may be limited
duration periods in the “spring” when the gondola remains under normal “ski season” operations and
areas of the Five Lakes Trail (particularly on south aspects) have become passable to foot traffic. In these
instances, recreationists utilizing the Five Lakes Trail would observe and experience gondola cabins
passing overhead as well as attendant audible sounds and the presence of ski area operations both to the
north (Squaw) and to the south (Alpine Meadows). While these effects may impact users of the Five
Lakes Trail, based on the alignment of Alternative 4 - and its lack of proximity to the GCW, it is not
anticipated that “spring operation” of the gondola would have direct or indirect effects to the GCW or
users within.
To clarify the project record, effects on SNYLF from summer maintenance activities are discussed in
Seasonal Operations and Maintenance Impacts Instruction 1 above. Regarding visible infrastructure,
infrastructure visible during the winter operation period would remain visible during summer
maintenance activities; however, depending on the day the viewer were to observe the gondola alignment,
there would be a reduction or elimination in the number of cabins visible on the line (as cabins would be
placed in storage unless used during maintenance) and the duration of time the cabins would pass during
the day. Regarding increased visitation to the National Forest System – GCW, this effect would not occur
during summer maintenance as guests would not be permitted to use the gondola during summer.

Suggestion 1 – Clarify the rationale in the record to not include a firm end date for gondola
operations under Alternative 4.
To clarify the project record, a firm end date was not identified for gondola operations because of the
variability in snow conditions from year-to-year. If one closure date was provided, there would be some
years where ample snow was present after the closure date to support continued skiing/gondola operation
with no adverse effect, but the gondola would not be permitted to operate. Conversely, there would be
other years where there was insufficient snow to support resort operations prior to the closure date, but the
gondola would be permitted to continue operations, potentially allowing operations not directly
supporting snow sport activities. Tying the period of gondola operations to skiing activity rather than a
single date resolves these issues.
However, as described above, RPM MUL-4 provides distinct calendar date boundaries for gondola
operations while responding to changing snow conditions and resort snow sports operations from year-toyear.
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Sierra Nevada Yellow-Legged Frog
Suggestion 1 – Clarify in the record whether or not mitigation measure 4.14-1 would apply to
Alternative 4.
To clarify the project record, Mitigation Measure 4.14-1 applies to Alternative 4. This is confirmed in the
discussion of Impact 4.14-1 (Alt. 4) beginning on page 4.14-86 of the Final EIS/EIR and ending on page
4.14-90. This impact discussion is specific to the analysis of Alternative 4. At the end of the impact
discussion for Alternative 4 is a requirement that Mitigation Measure 4.14-1 (Alt. 4) be implemented. The
content of Mitigation Measure 4.14-1 (Alt. 4) is the same as Mitigation Measure 4.14-1 (Alt. 2) described
in detail in the analysis of Alternative 2 impacts. This is also consistent with the content of Table ES-3 in
the Executive Summary of the Final EIS/EIR. On pages ES-22 and ES-23 it is identified that Mitigation
Measure 4.14-1 applies to Alternatives 2, 3, and 4.

Impacts to Granite Chief Wilderness
Instruction 1 – Clarify in the record whether or not the categories beneficial, minorly adverse
and adverse constitute significant effects as defined by NEPA.
Neither “beneficial,” “minorly adverse,” or “adverse” effects necessarily constitute significant effects
under NEPA. In Section 3.1.4 (Page 3-2), the Final EIS/EIR states:
“Under NEPA, preparation of an EIS is triggered if a federal action has the potential to significantly
affect the quality of the human environment….Under NEPA, impacts should be addressed in
proportion to their significance (40 CFR 1502.2(b)), meaning that severe impacts should be described
in more detail than less consequential impacts. This is intended to help decision makers and the public
focus on the project’s key effects. The evaluation of effects considers the magnitude, duration, and
significance of the changes. For the analysis of each resource topic considered in this EIS/EIR,
analytical indicators are identified to assist in the characterization and evaluation of environmental
effects under NEPA (see Sections 3.3 and 3.4 below). Environmental effects that will improve the
existing condition are noted, and detrimental impacts are characterized as adverse. For this EIS/EIR,
effects described in the context of NEPA are identified as “no effect,” “adverse,” or “beneficial.”
The intent of using “minorly adverse” is to differentiate between an effect that may not qualify as “no
effect” but would result in less severe impact(s) than another alternative with effects also considered
“adverse,” allowing the decision maker and public to differentiate between effects of two or more
alternatives that would otherwise both result in “adverse” effects.
To clarify the project record, the terms used in the Final EIS/EIR to describe effects under NEPA do not
necessarily, and are not intended to, constitute significant or non-significant effects. Further clarity will be
included in the Final Record of Decision to assist the reader in understanding which of the effects
analyzed would constitute significant effects as defined by NEPA.

Suggestion 1 – Clarify in the record why the conclusion for visual resources is minorly
adverse under NEPA and significant under CEQA.
In Section 4.2.3.4 (Page 4.2-41), the Final EIS/EIR states:
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“Alternative 4 would result in the construction of a gondola, which would increase the developed
nature of the landscape surrounding the alignment, including in areas that are currently primarily
natural as well as areas that are already heavily developed. Degradation of the project area’s visual
character under Alternative 4, as seen from the viewpoint analysis, would be less than that associated
with Alternative 2 due to differences in the proposed gondola alignments; the location of Alternative
4 in a valley with steep topographical features on either side would result in its overall visibility being
greatly reduced, including from within the National Forest System-GCW. However, degradation of
the project area’s visual character under Alternative 4, as seen from the viewshed analysis, would be
greater than that associated with Alternative 2 or 3 because the gondola alignment associated with
Alternative 4 would be visible from a small section of Lake Tahoe. Alternative 4 would result in the
installation of infrastructure in certain sensitive and remote areas, which would degrade the project
area’s visual character. Under NEPA, and considering the NEPA indicators, absent RPMs and/or
mitigation, direct and indirect effects related to visual character would be minorly adverse. RPMs
SCE-1 through SCE-4, SCE-6, and SCE-7 would mitigate this effect. Under CEQA, and using the
CEQA criteria, installation of the proposed gondola would have an adverse effect on visual character
because it would create a contrast with currently visible landscapes within certain views and this
impact would be significant. RPMs SCE-1 through SCE-4, SCE-6, and SCE-7 would minimize this
effect by promoting screening of project features and incorporating design elements that assist the
project features in blending into the landscape. However, although implementation of these RPMs
would reduce this impact, it would not reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level because
project features would remain visible and adversely affect scenic vistas and visual quality in remote
landscapes with high sensitivity levels.”
As stated in the previous instruction response, neither “beneficial,” “minorly adverse,” or “adverse”
effects necessarily constitute significant effects under NEPA. Similarly, neither of these terms necessarily
constitute a non-significant effect. While CEQA requires a determination of effect significance for each
effect discussed in an EIR based on defined significance criteria, NEPA does not require this for an EIS
(Final EIS/EIR, Section 3.1.4, Page 3-2).
To clarify the project record, there is a “minorly adverse” effect under NEPA and a “significant” effect
under CEQA for visual resources under the Selected Alternative.

Suggestion 2 – Discuss the Granite Chief Wilderness Management Plan in the record and
disclose whether or not the project is consistent with the direction.
The GCW Management Plan identifies Wilderness Opportunity Levels (WOLs) for all areas of the GCW.
These WOLs are intended to “represent a spectrum of wilderness experience opportunities within the
GCW” and are used to develop management direction, indicators, and standards to assure the desired
conditions in these areas are maintained. Projects within the GCW are required to be consistent with these
elements and the entirety of the GCW Management Plan.
To further clarify the project record, because no elements of the project are within the National Forest
System – GCW boundary or private lands within the congressionally mapped GCW, the areas containing
the project are not assigned WOLs and the project is not required to be consistent with the Granite Chief
Wilderness Management Plan. Thus, a consistency analysis with the Granite Chief Wilderness
Management Plan is not required.
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Permanent Roads, Temporary Roads and Routes
Instruction 1 – Clarify in the record whether or not a temporary or permanent road would be
built within the private land in-holding in the Granite Chief Wilderness.
To clarify the project record, no new temporary or permanent roads would be built within the private land
within in the congressionally mapped GCW. The private land within in the congressionally mapped GCW
that is owned by Mr. Caldwell contains an existing road built by Mr. Caldwell. Approximately 400 feet of
this existing road would be used for construction access and is depicted on Exhibit 2-13 of the Final
EIS/EIR and Exhibit ROD-1 in the draft ROD. To provide further clarity within the record, the Caldwell
Property is not an in-holding within the GCW, Mr. Caldwell owns private lands within the
congressionally mapped GCW.

Instruction 2 – Clarify in the record whether or not restoration would occur on temporary
construction routes, and, if so, what restoration would consist of.
In the description of Alternative 2, the Final EIS/EIR states:
“The temporary construction access route would be restored to its previous condition after
construction is complete.” (Final EIS/EIR Section 2.2.2, Page 2-11). This also applies to Alternative
4, as the description for Alternative 4 states, “The only differences between Alternative 2 and
Alternative 4 are that Alternative 4 includes a gondola connecting the base areas of Squaw Valley and
Alpine Meadows following a different alignment further to the east, the Squaw Valley base terminal
would be in a different location, and the Squaw Valley and Alpine Meadows mid-stations would be in
different locations.” (Final EIS/EIR Section 2.2.4, Page 2-15).
To clarify the project record, temporary construction routes would be restored. In addition, the Final
EIS/EIR includes Resource Protection Measures (RPMs) for the restoration of project elements. These
RPMs include, but are not limited to, BIO-30 (development of a Restoration Plan), BIO-31 (reclamation
of disturbed areas), and BIO-32 (preparation of a Revegetation Plan) (Final EIS/EIR Volume 1, Appendix
B Resource Protection Measures, Pages B-23 through B-24).
For example, RPM BIO-30 would apply to NFS and private lands and states:
“As part of the Improvement Plan and Construction and Operation Plan submittals, Squaw Valley Ski
Holdings will develop a Restoration Plan that will address pre-disturbance condition documentation,
final clean-up, stabilization, and revegetation procedures for areas disturbed by the project. Squaw
Valley Ski Holdings may develop a single plan for both the Forest Service and Placer County
addressing restoration on National Forest System (NFS) lands and private lands, or separate plans for
each agency. Both agencies have review and approval authority for restoration planning and
implementation in their respective jurisdictions. On Forest Service lands, Squaw Valley Ski Holdings
will coordinate with the Tahoe National Forest to determine an appropriate seed mix or tree-planting
plan. On private land, Squaw Valley Ski Holdings will develop a seed mix based on consultation with
Placer County, the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and the landowner.
The plan will include approved seed mixes and soil amendments, application rates, and application
methods. If broadcast seeding is determined to be the most feasible application method, seeding rates
will be doubled and the seeding method rationale will be explained. The plan will also include long-
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term erosion and sediment control measures, slope stabilization, and monitoring procedures.” (Final
EIS/EIR Volume 1, Appendix B Resource Protection Measures, Page B-23)
Refer to Appendix B of the Final EIS/EIR for additional detail regarding restoration activities.

Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR
Instruction 1 – Clarify the record concerning the presence of a snowcat trail on Forest Service
lands, and clarify whether it is related to pre-publicity for the gondola project.
In the August 15, 2019 letter, the reviewing officer states, “I find that the record does not adequately
respond to comments related to the claim that there is an existing snowcat trail within the Granite Chief
Wilderness, maintained by the ski resort, with the purpose of providing publicity for the gondola project.”
The commenter referenced is David Ziegler, who provided comments and supporting photographs
identifying concerns of activity he identified as occurring between the borders of the Granite Chief
Wilderness (GCW) and the adjacent White Wolf private property owned by Troy Caldwell.

David Ziegler’s subsequent objection letter states the following about an existing trail inside the
GCW:
“In most of my comments, I quoted directly from the draft EIS. On this subject, I quoted a statement
in regards to potential development inside GCW. Maintaining a multi year commercial cross-country
ski trail inside GCW is development. The response uses the word “infrastructure” which was not in
my comment. This is an attempt to mislead and mischaracterize my comment.
Aside from acknowledging that the Andregg Geomatics survey conducted in 2012 is accurate and
stating “Additionally, accurate property boundaries are now delineated on the ground” my comments
on this subject were ignored in the response. The responder also ignored comments from Greg Parrot
(2-493) who noticed the trail in 2013 and included photos of the groomed trail taken on forest service
land. Ignoring previous development expansions into GCW is not appropriate.
If all of the maps included in the EIS, are accurate, then it is safe for anyone to conclude that the snow
cat trail maintained between 2012 and 2016 (listed previously on the Squaw website trails page as the
KT Backcountry Gate) was located in GCW. The remedy is for the forest service to do their job in
determining violations and to enforce wilderness regulations.”
To clarify the project record, neither the Forest Service nor Squaw Valley Ski Holdings has created or
maintained a groomed snowcat trail in, or adjacent to, the GCW, or a snowcat trail as pre-publicity for the
project. The private property owner, Mr. Caldwell, owns a snowcat and periodically maintains groomed
trails on his private property within the congressionally mapped GCW. Evaluation of whether these
private groomed trails have encroached on Forest Service-managed lands, or any punitive actions that
might result from such an encroachment, is outside the scope of this Final EIS/EIR and resulting decision.

Instruction 2 – Clarify the response to comments on the Draft EIS regarding the potential for
future summer operations of the gondola
The description of the Proposed Action alternative the Final EIS/EIR states:
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“The proposed gondola would transport guests in both directions during the winter season only,
providing a ready transportation connection between the two ski areas. For the purposes of this
project, the winter/ski season is defined as the period when both Squaw Valley and Alpine Meadows
are in operation for winter sports (based on past operations, Alpine Meadows, on average, closes on
approximately April 16). The gondola connection between Alpine Meadows and Squaw Valley would
not be operational beyond this date unless both resorts are open for the skiing and snowboarding
public.” (Section 2.2.2, Page 2-13)
The Final EIS/EIR continues:
“The only operation of the gondola during the non-ski season would be for short periods associated
with maintenance and testing, including occasionally moving individual cabins, or small numbers of
cabins, across the system.” (Section 2.2.2, Page 2-14). This applies to Alternative 4, as the description
for Alternative 4 states, “The only differences between Alternative 2 and Alternative 4 are that
Alternative 4 includes a gondola connecting the base areas of Squaw Valley and Alpine Meadows
following a different alignment further to the east, the Squaw Valley base terminal would be in a
different location, and the Squaw Valley and Alpine Meadows mid-stations would be in different
locations.” (Final EIS/EIR Section 2.2.4, Page 2-15).
To clarify the project record, under the Selected Alternative gondola activity during the summer would be
limited to maintenance activities. Operational activities (e.g., transportation of guests) would only occur
in the winter season. The summer and winter season dates are clarified in Seasonal Operations and
Maintenance Impacts Instruction 1 response above. Summer operation (e.g., transportation of guests) of
the gondola is not proposed or approved at this time. Any future summer gondola operational activities
(e.g., transportation of guests) proposed would require subsequent NEPA analysis and further
authorization as well as requisite CEQA analysis and a modification to the Placer County Conditional Use
Permit.
Comment 0144-51 on the Draft EIS/EIR was submitted by Friends of the West Shore, Sierra Club, and
Tahoe Area Sierra Club Group and states:
“The DEIS/R claims that the gondola will not be operated during the summer and that this reduces
impacts to SNYLF. The frog is not active during the winter freeze up, and the gondola would not be
running when it emerges from its winter torpor as the snow and ice melts off. But as noted previously,
the DEIS/R also indicates that the gondola may be used up to ten times during the summer for
maintenance and that a limited number of cabins will be on the line for 3-5 days at a time. Ten times a
season per cabin plus additional cabins on the line for 3-5 days at a time is not the same thing as no
summer operation, and the obvious concern is that this level of usage could have detrimental impacts
on the behavior of the SNYLF. It could be argued that infrequent use might cause more impact than
consistent use. It is not clear to us if an amphibian like the SNYLF would be more affected by a
consistent sound and movement disturbance like a gondola running all the time than it would by an
infrequent one. Many animals appear to acclimate to constant road noise, but an occasional car on an
otherwise empty roadway seems assured to create a change in behavior. The FEIS/R must analyze the
impact of any summer operation of the gondola, including usage for maintenance, on the SNYLF.”
(FEIS/EIR Volume 2, Comment 0144-51, Page 2-172).
The response to comment 0144-51 states, with text added in brackets for clarity:
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“Summer maintenance for the proposed Gondola is described on Page 2.13-14 of the Draft EIS/EIR.
As proposed, the Gondola would not transport guests during the summer months. Some of the cabins
would need to be put on the line for limited periods during the summer (fewer than 10 times during
the summer for running all cars on the line, and 3-5 days per month for limited numbers of cars
moved across the line). As a distinction between "operations" and "maintenance." during summer
maintenance the Gondola would not be moving cabins all day, but only during short periods of
activity during the day.
The comment provides no evidence that SNYLF would be affected at all by Gondola cars travelling
overhead for short periods during the summer. The Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog is highly
aquatic, and is rarely found more than a few feet from water. The only known occupied aquatic
habitat is Barstool Lake, more than 100 feet from nearest piece of Gondola infrastructure [for
Alternative 2. Alternative 4 is outside of the 984-foot area surrounding SNYLF breading habitats.]
During summer months, when no snow is present, Gondola cabins would be travelling at least 20-feet
above the ground surface, and typically higher. As noted in the discussion of operational noise
impacts on page 4.9-22 of the Draft EIS/EIR "When the gondola is moving between towers, there are
no moving parts and thus no noise sources. Noise levels between towers would be minimal and would
not increase ambient noise levels over existing conditions." Therefore, it is highly unlikely that a
SNYLF, at ground level, would even perceive a gondola car travelling between towers nearby. Noise
would be generated when the gondola cabin passes over the horizontal arm on the top of a tower.
However, from those with direct experience riding ski lifts and gondolas, passing over the "wheels" at
a tower does not generate excessive noise. The primary noise-generating element of a ski lift or
gondola is at the base terminals where the motors that power the facility are located. The base
terminals are far from any locations where SNYLF would be expected to be found. The further
consideration of summertime gondola maintenance activities does not alter the analysis or
conclusions in the EIS/EIR related to potential impacts to SNYLF.”
To clarify the project record, maintenance activities are not the same as operations activities. Under
maintenance activities, the gondola would run fewer than 10 times and would run fewer cars for a shorter
duration during the day than operations activities. There would be no transfer of guests using the gondola
and no guests disembarking at the mid-stations. Further consideration of summertime gondola
maintenance activities does not alter the analysis or conclusions in the EIS/EIR related to potential
impacts to SNYLF, which are further clarified in the Seasonal Operations and Maintenance Impacts
Instruction 2 response above. Errata providing additional clarity to response to comment 0144-51 is
included with the Final ROD.
Comment 0176-8 submitted by Squaw Valley Lodge Owners Association states:
“Summer operation will add significant visual and noise impacts. It would seem this could allow for
weekend use thru-out the summer for “maintenance.” During summer “maintenance” use, would
passengers be allowed? Impacts of allowed summer schedule and hours of maintenance operation
should be examined and defined in the EIS/EIR, and summer use should be conditioned on
“maintenance only” use (i.e. no passengers/customers other than maintenance personnel).”
The response to comment 0176-8 states:
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“During the summer, the gondola would be in operation exclusively for maintenance purposes, and
passengers would not be allowed. Please refer to pages 2-13 and 2-14 of the Draft EIS/EIR for further
information.”
To clarify the project record, guest passengers would not be allowed on the gondola during summer
maintenance activities. Under maintenance activities, the gondola would run fewer than 10 times and
would run fewer cars for a shorter duration during the day than operations activities. There would be no
transfer of guests using the gondola and no guests disembarking at the mid-station. Errata providing
additional clarity to response to comment 0176-8 is included with the Final ROD.
Comment 0202-5 submitted by David Ziegler states:
“From Page 167: "Some cabins would need to be put on the line for limited periods during the
summer (less than ten times during the summer for all cars placed on the line, and three to five days
per month for a limited number of cars placed on the line) in order to perform maintenance" This
means the gondola would be run during the summer up to 45 days during the off-season. None of the
visual simulations reflect this. This will have detrimental effect for hikers on the Five lakes trail. On
Page 930 there is this scoping comment by Daniel Heagerty: "The applicant states regularly and
unequivocally that the gondola would only operate during ski season" Operation is operation. it
makes no difference if it's for winter sports or maintenance. The visual simulations don't show the
effect of this.” (Final EIS/EIR, Volume 2, Comment 0202-5, Page 2-600)
The response to comment 0202-5 states:
“The 21 visual simulations created for each alternative allow for a qualitative analysis of the visual
changes that are anticipated to occur with implementation of any of the action alternatives. These 21
visual simulations were created from a selection (16) of representative locations, which were initially
selected from hundreds of viewpoints evaluated. Five of these (one site along Alpine Meadows Road,
two sites at the Alpine Meadows base terminal, and two sites along Squaw Valley Road), experience
widely varying conditions between the winter and summer months. They are also visible to a greater
number of people traveling along the roads or from the base terminal. As a result, these five
viewpoint locations were simulated during both winter and summer conditions, which resulted in the
creation of a total of 21 visual simulations for each alternative. The objective of creating visual
simulations is to characterize the appearance of the action alternatives if constructed, rather than to
provide a comprehensive view of the project from all possible locations in the project area; therefore,
not all locations could be, or were required to be, simulated for the purposes of this EIS/EIR. Instead,
highly frequented or prominent public areas and visually sensitive vistas were selected for simulation.
To account for the visual impacts that may occur outside of the immediate project area, a viewshed
analysis of the regional visibility of the project was conducted. The viewshed analysis provides a
quantitative assessment of the visual impacts associated with the project using the best available data
at the time of analysis. The viewshed analysis accurately accounts for topographic features, but does
not incorporate potentially obscuring features such as vegetation or built structures. It is expected that
existing vegetative screening would have the effect of considerably reducing the overall potential
visibility of the project, dependent on the specific location and vantage of the viewer. Because it does
not take into account potentially obscuring features, the viewshed analysis is a conservative
approximation of the Zone of Potential Visibility. For additional information, refer to Visual
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Resources Analysis Methods discussed in EIS/EIR section 4.2.2.” (Final EIS/EIR, Volume 2,
Comment 0202-5, Page 2-600 through 2-601)
To clarify the project record, visibility of the cabins during summer maintenance activity would be less
than during winter operations due to increased vegetation screening and decreased visitation at key
viewpoints. In addition, under maintenance activities the gondola would run fewer than 10 times and
would run fewer cars for a shorter duration during the day than operations activities. There would be no
transfer of guests using the gondola and no guests disembarking at the mid-station. For these reasons, the
visual simulations and viewshed analysis are conservative approximations of visibility, meaning that
actual visibility would be expected to be less. It is not necessary to simulate every potential occurrence of
cars on the gondola line (in the fall season, at noon, at the beginning of a typical operational day, at the
middle of a typical maintenance day, etc.) to appropriately evaluate visual impacts from operation and
maintenance of the gondola.

Instruction 3 – Clarify in the response to comments on the Draft EIS the reason for not
analyzing the difference in wind impacts for each alternative.
In the August 15, 2019 letter, the reviewing officer states, “I find that the objector’s comment on the
Draft EIS regarding wind impacts was inadequately responded to.” The objector referenced is David
Ziegler, whose comment letter on the Draft EIS/EIR was limited to the following statement regarding
wind: “There is a high possibility of failure and obsolescence due to economic concerns, storms and
high winds from the west, and public indifference.” (Comment 0202-1, Final EIS/EIR Volume 2
Page 2-599).
The response to David Ziegler’s mention of wind in this comment is provided on Page 2-599 of the Final
EIS/EIR (Volume 2 Final EIS/EIR - Response to Comments) and states:
“Wind closures of the gondola would be implemented as necessary to ensure safe operation of the
gondola. Further detail on this matter is beyond the scope of this analysis, as the specific operational
procedures of the gondola would be determined pending Forest Service and Placer County approval of
any of the action alternatives.”

David Ziegler’s subsequent objection letter states the following about wind:
“Final EIS 2.3.2.2 “Extensive consideration of wind directions and velocities played a part in the
planning of each alternative evaluated in detail, and many potential alternatives were ultimately
eliminated from detailed analysis because of these considerations.”
Response 0202-1: “Wind closures of the gondola would be implemented as necessary to ensure
safe operation of the gondola. Further detail on this matter is beyond the scope of this analysis, as
the specific operational procedures of the gondola would be determined pending Forest Service
and Placer County approval of any of the action alternatives”
You can’t have it both ways. Details regarding wind are “beyond the scope of this analysis” which
is why the EIS states “Extensive consideration of wind directions and velocities played a part in
the planning of each alternative evaluated” High wind speeds in exposed areas are an important
consideration in regards to the design, viability, operation and usability of a ski lift. This is not
something that can be put off until later.
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As a remedy, all wind studies done in the project area should be included in the Final EIS and a
detailed explanation for why routes were retained or eliminated.
“a number of alternative alignments were considered and eliminated due to technical and
economic challenges and would not respond to any resource issues that are not already addressed
through the creation of Alternatives 3 and 4”
Without providing the location and basic information of these routes, it is not possible to verify
this statement.”
As previously described, analysis of impacts from wind were used to inform the development of
alternatives and identify if an alternative was feasible. This analysis included review of wind velocity and
direction, and data detailing wind velocity and direction for the project area are included in the
Administrative Record (WRCC 2012b and WRCC 2012c). The Master Development Plans accepted by
the Forest Service for Alpine Meadows also contain site-specific wind information and are included in the
Administrative Record (Alpine Meadows_20150301_MDP.pdf). This data was then compared to typical
gondola technical specification ranges to determine if current conditions exceeded these specifications.
As an example of one the analyses performed on potential alignments that factored in wind, Attachment B
of this document contains a summary of the comparison of two gondola lift profiles that was prepared in
January 2015. Attachment B describes verifications of the minimal tower load in comparison with the
horizontal wind load, stability of the carving rope on the roller in case of wind, tension cylinder stroke,
and general check of the line. The same calculations were not generated for all alternatives considered in
the Final EIS/EIR; instead, wind analysis methods were tailored to the individual alternatives based on
project area knowledge, similarity to other alternatives, and other factors.
For the review and analysis under NEPA and CEQA, schematic level lift engineering was completed to
ensure system feasibility – including evaluation of system wind susceptibility. Final detailed lift
engineering will be undertaken as/if the project moves to preparation for construction.
To clarify the project record, an analysis of impacts from wind was performed to a level to determine
feasibility, not design specificity. This information is located throughout the Administrative Record, this
document, and this document’s Attachments. The Final EIS/EIR is not intended to identify specific windbased operating procedures, which will be developed during the engineering stage of the project. Errata
providing additional clarity to response to comment 0202-1 is included in the Final ROD.

Instruction 4 - Clarify in the response to comments on the Draft EIS the reason for dismissal
of comments related to potential design flaws in the gondola alignments considered in
detail.
In the August 15, 2019 letter, the reviewing officer states: “I find that the objector’s comment on the Draft
EIS regarding gondola design was inadequately responded to.” The objector referenced is David Ziegler,
whose comment letter on the Draft EIS/EIR stated: “All of the gondola alternatives are routed over the
Alpine Meadows lodge. Alternatives 3 and 4 are routed over the Alpine Meadows road, the parking lot,
the pedestrian entrance, and the lodge. This is clumsy, reckless, unprecedented, and a threat to public
safety.” (Comment 0202-3, Final EIS/EIR Volume 2 Page 2-599).
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The response to this comment is provided on Page 2-599 of the Final EIS/EIR (Volume 2 Final EIS/EIR Response to Comments) and states: “The comment provides an opinion regarding the merits or qualities
of the project and does not address the content, analysis, or conclusions in the Draft EIS/EIR. The Forest
Supervisor for the TNF and the Placer County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors will take
the commenter’s opinions regarding the merits or qualities of the project into consideration when making
a decision regarding the project.”
David Ziegler’s subsequent objection stated the following:
“The path of the Alt 3 and 4 gondola routes over the Alpine Meadows road, the parking lot, and the
Alpine lodge is unprecedented breaks every basic tenet of common sense resort design. My comment
on this issue was labeled as an opinion. Instead of mischaracterizing my factual and informed
statement, I expect the responder to provide any example of where this has been done at any ski area
in the United States. Routing a lift over a ski lodge is amateurish and incompetent. The front of the
AM lodge is very high, possibly 50 feet or more and the gondola is shown to cross diagonally over
the center of the north side.
This opens up many unnecessary public safety issues due to distracted drivers and ice or other objects
falling from the gondola. This will ruin the entrance area, the view from the deck and lower the value
of AM ski area. The outcome would make the front of the AM lodge appear to be a gigantic gondola
terminal. The EIS doesn’t explain or study issues involved with potentially hundreds of people
disembarking in the most over crowded area of the AM slopes. There are liability issues for the
operator with pedestrians walking in the parking lot and visit the lodge but don’t buy lift passes that
include release from liability statements.
Any resort expansion or redesign should respect the previous elements that are in place and aren’t
going to be changed. A transportation gondola base should not be located on the slopes. It is best to
locate the termination a short distance away from the lodge in order to accommodate the extra people.
The remedy is to approve the No Action Alternative until the applicant can provide a professional
level design. Another possibility is to route the gondola to the west of the lodge or locate the base to
the northern edge of the front parking lot. I’m including an altered image from the EIS to show these
possibilities. There are only minor logistical issues involved in comparison to routing over the lot and
the lodge. While you can kludge all kinds of terminal locations here, the fact remains that the AM
base area is not receptive to lifts routed from any direction at this time. The No Action Alternative is
the only responsible course of action at this time.”
To clarify the project record, the American National Standard Institute (ANSI) provides safety standards
for passenger ropeways, including gondolas, under ANSI B77. These standards require minimum vertical
and horizontal clearances of obstacles including structures such as lodges, other lifts, and even snow,
among other design considerations. ANSI standards do not prohibit the siting of a gondola over existing
roads, parking areas, or ski area operated buildings/lodges. Most existing ski areas in the U.S. contain
gondola or chairlift alignments that cross these common ski area elements. Engineered design of the
gondola is not necessary to sufficiently evaluate public safety as future adherence to ANSI standards is a
requirement of State of California and Forest Service permitting and operational conditions. Conceptual
design and professional expertise are sufficient for the Final EIS/EIR, and public safety would continue to
be evaluated at the appropriate design review stages where engineering/design modifications may be
required to comply with the findings of this decision. The alignments evaluated under all action
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alternatives within the analysis were planned and studied extensively by professional ski area planners
and lift system engineers who possess substantial expertise with similar installations world-wide. Errata
providing additional clarity to response to comment 0202-3 is included with the Final ROD.

Range of Alternatives
Instruction 1 – Clarify the description of the alternative referred to as “Alternative Route
Alignments” in sufficient detail to inform the responsible official’s decision to dismiss
it from detailed study, and to inform the public of those alternatives considered.
In the description of alternative route alignments considered but not evaluated further, the Final EIS/EIR
states:
“The following alternative alignments were suggested for the proposed gondola:
•

relocating the Squaw Valley mid-station to KT saddle, KT top terminal, Olympic Lady top
terminal, or west of Red Dog top terminal where the gondola would descend to the vicinity of
Alpine Meadows Road before continuing to the Alpine Meadows base area;

•

relocating the Alpine Meadows base terminal closer to the existing Kangaroo lift and
maintenance sheds;

•

constructing a lift rather than a gondola through private property to the top terminal of KT-22

•

constructing a lift connecting the tops of the two ridges at Squaw Valley and Alpine
Meadows, rather than the base areas; and

•

approximately 39 additional conceptual alignments connecting Squaw Valley and Alpine
Meadows.

Each alternative alignment considered includes specific technical or design challenges. For example,
some issues include excessively steep terrain, increased total alignment length, and the involvement
of private property that is not currently included in the Proposed Action or alternatives. Extensive
consideration of wind directions and velocities played a part in the planning of each alternative
evaluated in detail, and many potential alternatives were ultimately eliminated from detailed analysis
because of these considerations. Other alternatives considered would travel through private property
in the Alpine Meadows area that is not currently included in the Proposed Action or alternatives, and
the practical challenges of individual property access would be substantial. For example, for the
gondola to cross over an existing inhabited structure, tramway code would require that sprinkler and
alarm systems be installed in each structure; this would be a substantial intrusion.
Overall, a number of alternative alignments were considered and eliminated due to technical and
economic challenges and would not respond to any resource issues that are not already addressed
through the creation of Alternatives 3 and 4.” (Final EIS/EIR Section 2.3.2.2, Pages 2-28 through 229).
Attachment C of this document contains a map developed in 2016 that depicts the alignments considered
but eliminated. At the presented map scale, similar alignments with small variations may not be readily
identifiable as separate from nearby alignments but were also considered. Similarly, of the 39 conceptual
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alignments referenced in the Final EIS/EIR, these can be consolidated into 17 distinct alignment groups.
Of these alignment groups,
•

Three alignment groups were eliminated due to avalanche control issues

•

Two alignment groups were eliminated due to SNYLF impacts

•

One alignment group was eliminated due to extensive ground disturbance required for grading
activities on NFS land within the Alpine Meadows SUP.

•

Five alignment groups were eliminated due to placement within or proximity to National Forest
System – GCW and the congressionally mapped GCW boundary.

•

One alignment group was eliminated due to extensive ground disturbance required for grading to
create a road to access a mid-station

•

Four alignment groups were eliminated due to the need to cross multiple private home properties
along Alpine Meadows Road

•

Two alignment groups were eliminated due to excessive gondola length and unreasonably long
ride times.

An alternative east of Alternative 4 (Alternative 4 East) was explored and is included on the map in
Attachment C. This alternative was dismissed for many reasons including:
•

Construction constraints (3,300 linear-foot access road, four crossings of Alpine Meadows Road,
interference with existing powerlines requiring reburial of approximately 2,000 linear feet);

•

Operational constraints (difficult lift evacuation from poor snow retention and cliff bands,
presence of avalanche slide paths that would intersect several towers);

•

Visual constraints (proximity to Bear Creek subdivision and impacts to Alpine Meadows Road
and Five Lakes Trail);

•

Zoning (conflicts with county zoning designation in the area of the White Wolf mid-station); and

•

Recreation constraints (limited access to skiing terrain from mid-stations).

To clarify the project record, the map depicting the dismissed alignments included in Attachment C along
with the narrative above provides sufficient detail to inform the responsible official’s decision to dismiss
them from detailed study, and to inform the public of those alternatives considered.

Instruction 2 – Clarify the response to the comment on the Draft EIS related to an alternative
alignment that would lie further to the east of the proposed project, and how that
alignment would reduce impacts beyond the alternative alignments considered in
detail.
Comment 0144-5 was submitted by Friends of the West Shore, Sierra Club, and Tahoe Area Sierra Club
Group and states the following regarding more easterly alignments:
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“The discussion of Alternative Route Alignments considered but not evaluated further in section
2.3.2.2 is deficient. Scoping respondents suggested a considerable number of alternative alignments
which they believed might reduce environmental impacts and/or transport skiers more efficiently.
These suggestions deserve more complete and thoughtful responses than the cursory dismissal in
section 2.3.2.2. For example, alignments to the east of Alternatives 3 and 4 might have some
substantial benefits. These benefits would include greater separation from the Granite Chief
Wilderness Area and might include reduced visual impacts from numerous viewpoints in the vicinity
of the Wilderness and elsewhere.” (Comment 0144-5, Final EIS/EIR Volume 2 Page 2-130 and 2132).
The response to comment 0144-5 states the following relevant to more easterly alignments:
“The comment states that alignments to the east of Alternatives 3 and 4 "might have" some
substantial benefits, including greater separation from the National Forest System-GCW and therefore
"might include" reduced visual impacts. No evidence is offered in support of these statements. CEQA
requires that lead agencies consider a "reasonable range" of potentially feasible alternatives that will
avoid or substantially lessen the significant adverse impacts of a project in detail, not every
alternative or mitigation measure suggested by comments. NEPA also requires federal lead agencies
to consider a range of alternatives. The EIS/EIR includes a reasonable range of alternatives. The
commenter's opinion is nevertheless noted and will be forwarded to the Forest Supervisor for the TNF
and the Placer County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors to take into consideration
when making a decision regarding the project. (Comment 0144-5, Final EIS/EIR Volume 2 Page 2131 through 2-131).
In addition, objector David Ziegler, in his objection letter, provided an alignment routing the gondola
through the eastern area of private landowner Troy Caldwell’s property, and included maps depicting his
proposal (see inclusion of map on following page). It is important to note that Mr. Ziegler did not provide
this information in his comments on the Draft EIS/EIR and therefore lacks procedural standing on this
point. In his objection letter, Mr. Ziegler states:
“This proposal is my remedy for the deficiencies in the EIS and the Record of Decision.
….In the Upper Truckee Restoration and Golf Course Reconfiguration EIS process, the state parks
commission has held off on a golf course expansion into Washoe Meadows State Park for the time
being due to an effective grassroots lobbying effort that included the Washoe Meadows Community
and golf course architect, Edwin Roald. I consider myself a knowledgeable golf course designer in
regard to course layouts and as a part of this effort; I submitted reduced footprint 18 hole course redesign. This course was similar to a layout from Roald’s EIS comment in regard to the land that was
used and stays completely out of the state park, which is a sensible compromise alternative that was
never considered before last year. I will try to do the same thing here and give you a scouting report
on what I consider to be the only sensible gondola route between Squaw Valley and Alpine Meadows.
The main objective in this situation should move people around as efficiently as possible. The other
goal should be to reduce environmental impacts as much as possible. This points to studying a route
that is shorter and located far away from the wilderness area and frog habitats etc. The alternatives in
the EIS are all too long and close to GCW to accomplish any of this and the decision by the forest
service is irresponsible in this regard. The lengths for these routes in the report are not accurate and
are longer since they don’t take slope into account. This needs to be corrected for all alternatives.
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To remedy this, the gondola should be routed in the eastern area of the Caldwell property. Another
reason for this location are the highly visible Gazex exploders that were installed in this area which
haven’t been mitigated in any way. In this case, one of the shortest routes is also one of the only
routes possible. Almost any other route would be longer, route over the top of KT22, end near many
Bear Creek residences or the current long and unrealistic alternatives.
I’m proposing to route a gondola about 6800 feet in length, starting at the current Red Dog Chairlift
base, with no mid-station at the top of the ridge and to the northeast of Bear Creek Entrance 1. From
there, users would take a shuttle to the lodge and back which is a about a mile. The shuttle back to the
gondola would include stops located at the Bear Creek entrances etc. This is a reasonable compromise
for all parties in this situation.
This route is superior to the Base to Base routes in every respect. It would be safer, faster, cheaper,
less wind, and less financial risk for SVSH etc. The only downside is the route would pass through an
avalanche zone on the Alpine side but this isn’t any different than the Alt 2 route below the Buttress.
While the base is close to a few houses, due to cars on the AM road, noise shouldn’t be much of a
factor. Aside from the new Gazex placements, the main source for noise pollution in Alpine Meadows
is the snow making pump house that should be sound proofed.”
Gondola Comparison

Alternative 4

East Alternative

Gondola Type
Gondola Length
Ride time
Operation Costs
Financial Risk
Potential Loss of Alpine Side (due
to sale etc)
Shuttle Required
Life Span
Visual Impairment
AM Infrastructure Crossed
Total Trees removed
Close to GCW

High Speed
13000 feet
14 minutes
High
High

High Speed
6800 feet
7 minutes+7 minutes for shuttle
Medium
Low

High

Medium

Wind holds
30 to 50 years
Very High
Yes, road, lot and lodge
38+176
Yes, 1000 feet
Yes route borders trail for
300 feet
30 million+

1 mile and Wind holds
50+ years
Medium
None
100
No, 4000 feet away

Crosses 5 Lakes Trail
Cost

Yes, 100 feet near the trailhead
15 million
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To clarify the project record, alignments to the east of Alternatives 3 and 4 were considered but dismissed
due to several factors, including avalanche control issues, extensive ground disturbance, and the need to
cross private homeowner property and residences. It is further noted that the alternative suggested by the
commenter does not connect to the base area of Alpine Meadows. The bottom terminal (as depicted in the
provided map) is located over one mile from the Alpine Meadows base area and would require users to
shuttle, or walk an unacceptable distance, to reach their destination. Errata providing additional clarity to
response to comment 0144-5 is included in the Final ROD.

Instruction 3 – Clarify in the response to comments on the Draft EIS the reason that the
alternatives are not too similar to provide a reasonable range of alternatives.
According to the Council on Environmental Quality, the phrase "range of alternatives" refers to the
alternatives discussed in environmental documents. It includes all reasonable alternatives, which must be
rigorously explored and objectively evaluated, as well as those other alternatives, which are eliminated
from detailed study with a brief discussion of the reasons for eliminating them. Section 1502.14. A
decisionmaker must not consider alternatives beyond the range of alternatives discussed in the relevant
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environmental documents. Moreover, a decisionmaker must, in fact, consider all the alternatives
discussed in an EIS. Section 1505.1(e).”
While the Final EIS/EIR carries forward three alternatives that involve the construction of a gondola of
various alignments, many other alternatives were considered in Section 2.3, Alternatives and Design
Components Considered but Not Evaluated Further of the Final EIS/EIR. These alternatives included
additional route alignments (refer to Section 2.3.2.2), improving the existing shuttle system (refer to
Section 2.3.2.1), and different technologies such as a train or pulse gondola (refer to Section 2.3.2.4).
When considering both the alternatives carried forward and those not evaluated further, a wide variety of
alternatives was considered that meets the intent of “reasonable range of alternatives.”
To clarify the project record, a reasonable range of alternatives was considered in the development of the
Final EIS/EIR when considering the alternatives provided, the alternatives eliminated from detailed study,
and the additional details provided in this document.

Five Lakes Trail Closure
Instruction 1 – Clarify in the Final EIS/EIR how dispersed recreation would be impacted by
trail closures during construction.
Regarding impacts to dispersed recreation from anticipated trail closures, including the Five Lakes Trail,
the Final EIS/EIR states the following effects under Alternative 2:
“During construction of the gondola (estimated to last approximately 6-8 months in one summer
season), the Five Lakes Trail could be closed temporarily while towers are installed via helicopter,
drilling and/or blasting activities are performed, or other hazardous construction-related activities are
completed that could pose a risk to trail users.” (Final EIS/EIR Section 4.1.3.2, Page 4.1-10).
Temporary trail closures may result in reduced access to NFS lands and the National Forest SystemGCW. Temporarily closed and/or re-routed trails could impact dispersed recreation as users may have a
more difficult time accessing parts of the Tahoe National Forest (TNF) that they previously could access
easily.
To reduce effects from trail closures, several RPMs are included in Appendix B that apply to all
alternatives. These RPMs include:
“REC-1 - A public-liaison will be assigned by Squaw Valley Ski Holdings to provide the public with
advance notification of construction activities at least 15 days prior to the start of construction
activities. A project website will be developed for the public to ask questions about the construction
process and schedule. Concerns related to dust, noise, odor, trail closures, and access restrictions
associated with construction activities will be addressed within this program.
REC-2 - Squaw Valley Ski Holdings will provide the Forest Service, as part of the Construction and
Operation Plans, notice of all construction activities potentially affecting recreation areas and trail
systems, including temporary trail closures, within the Forest Service trail system. Squaw Valley Ski
Holdings will coordinate with Forest Service prior to preparation of the plan to avoid conflicts with
known, scheduled, permitted events. Such avoidance will be reflected in the annual construction plan.
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Notification to Forest Service officials will be provided at least 60 days before construction begins in
these areas.
REC-3 - Signs advising recreationists of construction activities and directing them to alternative trails
will be posted at all trail access points or in locations as determined through coordination with the
respective jurisdictional agencies. Signage describing the closures will be posted at trail access points
one week prior to closures, will remain posted during the entire closure period, and will be removed
upon completion of construction.” (Final EIS/EIR Volume 1, Appendix B, Pages B-5 through B-6).
To clarify the project record, temporary trail closures of the Five Lakes Trail would be expected under
Alternative 4 and would occur during the construction of the gondola. Construction of the gondola is
estimated to last approximately 6 to 8 months in one summer season and temporary trail closures may
occur while towers are installed via helicopter, drilling and/or blasting activities are performed, or other
hazardous construction-related activities are completed that could pose a risk to trail users. Effects from
trail closures would result in reduced access to TNF-managed lands, including the National Forest System
– GCW, during trail closures. RPMs have been developed to reduce impacts from trail closures on users
of the Five Lakes Trail, and these RPMs include advanced public notification of trail closures, public
outreach, and signage. To provide additional clarity within the record, subsequent discussions were
completed with Leitner Poma of America (the selected lift manufacturer/constructor) to better understand
and disclose the frequency and duration of potential trail closures. Based on these discussions, it is
anticipated that the Five Lakes Trail would only need to be closed for brief periods while construction is
occurring within immediate proximity to the trail. These closures would be very infrequent and last less
than an hour at a time. Errata providing additional clarity is included with the Final ROD.

Change to Noise and Resource Protection Measure
Instruction 1 – Clarify in the record how the prohibition of noise disturbing construction
activities on Saturdays would or would not influence the construction timeline of
completion within 1 year.
In the Draft EIS/EIR, the first sentence of RPM NOI-6 stated:
“Construction noise emanating from any construction activities, including any blasting and helicopter
flights, is prohibited on Sundays and Federal Holidays…” (Draft EIS/EIR Volume 1, Appendix B
Resource Protection Measures, Page B-9).
In an attempt to be responsive to a comment on the Draft EIS/EIR, this sentence was modified in the Final
EIS/EIR to read:
Construction noise emanating from any construction activities, including any blasting and helicopter
flights, is prohibited on weekends and Federal Holidays…” (Final EIS/EIR Volume 1, Appendix B
Resource Protection Measures, Page B-10).
The change from “Sundays” to “weekends” removed the option for any construction activities to occur on
Saturdays. This change was made in error as the intent was to limit only blasting activities on Saturdays
and not all construction activities. The Reviewing Officer and others posed an appropriate question of
whether prohibiting all construction activities on Saturdays would jeopardize the commitment to complete
project construction in one year. The project applicant brought this issue to the attention of the EIS/EIR
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preparation team after publication of the Final EIS/EIR and that is when the error in the editing of RPM
NOI-6 was identified.
To clarify the project record, to correct this error Placer County has adopted an errata to RPM NOI-6 and
the Forest Supervisor will include this errata in the final ROD. In the errata, the first sentence of RPM
NOI-6 is changed back to the text included in the Draft EIS/EIR, with “weekends” converted back to
“Sundays.” In addition, in response to the comment that initially precipitated the edit to RPM NOI-6, the
following sentence is added clarifying parameters for Saturday construction activities: “Construction
could occur on: Saturdays 8:00 am to 6:00 pm, except blasting shall be prohibited on Saturdays.
Helicopters may be used on Saturdays as needed to maintain the project’s single-season construction
schedule.”

Suggestion 1 – Clarify in the project record why all noise disturbing activities were prohibited
on Saturday, and not only helicopter flights and blasting, as requested by the PCTA.
To clarify the project record, an error in editing of RPM NOI-6 occurred between the Draft and Final
EIS/EIR resulting in text requiring the prohibition of all construction activities on Saturdays, and the
subsequent correction of that error, are described in the response to Instruction 1 above.

Change to Resource Protection Measure for Idling Equipment
Suggestion 1 – Clarify in the record why the change was made to resource protection measure
AQ-18 between the Draft EIS/EIR and the Final EIS/EIR.
The Draft EIS/EIR, RPM AQ-18 states the following:
“Include the following standard note on the Placer County Improvement/Grading Plan and Forest
Service Construction and Operation Plans: During construction, the contractor shall minimize idling
time to a maximum of five (5) minutes for all diesel-powered equipment.” (Draft EIS/EIR Volume 1,
Appendix B Resource Protection Measures, Page B-12).
In the Final EIS/EIR, the following sentence was added to the end of RPM AQ-18:
“Idling of construction-related equipment and construction-related vehicles shall be minimized within
1,000 feet of any sensitive receptor (i.e., house, hospital, or school).” (Final EIS/EIR Volume 1,
Appendix B Resource Protection Measures, Page B-14).
This sentence was added based on input provided by Placer County. Concurrent with preparation of the
Final EIS/EIR, a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) was being prepared for Placer
County. The MMRP is a requirement of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and in this
case, the MMRP compiles both the mitigation measures and the RPMs included in the EIS/EIR. During
the review of the MMRP, a County Planner requested that some additional text be included in the AQ
RPMs to reflect additional components of Placer County Air Pollution Control District (PCAPCD)
standard construction emission reduction measures. Because the request involved adding text to an RPM,
adding text in the MMRP also required adding the same text to the list of RPMs in the EIS/EIR. Many of
the air quality RPMs consist of standard guidance provided by the PCAPCD.
To clarify the project record, the addition of the sentence in question to RPM AQ-18 added an additional
PCAPCD standard measure in response to the request from the Placer County Planner. The addition of
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the text was not in response to a comment from the public, or related to a need or desire to further reduce
criteria pollutant or greenhouse gas emissions.

Summary
This letter contains my responses to the instructions and suggestions provided by the RORT and
Reviewing Officer. Combined with an Errata I will issue with the Final ROD, I have further supported the
analysis and findings of the Squaw Valley-Alpine Meadows Base-to-Base Gondola Project Final
EIS/EIR.
Sincerely,

11/8/2019
ELI ILANO
Forest Supervisor, Tahoe National Forest

Date
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ATTACHMENT A

United States Department of the Interior
In Reply Refer to:
0SESMF002019-F-1253-1

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office
2800 Cottage Way, Suite W-2605
Sacramento, California 95825-1846

JUL :1 2 2019

Mr. Eli llano
Forest Supervisor, Tahoe National Forest
U.S. Forest Service
631 Coyote Street
Nevada City, California 95959
Subject:

Formal Consultation on the Proposed Special Use Permit for the Squaw
Valley/ Alpine Meadows Base-to-Base Gondola Project, Placer County, California

Dear Mr. llano:
This letter is in response to the U.S. Forest Service's (USFS) March 4, 2019, request for initiation of
consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) on the proposed special use permit
(SUP) for the Squaw Valley/Alpine Meadows Base-to-Base Gondola Project (proposed project) in
Placer County, California. At issue are the proposed project's effects on the federally endangered
Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog (Rana sietme) and designated critical habitat for the species. This
response is provided under the authority of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (16
U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) (Act), and in accordance with the implementing regulations pertaining to
interagency cooperation (50 CFR 402).
The federal action on which we are consulting is the issuance of a USFS SUP for the installation,
operation, and maintenance of a winter-operations only gondola connecting the Squaw Valley and
Alpine Meadows ski areas. Pursuant to 50 CFR 402.120), you submitted a Biological Assessment for
our review and requested concurrence with the findings presented therein. These findings conclude
that the proposed project (1) ntqy affect, and is like/y to adverse/y affect the Sierra Nevada yellow-legged
frog, and (2) mqy affect, and is like/y to adverse/y affect the designated critical habitat for the species.
In considering your request, we based our evaluation on the following: (1) the letter from the USFS
to the Service requesting initiation of formal consultation on the proposed project, dated March 1,
2019; (2) the Biological Assessmentfor Sierra Nevada Yellow-legged Frog: Squaw Vallry/Alpine JYI.eadows Base
to-Base Gondola Prqject (Biological Assessment), dated February 29, 2018; (3) electronic and
telecommunications correspondence between the USFS and the Senrice; (4) an August 16, 2018, site
visit to the action area by the Service; (5) the best available science on the species and habitats; and
(6) other information available to the Service.
The remainder of this document provides our biological opinion on the effects of the proposed
project on the Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog and critical habitat for the species.
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Consultation History
August 16, 2018:

The Service, private landowners, Tahoe National Forest and Ascent
Environmental staff attended a site visit to the project area and discussed the
proposed action.

March 4, 2019:

The Se1vice received a request from the USFS for consultation on the
proposed project, along with the final Biological Assessment.

March 4, 2019 June 6, 2019:

The Se1vice discussed the proposed project with the USFS, received
additional information about the action, and developed additional
conse1vation 1neasures.

BIOLOGICAL OPINION
Description of the Action
Squaw Valley and Alpine Meadow are separate ski facilities northwest of Lake Tahoe, California.
Alpine Meadows conducts its operations on private, state, and National Forest System (NFS) lands,
while Squaw Valley is operated almost entirely on private lands in Placer County (County). Squaw
Valley Ski Holdings (SVSH, project applicant), the owner of both facilities, proposes to constrnct,
operate, and maintain a winter-only gondola that provides direct access between the two ski areas.
The gondola will provide more direct access to existing ski terrain and resort amenities for winter
visitors. A portion of the project area at Alpine Meadows operates under a USFS SUP from the
Tahoe National Forest, which will be amended to include the proposed action. However, because
much of the project is on State and private lands, the USFS prepared a joint Environmental Impact
Statement/Environmental Impact Report with the County to comply with both the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
The project applicant proposes to install an eight-passenger gondola connecting the ski and base
areas of Alpine Meadows and Squaw Valley (a total length of approximately 11,700 feet) with a mid
station near Alpine Meadows (located on private property) and a second mid-station on SVSH
owned property near the existing KT-22 lift top terminal. A total of 33 towers will be installed along
the gondola alignment (28 on private land, five on NFS land). An existing gravel road and temporary
access roads will be used for construction access. Areas disturbed by construction, including
temporary access routes, will be restored upon completion of construction.
Gondola constn1ction will occur over single constrnction season ending by October 15. All site
clean-up, soil stabilization, revegetation, winterization, and related activities will be completed by
that time, except for vertical constrnction, which may continue if weather and soil conditions permit
as determined by the Forest Se1vice, Placer County, and the Lahontan Regional Water Quality
Control Board (LRWQCB). Invasive vegetation monitoring and possible herbicide use will occur for
three years post-constrnction. Once the gondola is completed, the SUP will permit operations and
maintenance will continue indefinitely until such time as the USFS decides a new permit is needed.

Construction
Base Terminals
The Alpine Meadows base terminal will be located on NFS lands southeast of the existing Alpine
Meadows base lodge. The site will be accessed via existing roads and parking areas and construction
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equipment will be staged at the existing parking areas. The terminal will be on an elevated
foundation; no material will be excavated or removed from the facility footprint. Grading is
proposed near the base lodge and the Summit and Roundhouse lift to reduce the slope between
these facilities and improve connectivity. The overall disturbance from all elements of this facility,
including grading, will be approximately 1.9 acres.
The Squaw Valley base terminal will be located on private lands and co-located with the existing Red
Dog lift base terminal. During construction of the gondola base terminal, the Red Dog base terminal
will be reconstructed to allow both terminals to function at the same location. Access to the site will
be via existing ski areas roads. The overall ground disturbance for all elements of this base terminal
would be approximately 1 acre.

Mid-5tations
The Alpine Meadows mid-station will be located on private lands and will resemble the typical base
terminal of a detachable lift. The facility will include two stations arranged at an angle, with a
footprint of approximately 24 feet by 84 feet. Construction for this mid-station will required the
excavation of approximately 25,000 cubic yards of material, of which 5,000 cubic yards will remain
onsite.
Consttuction crews, materials (e.g., lift equipment, generator, tools) and construction equipment
(e.g., tracked excavator, spider excavator) will primarily be transported to the site via truck, however,
a helicopter, over-snow-vehicles and all-terrain vehicles may also be used. Ground traffic will access
the site using an existing road on private lands and, where this road ends, via a temporary,
approximately 15-foot wide constiuction access route. Final access route plans will be reviewed and
approved by the USPS and the County, who will in turn ensure the plans comply with the analysis
and findings of this Biological Opinion. The helicopter and construction materials will be staged in
the Alpine Meadows parking lot.
The Squaw Valley mid-station will be located northwest of the top terminal of the existing KT-22
Express lift. Similar to the Alpine Meadows mid-station, this facility will resemble the typical base
terminal of a detachable lift and will feature two stations arranged to form an angle. Each station will
have an estimated footprint of approximately 24 feet by 84 feet. It is anticipated that grading, earth
moving, and potentially rock blasting will be required during cons1:1uction, including for the
foundation and skier loading/unloading areas. The overall ground disturbance for this station will be
approximately 1.5 acres. The Squaw Valley mid-station site will be accessed via an existing road that
extends from the Squaw Valley base area to the upper KT-22 terminal.

Towers
A total of 33 towers will be installed along the gondola alignment (28 on private land, Son NFS
land). Prelimina1y tower locations have been identified; however, exact locations and designs for
each tower will be determined during final project engineering and design. The County and the
USPS will review and approve these final plans and ensure that they are consistent with the analysis
and findings of this Biological Opinion.
Staging areas for towers will be located in the parking areas of both Squaw Valley and Alpine
Meadows. Towers will average 30 feet in height and most would be installed using helicopters.
Access and consttuction methods for each tower will vary depending on site conditions and
locations. Towers in the lower (Alpine Meadows) portion of the project areas will be constructed
using excavators. These locations will be accessed via the existing base area parking lot and the
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temporary construction route that will be in place for the Alpine Meadows mid-station. Towers in
the central section of the alignment will be installed using a spider excavator. The spider excavator
will be walked up the gondola alignment from the Alpine Meadows base area. Tower locations in the
upper (Squaw Valley) portion of the alignment will be accessed via existing roads and a second
temporary construction route through private lands that follows the approximate gondola alignment.
These towers will be constructed with excavators or a helicopter. Some towers along the alignment
may be able to be secured directly into tl1e rock and will not require concrete foundations or
excavations.
The disturbance from each tower installation will vary based on its location. Towers installed with an
excavator could each result in approximately 300 to 600 square feet of disturbance, including spoil
storage. Towers on granite outcroppings could require drilling or blasting, but more likely will be
secured directly to tl1e rock or anchored to concrete poured directly onto tl1e rock, and will not
require excavation. Material removed for tower footings will be stored within 100 square feet of the
tower location and ultimately scattered on site, likely on top of tl1e footer. The disturbance area for
all towers combined is not anticipated to exceed 0.5 acre.

Avalanche 1vlitigation 5_)'stem
Installation of tl1e proposed gondola will require changes to Alpine Meadows' snow safety and
avalanche hazard mitigation program. Currently, avalanche mitigation in the portion of Alpine
Ivieadows near tl1e project site is managed using seven remote artillery avalaunchers as well as hand
shot placements. Indirect shrapnel from two of tl1e avalaunchers has the potential to damage tl1e
new gondola infrastn1cture and tl1erefore two avalauncher targets must be removed. This process
merely consists of no longer identifying two specific geographic locations at which to aim artillery.
No physical activity (e.g., removal of equipment) will occur, therefore no impacts to tl1e Sierran
Nevada yellow-legged frog or critical habitat will result. Future avalanche mitigation at these
locations will be accomplished using hand charges and the remaining avalaunchers.

Maintenance
In addition to construction, the proposed USFS SUP will permit tl1e operation and maintenance of
the gondola for an indeterminate amount of time. Maintenance will include infrastructure
inspection, minor repairs, and vegetation trimming/removal.

1vlai11te11a11ce Access
Winter: When sufficient snow is present, any project facilities may be accessed using over-snow
vehicles. Some roads leading to tl1e base terminals and nearby towers may be plowed and wheeled
vehicles may use d1ese roadways.
When Snow is Not Present: When insufficient snow is present to support use of over-snow vehicles,
existing roadways are available to access all base terminals and mid-stations. All towers accessible by
existing roads will be accessed using tl1ese roadways. Towers not accessible via existing roads will be
reached on foot, or via gondola cabin or maintenance cart. The maintenance cart is an open air cart
tl1at attaches to the gondola cable. Personnel and tools and equipment are carried in the cart and
maintenance personnel may access and work on tl1e tops of towers directly from the cart.
Ivfaintenance personnel can use ladders available on some towers to move from the maintenance
cart to tl1e ground. Vehicle travel off of existing roadways (other than over-snow vehicles) is not
included as part of tl1e authorized maintenance activities.
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lvlaintenance Activities
Base Terminals and Mid-Stations: Various inspection and maintenance activities may occur within,
and immediately outside of the base terminals and mid-stations on a regular basis (multiple times a
year on both a scheduled and as needed basis). Inside the stmctures typical activities will include
inspections of gondola equipment, cleaning and lubrication of parts, replacement of worn or broken
parts, and cosmetic measurers such as painting of interior walls. Maintenance on the exterior of the
building will consist of activities typical for any building such as "touch up" painting and replacing
worn or broken trim and similar cosmetic elements.
Towers: Multiple times during the non-winter season maintenance personnel may use the
maintenance cart to inspect the gondola towers, apply lubricants to moving parts, replace or repair
worn or broken parts, and conduct other routine maintenance such as "touch up" painting. The
maintenance cart provides safe and convenient access to the tops of towers and will be the most
frequently used mechanism to access these areas. For towers accessible via existing roads, vehicles
may also be present to assist personnel in the maintenance cart, or trucks with a "man-lift" may be
used. The maintenance cart may also be used, weather permitting, during the winter if a specific, and
immediate repair is needed. However, over-snow vehicles will typically be the preferred mode of
winter access. The bases of towers are substantial pieces of infrastiucture with no moving parts and
require little maintenance. Modifications to the base of a tower requiring earth moving, or
replacement of a tower or tower foundation, move beyond the more routine maintenance activities
considered here and are not included as part of the authorized activities.
Tree and Vegetation Management: During project constiuction, trees and other vegetation that
would encroach into the gondola cabin travel pathway and cause a safety hazard will be removed.
However, over time, trees and other vegetation will grow towards the cabin travel pathway and
existing trees adjacent to the gondola could lean or fall towards the cabin travel pathway. As
maintenance personnel conduct other activities, they will identify trees or other vegetation in need of
removal. Because of the initial vegetation removal conducted during project construction, vegetation
needing to be removed in the future will consist of relatively small sized vegetation growing towards
the cabin travel pathway, or individual trees falling or leaning into the cabin travel pathway. This
vegetation will be removed using hand tools, primarily chain saws. Personnel will access vegetation
removal sites by foot, using the gondola itself (i.e., take the maintenance cart to the nearest tower
with a ladder), existing roads, or over-snow vehicle if vegetation removal is conducted when
sufficient snow is present. If the tree/vegetation being removed is directly accessible via existing
roads, a chipper may be brought in and used, or the material may be hauled off site. However, the
vegetation may also be left on the ground, either intact or using a lop and scatter approach. In areas
not accessible by road, vegetation will be left on the ground.

Herbicide Use
Herbicide use by the project applicant will be limited to the eradication of known invasive plant
infestations identified prior to constiuction (such as the population of Diffuse Knapweed, Centattrea
stoebe, recorded at the site of the Alpine Meadows base terminal) and new infestations that may be
found during post-construction monitoring. Herbicide use will follow application methods described
in BA's resource protection measures (Appendix B of the Biological Assessment). The project
disturbance area will be monitored for three years after constiuction is complete to determine if new
invasive plant infestations occur. If any new invasive plant infestations are found during this
monitoring, they will be eradicated using the most appropriate method given the species of plant
and the location. Herbicides are among the eradication methods that will be considered. If, during
monitoring of restoration efforts, invasive plants are found in restoration areas, herbicides may be
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used as a method to eradicate these infestations. No herbicides are proposed for use after all
vegetation monitoring efforts are complete.
Conservation Measures

To minimize potential environmental impacts from construction and implementation of the
proposed action, resource protection measures have been developed. A complete list of RPMs is
provided in Appendi,;: B of the Biological Assessment. Appendi,;: A (enclosed) of this Biological
Opinion presents those resource protection measures that are applicable to the Sierra Nevada
yellow-legged frog and habitat for the species.
Action Area
The action area is defined in 50 CFR § 402.02, as "all areas to be affected directly or indirectly by the
federal action and not merely the immediate area involved in the action." For the proposed project,
the action area encompasses 2,634.01 acres: 869.35 acres of NFS lands and 1,764.65 acres of
adjacent private property under the jurisdiction of tl1e County. The lands extend from the base of
the Alpine Meadows Ski Area to tl1e base of the Squaw Valley Ski Area, and include a 1-kilometer
buffer around the project footprint. This buffer was chosen by tl1e USFS and the County for
analysis because tl1e agencies currently consider this to be the accepted single-season movement for
Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog in the vicinity of tl1e project area.

Analytical Framework for the Jeopardy Determination
Section 7(a)(2) of the Endangered Species Act requires that federal agencies ensure that any action
they authorize, fund, or carry out is not likely to jeopardize tl1e continued existence of listed species.
"Jeopardize the continued existence of' means to engage in an action tl1at reasonably would be
expected, directly or indirectly, to reduce appreciably tl1e likelihood of both the survival and
recovery of a listed species in tl1e wild by reducing the reproduction, numbers, or distribution of that
species (50 CFR § 402.02).
The jeopardy analysis in this biological opinion considers the effects of tl1e proposed federal action,
and any cumulative effects, on the rangewide survival and recovery of the listed species. It relies on
four components: (1) the Stattts ef the Species, which describes the rangewide condition of the species,
tl1e factors responsible for that condition, and its survival and recovery needs; (2) the Environmental
Baseline, which analyzes tl1e condition of tl1e species in the action area, the factors responsible for
tl1at condition, and tl1e relationship of tl1e action area to tl1e survival and recovery of the species; (3)
the E.ffects qf the Action, which determines the direct and indirect impacts of tl1e proposed federal
action and the effects of any interrelated or interdependent activities on the species; and (4) the
Cttm11lative E.ffects, which evaluates tl1e effects of future, non-federal activities in the action area on the
species.

Analytical Framework Adverse Modification
Section 7(a)(2) of tl1e ESA requires tl1at federal agencies insure tl1at any action they autl1orize, fund,
or carry out is not likely to destroy or to adversely modify designated critical habitat. A final mle
revising tl1e regulatory definition of "destruction or adverse modification" (DANI) was published on
Febmary 11, 2016 (81 FR 7214). The final mle became effective on March 14, 2016. The revised
definition states:
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1. "Destrnction or adverse modification means a direct or indirect alteration that
appreciably diminishes the value of critical habitat for the conservation of a listed
species. Such alterations may include, but are not limited to, those that alter the physical
or biological features essential to the conservation of a species or that preclude or
significantly delay development of such features."

ef

The DAM analysis in this biological opinion relies on four components: (1) the Stattts C,itical
Habitat, which describes the range-wide condition of the critical habitat in terms of the key
components (i.e., essential habitat features, primary constituent elements, or physical and biological
features) that provide for the conse1vation of the listed species, the factors responsible for that
condition, and the intended value of the critical habitat overall for the conservation/ recovei-y of the
listed species; (2) the Environmental Baseline, which analyzes the condition of the critical habitat in the
action area, the factors responsible for that condition, and the value of the critical habitat in the
action area for the conse1vation/ recovety of the listed species; (3) the Effects the Action, which
determines the direct and indirect impacts of the proposed federal action and the effects of any
interrelated and interdependent activities on the key components of critical habitat that provide for
the conservation of the listed species, and how those impacts are likely to influence the conse1v-ation
value of the affected critical habitat; and (4) Cumulative Effects, which evaluate the effects of future
non-federal activities that are reasonably certain to occur in the action area on the key components
of critical habitat that provide for the conse1vation of the listed species and how those impacts are
likely to influence the conse1vation value of the affected critical habitat.

ef

For purposes of making the DAM determination, the Service evaluates if the effects of the proposed
federal action, taken together with cumulative effects, are likely to impair or preclude the capacity of
critical habitat in the action area to serve its intended conse1vation function to an extent that
appreciably diminishes the rangewide value of critical habitat for the conse1vation of the listed
species. The key to making that finding is understanding the value (i.e., the role) of the c11.tical
habitat in the action area for the conservation/ recovei-y of the listed species based on the
Environmental Baseline analysis.

Status of the Species and Critical Habitat
Sierra Nevada Yellow-legged Frog
Listing Status: The Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog was listed as an endangered species on April 29,
2014, under the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (Se1vice 2014). Critical habitat was designated for
the species on August 26, 2016 (Se1vice 2016).
Description: The Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog was previously known as the mountain yellow
legged frog (Rana mttscosa). Based on mitochondrial DNA, morphological information, and acoustic
studies, Vredenburg et al. (2007) concluded the mountain yellow-legged frog in the Sierra Nevada
consists of two distinct species - R. 1Jntscosa and R. sie1rae. Due to their similar appearance, habitat
requirements, and ecology, these closely related species are often discussed together as the mountain
yellow-legged frog complex.
The Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog is moderate-sized, ranging from 1.5 to 3.25 inches in length
(Wright and Wright 1949, Zweifel 1955). Adult coloration is highly variable, with a dorsal pattern of
dark spots of various sizes among a background mixture of primarily brown and yellow, but also
gray, red, or green-brown. Dorsolateral folds are present, but not prominent. The abdomen and
hind legs are yellow, sometimes tinged with orange in larger females. Although lacking vocal sacs,
they can still vocalize in or out of water with a flat clicking sound (Zweifel 1955, Stebbins 2003). The
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adults may also produce a distinctive mink or garlic-like odor when disturbed (Wright and Wright
1949, Stebbins 2003).
Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frogs tend to have smoother skin, with heavier spotting and mottling
dorsally, darker toe tips (Zweifel 1955), and more opaque ventral coloration than their conspecific
foothill yellow-legged frog (R boyliz) (Stebbins 2003). Larvae (tadpoles) exhibit a flattened body
shape with a low dorsal fin, can reach up to 2.8 inches in length, and are mottled brown on the
dorsal side with a faintly yellow underside (Zweifel 1955, Stebbins 2003, Vredenburg et al. 2005).
Current Range and Distribution: The Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog is endemic to tl1e nortl1ern
and central Sierra Nevada, ranging from nortl1 of the Featl1er River including tl1e Plumas and
soutl1ern edge of the Lassen National Forests, south to tl1e Monarch Divide on tl1e west side of tl1e
Sierra Nevada crest in tl1e Sierra National Forest, and near Independence Creek on the east side of
the Sierra Nevada crest in the Inyo National Forest. The current distribution of the species is
primarily restricted to high elevation publicly managed lands witllin National Forests and National
Parks.
Habitat and Life Historv: Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frogs predominantly inhabit lakes, ponds,
tarns, marshes, meadows, and streams at high elevations usually above 4,500 feet (Zweifel 1955,
California Department of Fish and Wildlife 2014a, b), but may occur as low as 3,500 feet in northern
portions of their range (USFS 2014). Recent genetic testing, however, suggests that frogs below
4,500 ft. in Plumas National Forest are primarily foothill yellow-legged frogs (R boyliz) rather than
Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frogs (C. Dillingham, USFS, personal communication, 2017). These
frogs are highly aquatic (Stebbins 1951, Mullally and Cunningham 1956, Bradford et al. 1993), with
adults typically found sitting on rocks along shorelines with little or no vegetation (Niullally and
Cunningham 1956). Though most abundant in high-elevation lakes and slow-moving portions of
meadow streams (Zweifel 1955, Mullally and Cunningham 1956, Lannoo 2005, Vredenburg et al.
2005), habitat use varies with availability. For example, at lower elevations throughout their range,
they are associated with rocky streambeds and wet meadows surrounded by coniferous forest
(Zweifel 1955, Zeiner et al. 1988, Vredenburg et al. 2005). These frogs tend to be absent from the
smallest creeks, possibly due to insufficient depth for adequate refuge and overwintering habitat
(Jennings and Hayes 1994).
Breeding habitat can be diverse, but most often includes permanent, deep lakes (Zweifel 1955,
I<napp and Matthews 2000a). In Yosemite National Park, for example, Sierra Nevada yellow-legged
frog occupancy tended to be associated witl1 deep water, meadow vegetation on shorelines, and
absence of introduced fish (I<:.napp 2005). When frogs do co-occur witl1 introduced fish, they often
use different microclimates, such as shallower waters (Bradford et al. 1998). Breeding has been
observed in botl1 shallow pools and inlet streams (Vredenburg et al. 2005). Tit11illg varies witl1
elevation, occurring earlier (April-May) at lower elevations and later (June-July) in higher locations
(Zweifel 1955). Females deposit 15-350 eggs undenvater in clusters, attached to rocks, gravel,
vegetation, or under banks, and hatch after 15-20 days as tl1e temperature warms (Wright and
Wright 1949, Stebbins 1951, Zweifel 1955, Pope 1999).
Hatching success tends to be high (Vredenburg 2004), but because tadpoles can require 2 to 4 years
to mature, successful recnutment requires water bodies tlrnt hold water for tlus duration, even if
only a small amount (Bradford 1983, Bradford et al. 1993, I<napp and Mattl1ews 20006, Vredenburg
et al. 2005, Lacan et al. 2008). Anotl1er 3 to 4 years post-metamorphosis is required to reach
reproductive maturity; tlms it may take 5 to 8 years for an individual to begin reproducing (Zweifel
1955, Vredenburg et al. 2005). Adults are long lived, up to 14-16 years (Vredenburg et al. 2005,
Fellers et al. 2013), and under normal circumstances adult survivorship from year to year is very lugh
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(Pope 1999). High environmental variation, however, such as severe winters and drought years, can
lead to massive mortality (Bradford 1983). Tadpoles are particularly vulnerable in their first winter,
with those reared in shallow sites more prone to desiccation (Lacan et al. 2008). A study in Yosemite
National Park found that population size varied annually, and was positively correlated with
precipitation (Fellers et al. 2013).
Both adults and juveniles will overwinter in aquatic habitats under ice (Mullally and Cunningham
1956, Pope and Matthews 2001), often at the bottom of lakes >1.7 meters deep (Bradford 1982).
However, frogs can also overwinter in bedrock crevices, allowing them to sU1-vive in shallower water
bodies that freeze to the bottom (Mathews and Pope 1999). Stream-dwelling frogs have also been
found overwintering in rock crevices, undercut banks, and seeps within mud holes (MGW Biological
2008). At spring thaw or snowmelt, adults disperse into various sites during the summer months for
feeding (Wengert 2008, Pope and Matthews 2001, Matthews and Preisler 2010). In the summer,
frogs are found basking in open areas near cover and water (Grinnell and Storer 1924, Storer 1925,
Mullally and Cunningham 1956). Individuals display strong site fidelity and may return to the same
overwintering and summer habitats from year to year (Pope 1999). Adult frogs also make local
movements during the active season in aquatic habitats of high mountain lakes, adults typically
move only a few hundred meters (Pope 1999, Pope and Matthews 2001), though distances over 1
km have been recorded that included overland travel (Vredenburg et al. 2005). In one telemetry
study in lentic habitats, frogs were rarely found more than 1 meter from the stream, moving 22-94
meters in July-August and decreasing movement into the fall (l<:.. Matthews, unpublished data, 2006).
Though few diet studies exist, invertebrates are primai-y prey for this species. Adult frogs have also
been observed consuming Yosemite toad and Pacific treefrog la1-vae (Mullally 1953, Zeiner et al.
1988, Pope 1999). As is typical of ranids, tadpoles graze on algae and diatoms along the rocky
bottoms (Zeiner et al. 1988).
Status and Threats Overall: Once thought to be abundant throughout aquatic habitat in the high
Sierra Nevada (Grinnell and Storer 1924), the Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog and mountain
yellow-legged frog have declined since the 1970s (Bradford 1991). Beginning in the 1980s,
researchers reported the frogs had disappeared from a significant portion of their range (Hayes and
Jennings 1986). Davidson et al. (2002) reviewed 255 previously documented locations throughout
the historical ranges of mountain yellow-legged frog and Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog, based on
Jennings and Hayes (1994), and they concluded that 83 percent of these sites no longer supported
extant populations. Vredenburg et al. (2007) further compared recent sU1-veys from 1995 to 2004
with museum records of specimens collected between 1899 and 1994 and found that 93 percent of
locations with historic records of the Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog sites were extirpated. Most
recently from 2002-2009, watersheds containing over 2,900 meadows, lakes, ponds or stream
reaches were sU1-veyed for both species: breeding was found in 4 percent of watersheds that had frog
records from 1990-2001, and only 2 percent of watersheds that had frog records prior to 1990
(Brown et al. 2014).
Overall, recent sm-veys estimate 65-95 percent disappearance from their historical range (l<:.napp and
Matthews 2000a, Vredenburg et al. 2007, California Department of Fish and Wildlife 2014 a, b).
Furthermore, extant populations are much smaller than historical populations (57 percent of
watersheds sU1-veyed had <10 adults/subadults and <10 tadpoles, Foote et al. 2013, Brown et al.
2014). Populations in the northern range of the Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog are particularly
vulnerable to stochastic environmental events and loss of genetic variation due to their small
population size and isolation from other populations (Se1vice 2014).
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The Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog is imperiled by a variety of factors, particularly invasive
predators and disease (Bradford 1989, Bradford et al. 1998, Knapp and Matthews 2000a, Fellers et al.
2001). Because the species has a short active season, they must overwinter in aquatic habitats for
much of the year, and they require perennial water for reproduction (Zweifel 1955, Bradford 1983,
Matthews and Pope 1999, Knapp and Matthews 2000a, Brown et al. 2014), it is especially vulnerable
to such threats. The introduction of trout to historically fish-free lakes in the Sierra Nevada reduced
the distribution and abundance of the Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog (Bradford 1989, Knapp and
Matthews 2000a, Knapp 2005). Prior to the mid-19th centmy, almost all lakes and associated streams
in the Sierra Nevada above 6,000 feet were fish.less, but as a result of 150 years of fish stocking
throughout the region, all watersheds now contain as many as five non-native trout species (Moyle et
al. 1996, USFS 2013). Besides direct predation, trout can also further fragment small populations by
dismpting dispersal and recolonization routes (Bradford et al. 1993). In addition, introduced
bullfrogs co-occur with native ranid species at lower elevation sites (generally below 6,000 feet), and
may also increase predation and competition, though their exact contribution to the decline remains
unknown (Casper and Hendricks 2005).
Diseases also pose a significant threat - especially chytrid fungus, documented as a primary factor in
widespread declines in Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frogs across the Sierra Nevada over the past
several decades (Rachowicz et al. 2006, Vredenburg et al. 2010). Their highly aquatic life history
appears to make these frogs particularly susceptible to this fungus (Fellers et al. 2001). Human
activities can also facilitate the spread of disease by encouraging further introduction of non-native
carriers and even acting as carriers themselves.
Finally, though Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frogs might not be losing much habitat per se by human
development, additional activities such as water development, mining, and roads are increasingly
fragmenting these populations. As the majority of remaining frog populations are small and isolated,
they are vulnerable to stochastic events, increased inbreeding, and loss of genetic diversity (Bradford
et al. 1993, Knapp et al. 2007, Brown et al. 2011). Furthermore, climate change will reduce snow pack
and increase evapotranspiration that may result in desiccation of some breeding ponds which in turn
would reduce breeding success (Lacan et al. 2008) and affect smvivorship (Blaustein et al. 2010; Walls
et al. 2013).

Critical Habitat for the Sierra Nevada Yellow-legged Frog
On August 26, 2016, the Se1-vice published the final rnle designating critical habitat for the Sierra
Nevada yellow-legged frog in the Federal Register (Se1-vice 2016). In total, 1,082,147 acres were
designated as critical habitat throughout the range of the species.
The designation of critical habitat describes suitable habitat and the "primary constituent elements."
The primary constituent elements are those physical or biological features and habitat characteristics
required to sustain the species' life-history processes. The prima1y constituent elements for the
Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog - aquatic habitat for breeding and rearing; aquatic nonbreeding
habitat, including overwintering habitat; and upland areas-are described in the following
paragraphs (Se1-vice 2016):
(1) Aquatic habitat for breeding and rearing.
Habitat that consists of permanent water bodies, or those that are either hydrologically
connected with, or close to, permanent water bodies, including, but not limited to, lakes,
streams, rivers, tarns, perennial creeks (or permanent plunge pools within intermittent
creeks), pools (such as a body of in1.pounded water contained above a natural dam), and
other forms of aquatic habitat. This habitat must:
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(a) For lakes, be of sufficient depth not to freeze solid (to the bottom) dm-ing the winter (no
less than 1.7 m (5.6 ft), but generally greater than 2.5 m (8.2 ft), and optimally 5 m (16.4
ft) or deeper (unless some other refuge from freezing is available).
(b) Maintain a natural flow pattern, including periodic flooding, and have functional
community dynamics in order to provide sufficient productivity and a prey base to
support the growth and development of rearing tadpoles and metamotphs.
(c) Be free of introduced predators.
(c) Maintain water during the entire tadpole growth phase (a minimum of 2 years). Dm-ing
periods of drought, these breeding sites may not hold water long enough for individuals
to complete metamotphosis, but they may still be considered essential breeding habitat if
they provide sufficient habitat in most years to foster recruitment within the
reproductive lifespan of individual adult frogs.
(e) Contain:
(i)

Bank and pool substrates consisting of varying percentages of soil or silt,
sand, gravel, cobble, rock, and boulders (for basking and cover);

(ii)

Shallower microhabitat with solar exposm-e to warm lake areas and to foster
primary productivity of the food-web;

(iii)

Open gravel banks and rocks or other strnctures projecting above or just
beneath the sm-face of the water for adult sunning posts;

(iv)

Aquatic refugia, including pools with bank overhangs, downfall logs or
branches, or rocks and vegetation to provide cover from predators; and

(v) Sufficient food resoui-ces to provide for tadpole growth and development.
(2) Aquatic nonbreeding habitat (including ove1wintering habitat).
This habitat may contain the same characteristics as aquatic breeding and rearing habitat
(often at the same locale), and may include lakes, ponds, tarns, streams, rivers, creeks, plunge
pools within intermittent creeks, seeps, and springs that may not hold water long enough for
the species to complete its aquatic life cycle. This habitat provides for shelter, foraging,
predator avoidance, and aquatic dispersal of juvenile and adult mountain yellow-legged frogs.
Aquatic nonbreeding habitat contains:
(a) Bank and pool substrates consisting of varying percentages of soil or silt, sand, gravel,
cobble, rock, and boulders (for basking and cover);
(b) Open gravel banks and rocks projecting above or just beneath the sui-face of the water
for adult sunning posts;
(c) Aquatic refugia, including pools with bank overhangs, downfall logs or branches, or
rocks and vegetation to provide cover from predators;
(d) Sufficient food resources to support juvenile and adult foraging;
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(e) Overwintering refugia, where thermal properties of the microhabitat protect hibernating
life stages from winter freezing, such as crevices or holes within bedrock, in and near
shore; and/ or

(f) Streams, stream reaches, or wet meadow habitats that can function as corridors for
movement between aquatic habitats used as breeding or foraging sites.

(3) Upland areas.
(a) Upland areas adjacent to or surrounding breeding and nonbreeding aquatic habitat that
provide area for feeding and movement by mountain yellow-legged frogs.
(i) For stream habitats, this area extends 25 m (82 ft) from the bank or shoreline.
(ii) In areas that contain riparian habitat and upland vegetation (for example, 1ni,::ed
conifer, ponderosa pine, montane conifer, and montane riparian woodlands), the
canopy overstory should be sufficiently thin (generally not to exceed 85 percent) to
allow sunlight to reach tl1e aquatic habitat and thereby provide basking areas for the
species.

(iii) For areas between proxin1ate (within 300 m (984 ft)) water bodies (typical of some
high mountain lake habitats), tl1e upland area extends from the bank or shoreline
between such water bodies.

(iv) Within mesic habitats such as lake and meadow systems, the entire area of physically
contiguous or proxin1ate habitat is suitable for dispersal and foraging.
(b) Upland areas (catchments) adjacent to and surrounding both breeding and nonbreeding
aquatic habitat that provide for the natural hydrologic regime (water quantity) of aquatic
habitats. These upland areas should also allow for the maintenance of sufficient water
quality to provide for the various life stages of tl1e frog and its prey base.
Critical habitat does not include manmade structures (such as buildings, aqueducts, runways, roads,
and otl1er paved areas) and the land on which tl1ey are located existing witl1in the legal boundaries of
designated critical habitat.

Environmental Baseline
Sierra Nevada Yellow-legged Frog
To determine known occurrences and suitable habitat for Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog in the
action area, project biologists conducted a review of existing occurrence data and performed project
specific field surveys. The data review included USPS species occurrence records and GIS files and
California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) records witl1in 5 miles of the action area. Field
surveys were conducted in August and September 2015; September 2016; and July, August, and
September 2017. Surveys followed amphibian visual encounter survey (VES) protocol from the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) High Mountain Lakes Project.
Suitable breeding habitat for the Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog is present at several locations
within the vicinity of tl1e action area, notably witl1in tl1e large lakes in the Five Lakes area and at
Barstool Lake. Historical records of Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frogs exist witlun 5 nules of tl1e
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action area, including Squaw Lake (last known observation: 1960); Five Lakes (last known
observation: 1999), and Barstool Lake. While CDFW surveys at Barstool Lake and Five Lakes in
2011 did not detect Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frogs at these locations, the species was observed at
Barstool Lake during 2015, 2016, and 2017 surveys conducted for the proposed project.
Ephemeral streams within the vicinity of the project do not contain water year-round and the
majority are dty by the end of spring or early summer. Adjacent upland areas generally support
chaparral or coniferous woodland habitat, not riparian habitat. These ephemeral streams do not
support permanent plunge pools that could provide suitable breeding or non-breeding aquatic
habitat for Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frogs. However, the species can disperse in-stream at
minimum up to 2.05 miles, therefore it is possible that individuals could enter the project area via
ephemeral streams while dispersing from known occupied habitat to adjacent suitable habitat. This is
particularly true in spring, summer, and fall following heavy winter snowpack, when snowmelt
introduces large volumes of water into the landscape.
All of the ephemeral streams within the middle portion of the action area drain through the private
property located approximately midway of the gondola alignment towards Caldwell Pond and
eventually drain into Bear Creek outside of the action area. Within the upper valley of the private
property there is an ephemeral water impoundment that the property owner uses as a water source.
On the lower portion of the property there are ephemeral streams, emergent wetlands, a wet
meadow, and a pond behind a human-made dam. This pond (Caldwell Pond) supports a population
of koi and introduced trout, species that can prey on Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frogs. As a result,
the pond is, at best, marginally suitable habitat for the frogs. No Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frogs
were detected during project-specific sm-veys of the Caldwell Pond area; however, the ephemeral
drainages and wetlands may provide a dispersal route for frogs from the Five Lakes area to Bear
Creek during snowmelt.
Other human-modified aquatic features are present in the action area, including Cushing Pond, a
human-made feature west of the site of the Squaw Valley base terminal that is unlikely to provide
suitable habitat for Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frogs due to the present of introduced predatoty
fish. In addition, three snow-making ponds in the Alpine Meadows base area are also unlikely to be
utilized by the species. These ponds are concrete-lined, used for snow-making during winter
months, are drained on a rotational basis in the summer for repairs and maintenance, and have been
documented to contain rainbow trout.
The remaining notable aquatic feature within the action area is Lake Estelle, located west of the
Alpine Meadows base station. Lake Estelle provides suitable breeding habitat for Sierra Nevada
yellow-legged frogs; however, the species has not been recorded in this waterbody, despite multiple
project-specific surveys. In addition, the proposed action is not expected to impact the lake or its
drainage because it is upslope of the gondola alignment

Critical Habitat for the Sierra Nevada Yellow-legged Frog
2,004.34 acres of the action area is within Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog critical habitat subunit
2D Five Lakes. This includes all suitable Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog habitat in the action area.
The Five Lakes subunit consists of approximately 9,286 acres (0.85% of the total designated critical
habitat for tl1e species). Land ownership within this subunit consists of approximately 5,921 acres of
Federal land and 3,365 acres of private land. This subunit is considered to be within the geographical
area occupied by Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frogs at the time of listing; contains the physical or
biological features essential to the conse1-vation of the species; is currently functional habitat
sustaining frogs; and is needed to provide for core surviving populations and their unique genetic

Mr. Eli llano

14

heritage. The physical or biological features essential to the conservation of Sierra Nevada yellow
legged frogs in the Five Lakes subunit may require special management considerations or protection
due to the presence of introduced fishes, timber management and fuels reduction, and recreational
activities (Service2016).
Aquatic breeding habitat (PCE 1) within the action area includes the larger and deep lakes of the
Five Lakes area and Barstool Lake. The human-made ponds - Cushing Pond, and the Alpine
Meadows snowmaking ponds do not hold water year-round because they are serviced for repairs
in summer and because the snowmaking ponds are used to make snow in Alpine Meadows during
the winter. Therefore, it does not contains the PCEs of aquatic breeding habitat or non-breeding
(overwintering) habitat (PCEs 1 and2). The Caldwell Pond hosts populations of ornamental koi and
planted trout and therefore is unlikely to contain the features of aquatic habitat PCEs (PCEs 1 and
2).
Other aquatic nonbreeding habitat (PCE2) includes the smaller, shallower ephemeral ponds in the
Five Lakes area, the unnamed pond adjacent to Barstool Lake, and the ephemeral streams and
seasonal wetlands identified in the survey area (as well as tl1e continuation of these habitats outside
the survey area). Altl10ugh most of the ephemeral streams dry up by late spring and early summer,
they may provide potential dispersal routes for frogs and therefore may contain characteristics of tl1e
PCE2.
Upland areas (PCE 3) surrounding the available breeding and aquatic nonbreeding habitats include
several land cover types, such as montane chaparral, Sierra Nevada coniferous woodland, and bitter
cherry thickets, but tl1ey also include granite and volcanic rock formations with little to no
vegetation.

Effects of the Action
Sierra Nevada Yellow-legged Frog
Project activities will be concentrated along tl1e proposed alignment, which, at approximately 1,430
feet from the closest known Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog occurrence, is outside of the
anticipated over-land dispersal distance of the species (82 feet). However, it is possible tl1at frogs
could enter the project area via ephemeral streams while dispersing from known occupied habitat to
adjacent suitable habitat (e.g., Bear Creek). The potential for dispersal across the landscape expected
to be highest in the spring, summer, and fall of years following a heavy winter snowpack, such as in
2019, when water may persist in ephemeral waterbodies throughout the summer. Effects from tl1e
proposed project are anticipated to be greatest during the single-season construction period, when
the majority of ground disturbance and foot- and vehicle-traffic will occur. Once construction and
subsequent rehabilitation of temporarily disturbed areas are complete, the frequency, magnitude, and
geographic extent of activities (and likewise impacts) are expected to be substantially reduced;
however, monitoring and localized herbicide treatment of invasive plants is proposed for tl1ree years
after constluction, and, under tl1e revised SUP, operations and maintenance of the gondola will
continue indefinitely.
If Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frogs occur in tl1e project area during project consttuction, operation,
and maintenance, juvenile and adult individuals could be directly and indirectly affected by project
activities. Egg masses and tadpoles are not expected to be impacted by the project because no
suitable breeding habitat is present within or immediately adjacent to the project footprint. If present
in the work area, adult and juvenile frogs could be crushed during vegetation removal activities or by
ground traffic associated with construction and, to a lesser extent, maintenance work. Noise and
vibrations from consttuction could disturb nearby juvenile and adult frogs, resulting in
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abandonment or avoidance of suitable habitat adjacent to work areas. Fences will be used to
delineate sensitive resource areas and may act as dispersal barriers, potentially preventing movement
of Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frogs between suitable habitat areas and exposing animals to
predation and desiccation. Project impacts to frogs will be minimized or avoided by the
implementation of resource protection measures (Appendix B of the Biological Assessment),
including pre-construction amphibian surveys; the presence of a qualified project biologist (defined
as a USFS- or Service-approved biologist with professional experience in identifying and handling all
lifestages of Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frogs) when ground-disturbing activities occur in suitable
habitat; and relocation of any juvenile and adult frogs out of harm's way. Relocation of frogs is
expected to be short-term and is not anticipated to cause injury, mortality, or lasting adverse effects
to individuals because relocations will be conducted by qualified biologists.
Herbicide use could injure or kill Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frogs if individuals come into direct
contact with the chemicals or if chemicals enters utilized waterbodies through mnoff or
groundwater leaching. These chemicals could also adversely affect frog habitat if they are
transported to aquatic environments through spraying, mnoff, or leaching. Given the small amount
of acreage that is expected to be identified for treatment, and implementation of the proposed
resource protection measures (Appendix B of the Biological Assessment), which include limited
operating periods, precipitation-dependent application restrictions, spray area and mixing buffers
around aquatic and riparian habitat, and the use of hand application instead of broadcast spraying,
impacts to suitable Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog habitat are expected to be localized. Removal
of non-native and invasive plants may improve suitable frog habitat over the long-term by creating
additional areas for basking and allmving native plant species to recolonize treated areas. The
resource protection measures also identify application restrictions for some herbicides if use is
proposed within 10 to 50 feet of occupied Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog habitat (Appendix B of
the Biological Assessment). The Service does not consider these restrictions and buffers sufficient to
avoid incidental take of individual frogs when used in occupied areas because individuals may occur
in upland habitat at least 82 feet from aquatic habitat; however, implementation of other resource
protection measures, including the presence of an environmental monitor when working within 100
feet of waterbodies, and limited operating periods when precipitation is likely (Appendix B of the
Biological Assessment), will reduce the potential direct effects from herbicide use to any Sierra
Nevada yellow-legged frogs in the action area. Given the low likelihood of frogs occurring where
herbicide use is most probable (in the gondola alignment and in areas of existing resort
infrastmcture), the Service does not anticipate direct mortality or injury of Sierra Nevada yellow
legged frogs as a result of the proposed herbicide use.
Lubricants, oils, and fuels could indirectly affect Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frogs if accidental
small spills or leaks from equipment or vehicles enter into suitable habitat that utilized by the
species. Chemicals could result in the death of riparian plants thereby removing small patches of
suitable sheltering habitat. Contamination of the aquatic food web could occur, altering the quality
or availability of prey. These effects reduce the availability and suitability of habitat for the species,
and may affect the ability of frogs to disperse across the landscape between larger areas of suitable
habitat (e.g., Bear Creek). Any spills or leaks are expected be small in volume and impacts to suitable
Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog habitat would be localized. The highest probability of a spill or leak
occurring is within the gondola alignment footprint and on existing and temporary access roads. The
likelihood of spills or leaks entering suitable Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog habitat will be reduced
by implementation of resource protection measures that require equipment and vehicles to be
restricted to designated work areas and any work within 100 feet of a waterbody to be overseen by
an environmental monitor (Appendix B of the Biological Assessment). Additional resource
protection measures, including employee training, proper storage and use, and compliance with
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hazardous materials laws and regulations, will further reduce potential for impacts to suitable habitat
from spills or leaks (Appendix B of the Biological Assessment).
The majority of project impacts to Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frogs are expected to be indirect
effects via temporary and permanent removal of suitable upland and aquatic habitat. The proposed
action will result in the loss of up to 0.46 acre of suitable aquatic habitat (wetland and stream habitat)
and up to 0.26 acre of suitable upland habitat for tl1e species due to tl1e construction of tl1e Squaw
Valley mid-station, tl1e Alpine Meadows mid-station, towers, and otl1er project elements. In
addition, up to 1.28 acres of suitable aquatic habitat and up to 1.34 acres of suitable upland habitat
may be temporarily affected by constrnction and maintenance activities. Vegetation removal in
upland habitat and adjacent to aquatic habitat will remove suitable sheltering locations and adversely
impact water temperature but is expected to have, at most, temporary, localized effects. Vegetation
removal as well as vehicle traffic, and constrnction of tempora1y access roads and tower installation
could introduce sediment into watenvays, temporarily reducing tl1e quality of aquatic habitat.
Erosion and sediment transport are expected to be localized and short-term effects associated
primarily with construction activities immediately adjacent to waterbodies. Resource protection
measures, including the development of an erosion prevention plan or SWPPP (Appendi'< B of the
Biological Assessment) will minimize the potential for increased sedimentation in Sierra Nevada
yellow-legged frog aquatic habitat.

Critical Habitat for the Sierra Nevada Yellow-legged Frog
All suitable Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog habitat within tl1e action area is witliin the boundary of
Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog critical habitat subunit 2D Five Lakes. Critical habitat PCEs within
the action area include aquatic nonbreeding habitat (PCE 2) and upland habitat (PCE 3). Up to 0.46
acre of habitat containing PCE 2 and up to 0.26 acre of habitat containing PCE 3 will be
permanently removed as result of installation of the gondola, including tower placement and
permanent road constn.1ction. These acreages will no longer provide functional habitat for tl1e
species. An additional 1.28 acres of habitat contains PCE 2 and 1.34 acres of habitat containing PCE
3 will be temporarily affected by gondola installation, vegetation removal, temporary access roads,
staging areas, herbicide use, and maintenance activities. Ground disturbance, tl1e removal of
vegetation, and potential localized spills, leaks, and chemical contamination will temporarily reduce
tl1e quality and/ or availability of this critical habitat to provide key life history requirements for the
species (e.g., basking and sheltering locations, prey availability). Areas temporarily impacted by tl1e
proposed action will be restored (Appendi'< B of the Biological Assessment). Once restoration is
complete, it is anticipated tliat these acreages will once more provide functional habitat for Sierra
Nevada yellow-legged frogs.

Cumulative Effects
Cumulative effects include the effects of future State, Tribal, local, or private actions tl1at are
reasonably certain to occur in the action area considered in this biological opinion. Future federal
actions that are unrelated to the proposed action are not considered in this section because they
require separate consultation pursuant to section 7 of the Act. During this consultation, the Service
did not identify any future non-federal actions tliat are reasonably certain to occur in tl1e action area
of tl1e proposed project.
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Conclusion
After reviewing the current status of the Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog and designated critical
habitat for the species, the environmental baseline for the action area, the effects of the proposed
Special Use Permit for the Squaw Valley/Alpine Meadows Base-to-Base Gondola Project, and the
cumulative effects, it is the Service's biological opinion that the Special Use Permit for the Squaw
Valley/ Alpine Meadows Base-to-Base Gondola Project, as proposed, is not likely to jeopardize the
continued existence of the Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog or result in adverse modification of the
species' critical habitat. The Se1vice reached this conclusion because the project-related effects to the
species, when added to the environmental baseline and analyzed in consideration of all potential
cumulative effects, will not rise to the level of precluding recovery or reducing the likelihood of
smvival of the species based on the following: (1) the proposed project is expected to avoid impacts
to adjacent currently occupied habitat; (2) impacts to suitable habitat in the action area will be
localized and predominately temporary; (3) no suitable breeding habitat will be affected; and (4) the
proposed resource protection measures (Appendix B of the Biological Assessment) will minimize
effects to Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog habitat and potential injury or mortality of any individual
Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frogs in the action area.

INCIDENTAL TAKE STATEMENT
Section 9 of the Act and federal regulation pursuant to section 4(d) of the Act prohibit the take of
endangered and threatened species, respectively, without special exemption. Take is defined as to
harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture or collect, or to attempt to engage in any
such conduct. Harass is defined by Service regulations at 50 CFR 17.3 as an intentional or negligent
act or omission which creates the likelihood of injury to wildlife by annoying it to such an extent as
to significantly disrnpt normal behavior patterns which include, but are not limited to, breeding,
feeding, or sheltering. Ha11:n is defined by the same regulations as an act which actually kills or
injures wildlife. Harm is further defined to include significant habitat modification or degradation
that results in death or injury to listed species by significantly impairing essential behavior patterns,
including breeding, feeding, or sheltering. Incidental take is defined as take that is incidental to, and
not the purpose of, the carrying out of an othe1wise lawful activity. Under the terms of section
7(6)(4) and section 7(o)(2), taking that is incidental to and not intended as part of the agency action
is not considered to be prohibited taking under the Act provided that such taking is in compliance
with the terms and conditions of this Incidental Take Statement.
The measures described below are non-discretionary, and must be undertaken by the USFS so that
they become binding conditions of any grant or permit issued to the applicant, as appropriate, for
the exemption in section 7(o)(2) to apply. The USFS has a continuing duty to regulate the activity
covered by this incidental take statement. If the USFS (1) fails to assume and implement the terms
and conditions or (2) fails to require the applicant to adhere to the terms and conditions of the
incidental take statement through enforceable terms that are added to the permit or grant document,
tl1e protective coverage of section 7(o)(2) may lapse. In order to monitor the impact of incidental
take, the USFS must report the progress of the action and its impact on the species to the Se1-vice as
specified in the incidental take statement [50 CFR §402.14(i)(3)).

Amount or Extent of Take
The Se1vice anticipates that incidental take of Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frogs will occur as the
result of the proposed action due to harassment, injmy, and mortality from construction and
maintenance activities, and potential harassment associated with capture. While no Sierra Nevada
yellow-legged frogs have been recorded in the action area, nearby extant populations are known and
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frogs from these populations may disperse into the action area along ephemeral streams, particularly
in years following heavy snowpack, such as 2019. In addition, the proposed SUP will permit
maintenance activities for several decades into the future, and while the number of individuals in
extant populations near the project is presently small, population numbers and distribution may
change over time, increasing the likeW1ood of Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frogs occurring in the
action area.
Therefore, we are authorizing the capture and subsequent release of (1) two sub-adult or adult Sierra
Nevada yellow-legged frogs annually, not to exceed six over the life of project, and (2) one dead or
injured sub-adult or adult Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog over the life of the project, as the level
of take permitted. We believe that if tlus level of take is exceeded then likely other Sierra Nevada
yellow-legged frogs have also been adversely affected by the project but not detected. Exceeding tlus
take amount will necessitate tl1at the USFS reinitiate with tl1e Service to determine if additional
avoidance measures can be used to decrease adverse effects to Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frogs
during project implementation. If more than two Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog sub-adults or
adults annually (or six Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog sub-adults or adults over the duration of the
SUP, which has no end date) are captured and relocated, or more than one Sierra Nevada yellow
legged frog sub- adult or adult is injured or killed as a result of the Special Use Permit for the Squaw
Valley/Alpine Meadows Base-to-Base Gondola Project, then take is exceeded and, as provided in 50
CFR §402.16, reinitiation of formal consultation would be required.
Upon implementation of the following Reasonable and Prudent Measures, incidental take of Sierra
Nevada yellow-legged frogs associated witl1 the Special Use Permit for the Squaw Valley/Alpine
Meadows Base-to-Base Gondola Project will become exempt from the prohibitions described in
section 9 of the Act. No other forms of take are exempted under tlus opinion.

Effect of the Take
In the accompanying Biological Opinion, the Service determined that tlus level of anticipated take is
not likely to result in jeopardy to the species or destruction or adverse modification of critical
habitat. This amount of incidental take will not prevent this population of Sierra Nevada yellow
legged frogs from recovering to pre-take levels because we believe that the project-specific
conservation measures (such as pre-construction surveys and the presence of a qualified project
biologist, see Appendix B of the Biological Assessment) will be effective in minimizing the
amount and extent of incidental take from the proposed action. In addition, the project
footprint will impact an extremely small (<4 acres) amount of suitable habitat, relative to the
range of the species.

Reasonable and Prudent Measures
All necessary and appropriate measures to avoid or minimize effects on the Sierra Nevada yellow
legged frog resulting from implementation of this project have been inco1-porated into tl1e project's
proposed conservation measures. Therefore, the Service believes the following Reasonable and
Prudent Measures are necessary and appropriate to minimize incidental take of Sierra Nevada
yellow-legged frogs:
1. All conservation measures (i.e., resource protection measures), as described in Appencli'{ B
of the Biological Assessment and in tl1e Appendix A (enclosed) of tlus Biological Opinion,
shall be fully implemented and adhered to. Further, this Reasonable and Prudent Measure
shall be supplemented by tl1e Terms and Conditions below.
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2. The USPS will ensure that all herbicide application proposed by project applicant as part of
the action is consistent with the description provided in this Biological Opinion. Further,
this Reasonable and Prudent Measure shall be supplemented by the Terms and Conditions
below.

Terms and Conditions
To be exempt from the prohibitions of section 9 of the Act, the Forest Service shall ensure
compliance with the following terms and conditions, which implement the Reasonable and
Prudent Measures described above. These Terms and Conditions are nondiscretionary.
The following Terms and Conditions implement the Reasonable and Prudent Measures:
1) The USPS shall implement (and ensure that the project applicant implements) the
avoidance, minimization, survey, monitoring, and reporting measures described in
Appendix A of this Biological Opinion, as well as any additional measures described
in Appendix B of the Biological Assessment.
2) The project applicant will meet with the USPS annually as needed to review and approve
herbicide use on USPS lands. Through this review, the project applicant and USPS,
including a USPS aquatic biologist, will consider the location of existing and newly
identified Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog locations and modify herbicides to be used or
application methods to avoid and minimize potential impacts to Sierra Nevada yellow
legged frogs and their habitats. The first annual herbicide review and approval meeting
will be conducted prior to the initiation of ground disturbing activities. Subsequent
meetings will be held for a minimum of three years after construction is complete
consistent with the requirement for three years of post-construction monitoring for
invasive plant infestations provided in resource protection measure BIO-3 (Appendix B
of the Biological Assessment). If any vegetation monitoring is conducted beyond three
years, such as for habitat restoration identified in resource protection measures BIO-26,
BIO-30, BIO-31, or BIO-35 (Appendix B of the Biological Assessment), then annual
review and approval meetings will be continued until success criteria for the last
restoration effort is complete. This Term and Condition was developed and agreed
upon jointly by the USPS and the Service.

CONSERVATION RECOMMENDATIONS
Section 7(a)(1) of the Act directs Federal agencies to utilize their authorities to further the
purposes of the Act by carrying out conservation programs for the benefit of endangered
and threatened species. Conservation recommendations are discretionary agency activities to
minimize or avoid adverse effects of a proposed action on listed species or critical habitat, to
help implement recovery plans, or to develop information. The Service recommends the
follo,ving actions:
1. The USPS should continue to support and implement projects that aid in the recovery of
listed species such as the Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog, including conse1vation actions
identified in the Interagenry Conservation Strategyfor Mountain Yellow-legged Frogs (Rana sierrae and
Rana 1m1scosa) in the SienYI Nevada (ITT 2019).
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In order for the Service to be kept informed of actions that minimize or avoid adverse effects
or benefit listed species or their habitats, the Service requests notification of the implementation
of any conservation recommendations.

REINITIATION-CLOSING STATEMENT
This concludes formal consultation on the proposed Special Use Permit for the Squaw
Valley/Alpine Meadows Base-to-Base Gondola Project. As provided in 50 CFR §402.16, reinitiation
of formal consultation is required and shall be requested by the federal agency or by the Service
where discretionary federal agency involvement or control over the action has been retained or is
authorized by law and:
(a) If the amount or extent of taking specified in the incidental take statement is exceeded;
(b) If new information reveals effects of the action that may affect listed species or critical
habitat in a manner or to an extent not previously considered;
(c) If the identified action is subsequently modified in a manner that causes an effect to tl-1e
listed species or critical habitat that was not considered in the biological opinion; or
(d) If a new species is listed or critical habitat designated tl1at may be affected by the identified
action.
If you have any questions regarding this Biological Opinion, please contact Jill Seymour, Senior
Biologist Qill-marie_seymour@fws.gov) or Rick Kuyper, Sierra/Cascades Division Chief
(richard_kuyper@fws.gov), at the letterhead address or at (916) 414-6621.
Sincerely,

Jennifer M. Norris, Ph.D.
Field Supervisor
Enclosure
ec:
Christina Liang, U.S. Forest Service, Nevada City, California
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Appendix A:
Base-to-Base Gondola Project Biological Assessment
Proposed Resource Protection Measures Applicable to
the Sierra Nevada Yellow-legged Frog and its Critical Habitat

Responsible Jurisdiction
RPM
Number

Resource Protection Measure {RPM) Description

Forest
Service

Placer
County

Applicable Lands
National
Forest System
Lands

Private
Lands

Applicability to Sierra Nevada
yellow-legged frog

Review and Approval Process

REV-1

The applicant will prepare and submit Improvement Plans, specifications, and cost estimates (per the
requirements of Section II of the Land Development Manual [LDM] that are in effect at the time of submittal)
to the Placer County Engineering and Surveying Division (ESD) for ESD review and approval. The same plans
shall be submitted by the applicant to the Forest Service for their review and comment. All Placer County
Improvement Plans (and Forest Service Construction and Operation Plans) shall show the entire alignment
and project design of the gondola on private and public lands, and all physical improvements as required by
the conditions for the project as well as pertinent topographical features both on and off site. All existing and
proposed utilities and easements, on site and adjacent to the project, which may be affected by planned
construction, shall be shown on the plans. The applicant shall pay plan check and inspection fees and Placer
County Fire Department improvement plan review and inspection fees with the 1st Improvement Plan
submittal. It is the applicant's responsibility to obtain all required agency signatures on the plans and to
secure department approvals. If the Placer County Design/Site Review process and/or Development Review
Committee (DRC) review is required as a condition of approval for the project, said review process shall be
completed prior to submittal of Improvement Plans. Record drawings shall be prepared and signed by a
California Registered Civil Engineer at the applicant's expense and shall be submitted to the ESD in both
hard copy and electronic versions in a format to be approved by the ESD prior to acceptance by the County
of site improvements. Any Building Permits associated with this project shall not be issued until, at a
minimum, the Improvement Plans are approved by the ESD and confirmation from the Forest Service that
the project on Forest Service lands conforms to all relevant Forest Service regulations, standards, Special
Use Permit conditions and RPMs listed in this table. All contents of the approved Improvement Plans and
Forest Service Construction and Operation Plans, including drawings, specifications, and notes, must be
implemented by the applicant. All plans developed and/or financed for the proposed project will be reviewed
by the Forest Service and Placer County to ensure they are consistent with the Biological Opinion. This
includes, but is not limited to: erosion and sediment control plans/SWPPP, construction and operation plans,
improvement plans, design plans, construction emission/dust control plan, invasive/noxious weed
infestation treatments, and revegetation plans.

X

X

The USFS and the County will
review all Improvement Plans and
Construction and Operation Plans
and ensure that they are
consistent with the Biological
Opinion, including the description
of the proposed action, the
conservation measures (e.g.,
RPMs) and analysis of potential
effects to SNYLF and critical
habitat for the species.

Responsible Jurisdiction
RPM
Number

Applicable Lands

Resource Protection Measure (RPM) Description

Forest
Service

Placer
County

National
Forest System
Lands

Private
Lands

REV-2

Prior to Improvement Plan approval, the applicant shall prepare and submit an erosion and sediment control
plan or SWPPP, including site-specific construction site BMPs, for County and Forest Service review and
approval, as required by the NPDES Phase II MS4 Permit. The County and Forest Service shall review and
approve any proposed revisions to the approved erosion and sediment control plan or SWPPP. The plan or
SWPPP shall include the rationale used in selecting BMPs including supporting soil loss calculations, if
necessary. The plan or SWPPP shall also include a list of applicable permits directly associated with the
grading activity, including, but not limited to the State Water Board's Construction General Plan, State Water
Board 401 Water Quality Certification, U.S. Army Corps 404 permit, and California Department of Fish and
Wildlife 1600 Agreement. The applicant shall submit evidence to the County that all permits directly
associated with the grading activity have been obtained prior to Improvement Plan Approval

X

X

X

X

REV-3

Construction and Operation Plans and maps for activities on National Forest System (NFS) lands will be
reviewed and approved by the Forest Service prior to the initiation of any part of project construction on NFS
lands, including tree removal. The plans shall show the entire alignment and project design of the gondola
on both private and public lands. Plan/map review will be used to ensure sensitive areas are adequately
represented on the map or on the ground, including stream courses and their respective protection limits,
Waterbody Buffer zones (WBBZS), and limits of operations within WBBZ in accordance with the Lahontan
Regional Water Quality Control Board (LRWQCB) Board Order R6-T-2014-0030. GPS information is also
included in the project record to identify and record locations of sensitive areas. These same maps shall be
submitted by the applicant to Placer County for review and comment.

X

X

Applicability to Sierra Nevada
yellow-legged frog
Prior to Improvement Plan
approval, the project applicant will
develop an erosion and sediment
control plan or SWPPP, which will
be reviewed and approved by the
USFS and the County. The erosion
and sediment control plan will
minimize the potential for
sediment transport into suitable
SNYLF aquatic habitat (including
critical habitat), which would
otherwise reduce habitat quality
for the species.
Construction and Operation Plans
and maps for activities will be
reviewed and approved by the
USFS and the County and will
ensure that sensitive areas are
adequately represented on the
maps or on the ground. This will
inform project personnel of where
SNYLF suitable and critical habitat
occurs relative to project activities
so that SNYLF-relevant RPMs can
be implemented as appropriate.

Responsible Jurisdiction
RPM
Number

Applicable Lands
Applicability to Sierra Nevada
yellow-legged frog

Resource Protection Measure (RPM) Description

Forest
Service

Placer
County'

National
Forest System
Lands

Private
Lands

MUL-1

P-s project design and construction proceed, there is the potential that new locations may be added to the
construction disturbance area (e.g., temporary access roads, temporary staging areas). If this occurs, Squaw
Valley Ski Holdings will complete botanical, wildlife, wetland, and cultural resources surveys, and a NonNative Plant Risk Assessment for any areas not previously surveyed. Survey methods will follow
preconstruction survey requirements provided in other RPMs. Survey results will be reported to the Forest
Service and Placer County and applicable RPMs, and therefore mitigation measures, will be applied based
on the resources present. Coordination with, and authorization from other agencies (e.g., U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service [USFWS], U.S. Army Corps of Engineers [USAGE], California Department of Fish and Wildlife
[CDFW], Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board [LRWQCB]) will be undertaken as applicable. Use of
any new location cannot begin until authorization is received from the Forest Service and Placer County and
any other applicable regulatory agencies.

X

X

X

X

If new locations are added to the
construction disturbance area, the
project applicant will complete
SNYLF-specific surveys. Survey
results will be provided to the
USFS and the County and, if
needed, additional coordination or
reinitiation of consultation with
the Service will occur.

MUL-2

The Improvement Plan(s) and Construction and Operation Plans submitted to Placer County and the Forest
Service for review and approval shall identify the stockpiling and/or vehicle staging areas with locations as
far as practical from existing dwellings and protected resources in the area. Work areas shall be clearly
marked with fencing, staking, flagging, or another appropriate material. All project personnel and equipment
will be confined to delineated work areas. In the event that work must occur outside of the work area,
approval from lead and other agencies with jurisdiction over the property will be obtained prior to the
commencement of activities. Fencing/flagging of resource exclusion area (e.g., aquatic habitats, invasive
weed infestations) are addressed in RPMs specific to these resources.

X

X

X

X

All project personnel and
equipment will be restricted to
delineated work areas, minimizing
the potential for disturbance to
SNYLF or degradation of SNYLF
habitat

MUL-3

To the maximum extent possible, use existing roads to access the project site and construction area.
Temporary access routes and overland travel routes must be approved by the Forest Service and Placer
County before use. The Forest Service and Placer County will ensure that any new proposed access
routes and overland travel are consistent with the Biological Opinion.

X

X

X

X

To the maximum extent possible,
existing roads will be used to
access the project site, minimizing
the potential for direct loss of
SNYLF suitable or critical habitat
The USFS and the County will
review any temporary access and
overland travel routes to ensure
that the description and potential
impacts are consistent with the
Biological Opinion.

Multiple Resources

BMP2.1

Responsible Jurisdiction
RPM
Number

Applicable Lands
Applicability to Sierra Nevada
yellow-legged frog

Resource Protection Measure (RPM) Description

Forest
Service

Placer
County

National
Forest System
Lands

Private
Lands

MUL-5

At least one environmental monitor, as specified by Placer County, Forest Service or other permitting authority
requirements, will be on-site during all construction activities where environmental resources could be adversely
affected. The project applicant shall work with Placer County and the Forest Service to identify the specific
construction activities that may not require environmental monitoring (e.g., electrical work inside baseterminals). Environmental monitors will be qualified to address the environmental resources being protected
(e.g., biological, cultural) per the requirements of each applicable RPM and approved by the Forest Service and
Placer County. Unless specified otherwise in other RPMs, monitors will be allowed to cover up to 0.75-mile of the
project area at once to allow multiple crews to work in close proximity to each other at the same time.
Environmental monitors will have the authority to stop work or direct work in order to help ensure the protection
of resources and compliance with all permits.

X

X

X

X

A biological monitor will be on-site
during all construction activities in
SNYLF habitat that may affect
SNYLF or critical habitat PCEs,
minimizing the potential for
activities to harass, injure, or kill
SNYLF, or degrade or remove
critical habitat PCEs.

MUL-6

Squaw Valley Ski Holdings will design and, with approval by the Forest Service and Placer County, implement a
Worker Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP) that will be provided to all construction personnel and
supervisors. Prior to construction, all Squaw Valley Ski Holdings, contractor, and subcontractor project personnel
will receive training from qualified resource specialists regarding the appropriate work practices necessary to
effectively implement the RPMs and any mitigation measures, and to comply with the applicable environmental
laws and regulations. Gondola maintenance and operations staff will also be provided relevant WEAP related
training materials on an annual basis. The training will identify appropriate wildlife avoidance measures, impact
minimization procedures, the importance of sensitive resources, and the purpose and methods for protecting
such resources. The training will also include a discussion of BMPs to reduce the potential for erosion and
sedimentation during construction and measures for the safe transport, use, disposal, and cleanup of
hazardous materials. For cultural resources, the training will identify, at a minimum:
A types of heritage and cultural resources that could be encountered in the project area;

X

X

X

X

Worker Environmental Awareness
training will ensure workers are
aware of the potential presence of
SNYLF, suitable and critical
habitat for the species, and when
and where to implement SNYLFspecific RPMs. This training will
reduce the potential for workers to
unknowingly impact SNYLF and
their habitat

A

types of evidence that indicates heritage or cultural resources might be present (e.g., ceramic
shards, trash scatters, lithic scatters);

A

roles and responsibilities of the construction monitors;

A

what to do if a worker encounters a possible resource;

A

what to do if a worker encounters bones or possible bones; and penalties for removing or
intentionally disturbing heritage and cultural resources.

Responsible Jurisdiction
RPM
Number

MUL-7

Resource Protection Measure (RPM) Description

Squaw Valley Ski Holdings has committed to completing all ground disturbing activities and construction of
the gondola alignment in a single construction season. All site clean-up, soil stabilization, revegetation,
winterization, and related activities will be completed by October 15. Although vertical construction may
continue if weather and soil conditions permit as determined by the Forest Service, Placer County, and the
Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (LRWQCB). Materials and equipment required to complete
site clean-up and stabilization/winterization will not be permitted to be removed from the project site until
Forest Service and Placer County have inspected the site and determined that the work is adequate.

Applicable Lands
Applicability to Sierra Nevada
yellow-legged frog

Forest
Service

Placer
County

National
Forest System
Lands

Private
Lands

X

X

X

X

By completing all grounddisturbing construction activities
within a single construction
season, the project will minimize
the amount of time that SNYLF
and SNYLF habitat will be subject
to disturbance from construction.

Biological Resources

BI0-1

Qualified environmental monitors, approved by the Forest Service and Placer County, will be present with
each crew during all vegetation-removal activities to help ensure that impacts to biological resources are
minimized to the extent possible.

X

X

X

X

The presence of a biological
monitor during all vegetation
removal activities will reduce the
potential that SNYLF and SNYLF
habitat will be adversely affected
by vegetation removal crews and
removal processes.

BI0-14

Preconstruction biological surveys will be conducted no more than 30 days prior to construction activities
to identify biological resources, including burrows and· den sites of sensitive mammal species, which
could be impacted by construction activities. All burrows and den sites will be inspected for use by
sensitive mammals, and buffers may be established based on occupation. If an area is given clearance
to proceed with construction and burrowing or denning activities subsequently occur, it will be assumed
that the individuals are acclimated to the ongoing disturbance of construction. If circumstances exist
such that future activities may result in the abandonment of the burrow or den site, as determined by a
qualified biologist, an appropriate exclusionary buffer will be established by Squaw Valley Ski Holdings, in
coordination with CDFW, Forest Service, and, if necessary, the USFWS.

X

X

X

X

Preconstruction biological surveys
conducted no more than 30 days
prior to construction activities will
help inform the project applicant if
SNYLF may be present in the
construction area, and if SNYLFspecific RPMs therefore need to
be implemented.

810-18

Concurrent with the preconstruction surveys described in other RPMs, surveys will be conducted on both
National Forest System (NFS) lands and private lands for amphibians, including eggs, tadpoles, larvae, or
juveniles, at aquatic habitat crossed by the project. Any sightings of any federally listed species will be
reported to the Forest Service, the USFWS, and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife's California
Natural Diversity Database. On NFS lands and in habitat identified as suitable for Sierra Nevada yellowlegged frog (SNYLF), the field surveys will follow the Forest Service visual encounter survey protocol identified
in the Biological Assessment prepared for the project.
All monitors and environmental/biological survey personnel who will conduct monitoring or surveys for
SNYLF will be "qualified project biologists," defined as Forest Service or USFWS approved biologists with
professional experience in identifying suitable SNYLF habitat, all lifestages of SNYLF, and in capturing and
handling the species.
If adults or juveniles of amphibians are discovered, a Forest Service or USFWS approved biologist will identify
them to species. If the adults/juveniles are identified as a special-status species other than SNYLF, and
there will be ground disturbance or construction vehicle travel in the occupied site, a biologist with
appropriate permits/authorizations to handle the species will relocate the individuals to suitable habitat
outside of the construction area. No movement of egg masses shall occur and the environmental monitor
shall denote a 200-foot no-construction buffer around that water feature with flagging. If adult amphibians
other than SNYLF are discovered in the construction area after the start of work, the environmental monitor
will first allow the individuals to leave under their own volition. If the individual has not left the construction
area after 4-hours, a biologist with appropriate permits/authorizations to handle the species may relocate
the individuals from the project area to similar, suitable habitat.
If SNYLF are encountered in the project area during project activities: Each SNYLF encounter will be treated
on a case-by-case, but the general procedure is as follows:
(1) Leave the non-injured SNYLF alone if it is not in danger, or
(2) Move the animal to a nearby safe location if it is in danger.
These two actions are further described as follows:
a) If a SNYLF is encountered within a work area, all activities in the surrounding area that have the
potential to result in the harassment, injury, or death of the individual will be temporarily stopped. Then,
the situation shall be assessed by a qualified project biologist to select a course of action that will
minimize adverse effects on the individual.
b) Avoidance is the preferred option if an individual SNYLF is not moving or using refugia in the project
area. The qualified project biological monitor shall visually inspect the animal and the area to evaluate
the necessity of local on-site avoidance measures to protect the animal at that time and during future
sampling (i.e. pin flag at burrow or site to avoid).
c) If appropriate, SNYLF shall be allowed to move out of the hazardous situation on their own volition to a
safe location. A SNYLF shall not be picked up and moved because it is not moving fast enough or it is an

X

X

X

X

Amphibian-specific surveys
conducted by USFS- or Serviceapproved biologists no more than
30 days prior to construction
activities will help will help inform
the project applicant if SNYLF may
be present in the construction
area, and if SNYLF-specific RPMs
therefore need to be
implemented. If SNYLF are
determined to be present in the
work area or are encountered
during work activities, the
qualified biological monitor will
implement work stoppages,
ensure that the animal(s) are kept
out of harm's way and that
disturbance is kept to a minimum,
and follow response protocols for
handling, relocation, and
reporting, as necessary.

Responsible Jurisdiction
RPM
Number

Resource Protection Measure (RPM) Description

inconvenience for activities associated with rehabilitation or operation. This only applies to situations
when individuals are encountered while they are moving during conditions that make upland travel
feasible. It does not apply to individuals that are uncovered, exposed, or in areas where there is not
sufficient adjacent habitat to support the species should the animal move outside the immediate area.
d) SNYLF individuals shall be captured and moved manually only when it is necessary to prevent
harassment, injury, or death or, in the case of adult and metamorphosed juvenile SNYLF, if they do not
leave of their own volition after 4 hours. If suitable habitat is adjacent to the capture location, the
preferred option is relocation to that site; the individual shall not be moved outside the radius it would
have traveled on its own.
e) Only a qualified project biologist may capture a SNYLF. Nets or bare hands may be used to capture the
animals. Soaps, oils, creams, lotions, repellents, or solvents of any sort cannot be used on hands within
2 hours before or during periods when the biologist is capturing and relocating individuals. If the animal
is held for any length of time in captivity, it shall be kept in a cool, dark, moist environment with proper
airflow, such as a clean and disinfected bucket or plastic container with a damp sponge. Containers
used for holding or transporting SNYLF shall not contain any standing water, objects, or chemicals that
may injure or kill a SNYLF.

n

To avoid transferring disease or pathogens between suitable habitats while translocating the SNYLF,
qualified project biologists shall disinfect equipment and clothing prior to moving following established
disinfection protocols.

g) The SNYLF should be observed for at least 5 minutes from the time of its release to ensure it is not
vulnerable to predation or other environmental stochasticity.
h) All encounters of individuals will be documented and reported immediately to a Forest Service aquatic
biologist. Reporting will include GPS, photos of individual and habitat, condition of individual and
techniques used to avoid impact.
i) While the USFWS does not anticipate any deaths or injuries of SNYLF as a result of the proposed project,
there is potential that a dead or injured SNYLF could be encountered during project activities. Any dead
or injured SNYLF will be reported immediately to a Forest Service aquatic biologist. Any injured SNYLF
determined by a USFS biologist or qualified project biologist to be in need of veterinary care shall only be
cared for by a licensed veterinarian or other qualified person. Any dead SNYLF will be preserved as soon
as possible by freezing. The Forest Service biologist should notify the Service within 24 hours of the
discovery of any injured or dead SNYLF.

Forest
Service

Placer
County

Applicable Lands
National
Forest System
Lands

Private
Lands

Applicability to Sierra Nevada
yellow-legged frog

Responsible Jurisdiction
RPM
Number
BI0-19

Resource Protection Measure (RPM) Description

To reduce the potential of impacts to Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog (SNYLF), actions will be consistent
with requirements established by the USFWS in the Programmatic Biological Opinion on Nine Forest
Programs on Nine National Forests in the Sierra Nevada for the SNYLF.

Applicable Lands
Applicability to Sierra Nevada
yellow-legged frog

Forest
Service

Placer
County

National
Forest System
Lands

Private
Lands

X

X

X

X

Presence of a qualified biologist
during ground-disturbing activities
in SNYLF suitable habitat will
reduce the potential for
harassment, injury, and mortality
of SNYLF and ensure that all
applicable SNYLF-specific RPMs
are implemented. The avoidance
of using tightly woven fiber
netting, plastic monofilament, and
similar materials will help avoid
potential entanglements, which
could otherwise injure or kill
SNYLF.

X

X

X

X

In the event that SNYLF are
detected in new locations in or
within 0.25 miles of project
activities, the USFS aquatics
biologist and the County will work
with the Service and CDFW (if
appropriate) to identify any
additional RPMs needed to avoid
or minimize impacts to SNYLF.

1. Within Riparian Conservation Areas (RCAs) and other aquatic habitat areas noted by the Forest Service
aquatics biologist as suitable SNYLF habitat or breeding areas, there will be no ground disturbing
activities without a qualified project biologist (approved by the Forest Service and Placer County)
present. Potential SNYLF habitat, as identified by the Forest Service aquatics biologist, will be clearly
identified on construction drawings and Placer County Improvement Plans prior to the start of
construction and provided to maintenance personnel on an annual basis.
2. If SNYLF is encountered within a project site, stop all activities in the surrounding area that may have
the potential to result in the harassment, injury, or death of the individual. The situation shall be
assessed by a Forest Service Biologist or Forest Service approved biologist (e.g., qualified project
biologist) in order to select a course of action that will minimize adverse effects to the individual. See
suggested course of action for SNYLF encounters in RPM BI0-18.

3. Tightly woven fiber netting or similar material, plastic mono-filament netting or similar material shall not
be used for erosion control or other purposes. Materials such as coconut fiber rolls or burlap rolls may
be used.

BI0-21

If any Federally or State threatened, endangered, proposed, or candidate species, or Forest Service sensitive
species, or CDFW species of special concern previously unknown in the project area is detected or found
nesting or present within 0.25 mile of project activities, appropriate avoidance and minimization measures
would be implemented based on coordination with the Forest Service aquatics biologist, botanist, and/or
wildlife biologist, Placer County, and the regulatory agency(ies) with authority over the species (USFWS
and/or CDFW). Avoidance and minimization measures would be sufficient to provide compliance with
applicable species protection law(s) (ESA, California ESA, CEQA). Measures can include, but are not limited
to, flagging and avoiding species habitat, implementing a species specific LOP, or designating a protected
activity center.

Responsible Jurisdiction
RPM
Number

Resource Protection Measure {RPM) Description

Applicable Lands

Forest
Service

Placer
County

National
Forest System
Lands

Private
Lands

Applicability to Sierra Nevada

yellow-legged frog

BI0-22

An environmental monitor will inspect all tower placement locations, temporary construction fencing, and
areas of active construction on a daily basis for trapped wildlife. Wildlife found in active construction areas
will be allowed to passively leave the site. If after 4-hours the wildlife has not left the site, or if for safety or
other reasons a more rapid response is necessary, wildlife may be relocated by a qualified biologist with
appropriate permits/authorizations to handle the species. The construction foreman will notify the
environmental monitor immediately if any wildlife enters or becomes trapped in the work area.

X

X

X

X

Daily inspections of tower
placement locations, temporary
fencing, and active construction
areas for trapped wildlife will
reduce the potential that a SNYLF
will be trapped and injured or
killed as a result of project
activities.

BI0-23

To facilitate revegetation in temporarily disturbed areas, topsoil, where present will be salvaged in areas that
will be graded or excavated. Topsoil will be segregated, stockpiled separately from subsoil, and covered. The
topsoil will then be replaced to the approximate location of its removal after project construction has been
completed to facilitate revegetation of temporarily disturbed areas. Topsoil may also be salvaged from where
permanent facilities are planned or where operation and maintenance activities preclude the establishment of
vegetation and used to assist in revegetation of adjacent areas.

X

X

X

X

The replacement of topsoil to
facilitate revegetation will
minimize long-term impacts to
SNYLF habitat and critical habitat
PCEs from ground-disturbing
project activities.

B10-24

Squaw Valley Ski Holdings will minimize ground disturbance and vegetation and tree removal to only the
areas necessary for construction, especially in riparian areas/RCAs.

X

BI0-25

Any work conducted within 100 feet of waters of the United States, waters of the State, and wetlands, and
within RCAs designated by the Forest Service, will have an environmental monitor present

X

X

X

X

The minimization of ground
disturbance and tree removal,
particularly in riparian areas, will
in turn minimize potential
degradation and loss of SNYLF
habitat and critical habitat PCEs.
X

The presence of a biological
monitor during all work conducted
within 100 feet of waterbodies (as
defined in RPM BI0-19) will
reduce the potential for project
impacts (e.g., erosion of habitat,
disturbance of SNYLF) to SNYLF
and the species' habitat, including
critical habitat PCEs.

Responsible Jurisdiction
RPM
Number
BI0-26

Applicable Lands
National
Private
Forest System
Lands
Lands

Applicability to Sierra Nevada
yellow-legged frog

Resource Protection Measure (RPM) Description

Forest
Service

Placer
County

The project will be designed to avoid disturbance to, and vehicle travel in, identified aquatic habitats (with
the exception of qualifying over snow travel consistent with applicable RPMs). If an aquatic habitat
cannot be fully avoided, prior to disturbance of the habitat a qualified biologist will conduct a delineation
of waters of the United States according to methods established in the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE) wetlands delineation manual (Environmental Laboratory 1987) and Western Mountains, Valleys,
and Coast Region Supplement (Environmental Laboratory 2010). The delineation will map and quantify
the acreage of all aquatic habitats in the area to be disturbed and will be submitted to USAGE for
verification and also submitted to the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (LRWQCB) for
identification of waters of the State. The delineation may also be submitted to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and California Department of Fish and Wildlife to satisfy requirements of RPM BI0-35. Squaw
Valley Ski Holdings, in coordination with USACE and LRWQCB, will determine, based on the verified
wetland delineation and the project design plan, the acreage of impacts on Waters of the United States
and Waters of the State that would result from project implementation. Impacts will be minimized to the
extent practicable.

X

X

X

X

Avoidance of disturbance to, and
vehicle travel in, aquatic habitats
will minimize the potential for
impacts to SNYLF habitat and
critical habitat PCEs. Likewise,
prioritizing work in wetlands and
wet meadow habitats for periods
when soils are dry will reduce
potential damage or degradation
of SNYLF habitat and critical
habitat PCEs. Restoration of
disturbed wetland areas will
reduce the potential degradation
or long-term loss of these areas.

X

X

X

X

Proper storage and disposal of
trash and food at workshops will
reduce the potential for
attractants that would otherwise
draw scavengers that may prey on
SNYLF.

Where feasible, work in wetlands or wet meadow habitats with saturated soil conditions will be
scheduled when soils are dry (as defined in applicable RPMs). Disturbed wetland areas will be restored to
preconstruction conditions and seeded with a native annual species to stabilize the soils and minimize
the introduction of noxious weeds, as specified by the USACE and Lahontan RWQCB. In accordance with
the USACE "no net loss" policy, all permanent wetland impacts will be mitigated at a minimum of a 1:1
ratio. This mitigation will come in the form of either contribution to a USACE-approved wetland mitigation
bank or through the development and implementation of a Compensatory Mitigation and Monitoring Plan
aimed at creating or restoring wetlands in the surrounding area. Permanent wetland impacts on National
Forest System Lands will be mitigated through wetland creation and/or restoration.

BI0-27

BMP2.1,2.8

All trash and food will be removed from the work site at the end of each workday in order to deter wildlife
from entering the site. Any outdoor trash receptacles will be bear proof containers.

Responsible Jurisdiction
RPM
Number

Resource Protection Measure (RPM) Description

Applicable Lands

Forest
Service

Placer
County

National
Forest System
Lands

Private
Lands

Applicability to Sierra Nevada
yellow-legged frog

810-28

No pets or firearms will be allowed in the project area.

X

X

X

X

Prohibiting pets in the project area
avoids the potential for pets to
harass, injure, or killed SNYLF.

810-30

f!.s part of the Improvement Plan and Construction and Operation Plan submittals, Squaw Valley Ski Holdings
will develop a Restoration Plan that will address pre-disturbance condition documentation, final clean-up,
stabilization, and revegetation procedures for areas disturbed by the project. Squaw Valley Ski Holdings may
develop a single plan for both the Forest Service and Placer County addressing restoration on National
Forest System (NFS) lands and private lands, or separate plans for each agency. Both agencies have review
and approval authority for restoration planning and implementation in their respective jurisdictions. On
Forest Service lands, Squaw Valley Ski Holdings will coordinate with the Tahoe National Forest to determine
an appropriate seed mix or tree-planting plan. On private land, Squaw Valley Ski Holdings will develop a seed
mix based on consultation with Placer County, the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB),
and the landowner. The plan will include approved seed mixes and soil amendments, application rates, and
application methods. If broadcast seeding is determined to be the most feasible application method,
seeding rates will be doubled and the seeding method rationale will be explained. The plan will also include
long-term erosion and sediment control measures, slope stabilization, and monitoring procedures.

X

X

X

X

Restoration of areas disturbed by
project activities will ensure that,
to the maximum extent possible,
SNYLF suitable and critical habitat
that have been temporarily
impacted are restored to preproject conditions or better.

X

X

X

X

Erosion and sediment control
measures will minimize the
potential for degradation of SNYLF
suitable aquatic habitat and
critical habitat aquatic PCEs from
sediment transport into
waterbodies.

BMP5.4

Soil and Erosion

SOILS-1

Temporary sediment control structures, such as silt fencing, straw mulch, waddles, straw bale check dams,
and sediment traps will be installed, as appropriate, to contain sediment within construction work areas and
staging areas. Where soils and slopes exhibit high erosion potential, additional sediment control structures,
such as erosion control blankets, matting, and other fabrics may be installed.
Erosion-control matting on steep fill slopes (i.e., land with a slope angle of 35% or greater) will be utilized to
protect soils and enhance conditions for vegetation re-establishment. However, tightly woven fiber netting or
similar material, plastic mono-filament netting or similar material, shall not be used for erosion control or
other purposes. Materials such as coconut fiber rolls or burlap rolls are acceptable.
Implementation and maintenance of these erosion control measures, and any others identified in the
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), would be monitored by a qualified environmental monitor.
BMP 2.8, 2.9, 2.10, 2.13, 5.1, 5.2, 5.3, 5.4, 5.6

Responsible Jurisdiction
RPM
Number

SOILS-3

Resource Protection Measure (RPM) Description

Properly design, install, and maintain all BMPs for erosion and sediment control. Remove non-natural and
non-biodegradable materials before leaving the site following construction.

Applicable Lands
Applicability to Sierra Nevada
yellow-legged frog

Forest
Service

Placer
County

National
Forest System
Lands

Private
Lands

X

X

X

X

Erosion and sediment control
measures will minimize the
potential for degradation of SNYLF
suitable aquatic habitat and
critical habitat aquatic PCEs from
sediment transport into
waterbodies.

All BMPs on Forest Service lands are required to meet the Forest Service Region 5 regional policy and to be
consistent with the provisions of the 1981 Management Agency Agreement between the State Water
Resource Control Board and the Forest Service as the designated Water Quality Management Agency on
National Forest System Lands. Site-specific BMPs and management requirements and careful
implementation and monitoring of BMPs, consistent with the requirements of these RPMs, are primary
means of minimizing erosion and water quality impacts in this project area.
BMP 2.8, 2.9, 2.10, 2.13, 5.1, 5.2, 5.3, 5.4, 5.6

SOILS-5

Soil-disturbing activities will be avoided during periods of heavy rain or excessively wet soils consistent with
criteria developed by the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (LRWQCB)
(httl;§:LLwww.w2�rboarg�.QQ.gQvLl2hQnif!nLw2�r i�uesLQrogramsLw2ste discharge r�uirements/timber h
2rvest'docs/timber waiverLatta def14.oofl
BMP 2.8, 2.9, 2.10, 2.13, 5.1, 5.2, 5.3, 5.4, 5.6

X

X

X

X

Avoiding soil-disturbing activities
during periods of heavy rain and
excessively wet soils will minimize
the potential for degradation of
SNYLF suitable aquatic habitat
and critical habitat aquatic PCEs
from sediment transport into
waterbodies.

SOILS-6

Temporarily place construction spoils in upland areas in locations that will not migrate to wetland areas,
provide protection measures from weed establishment, cover to prevent spoil displacement during
precipitation events, and provide erosion control measures to prevent transport of loose materials. No longterm storage of spoil will be retained onsite.

X

X

X

X

Temporary placement of
construction soils outside of areas
where it might migrate into
wetland habitat will reduce the
potential for degradation of SNYLF
suitable aquatic habitat and
critical habitat aquatic PCEs from
sediment transport into
waterbodies.

BMP 2.8, 2.9, 2.10, 2.13, 5.5

Responsible Jurisdiction
RPM
Number

SOILS-10

Applicable Lands

Resource Protection Measure (RPM) Description

Forest
Service

Placer
County

National
Forest System
Lands

Private
Lands

Except in locations where work/disturbance has been authorized in wetlands or similar mesic habitats (e.g.,
see RPM BI0-26), soils will be dry to an appropriate depth for the equipment to be used consistent with the
requirements of the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (LRWQCB). Equipment with a higher
ground pressure would require dryer soil than equipment that exerts a lower ground pressure. Overland
movement of equipment may require dryer soils than movement on identified access roads. On National
Forest System (NFS) lands, soil suitability will be determined by a Forest Service soil scientist or hydrologist.
On private lands soil suitability will be determined by a qualified environmental monitor.

X

X

X

X

BMP 2.1, 2.13

SOILS-11 To protect against accelerated erosion and hydrophobicity and to maintain long-term soil productivity, the
following guidelines should be applied during the planning and implementation of tree removal and project
construction on NFS lands:
A Maintain downed wood retention adequate to contribute to organic matter while attaining desired
conditions.
A All down logs greater than 15 inches diameter and 10 feet long will be retained. Crushing of logs
with equipment will be avoided. Target down log levels would be approximately 5 of the largest
logs available per acre.
A Downed logs in contact with soils within waterbody buffer zones (WBBZs) (as defined by the
Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board Conditional Waiver of Waste Discharge
Requirements for Timber Harvest and Vegetation Management Activities) or downed large woody
debris in the 100-year floodplain will not be removed.
A On soils with low to moderate erosion hazard ratings (0-25% slope), maintain 45% ground cover,
70% on soils in Tahoe Soil Group A.
A On soils with high erosion hazard ratings (25-50 % slope), maintain 55% ground cover, 80% on
soils in Tahoe Soil Group A.
A On soils with very high hazard ratings (greater than 50% slopes), maintain 70% ground cover,
90% on soils in Tahoe Soil Group A.
A All areas disturbed from project implementation will be stabilized before the winter period or at
conclusion of operations whichever is sooner.
BMP 2.13, 5.1, 5.2, 5.3, 5.4

X

X

Applicability to Sierra Nevada
yellow-legged frog

Avoiding ground-disturbing
activities on excessively wet soils
will minimize the potential for
degradation of SNYLF suitable
aquatic habitat and critical habitat
aquatic PCEs from sediment
transport into waterbodies.
Maintaining existing downed
wood and ground cover will
minimize the potential for
degradation of SNYLF suitable
aquatic habitat and critical habitat
aquatic PCEs from sediment
transport into waterbodies.

Responsible Jurisdiction
RPM
Number

Applicable Lands

Resource Protection Measure (RPM) Description

Forest
Service

Placer
County

National
Forest System
Lands

Private
Lands

Prior to initiating ground disturbing activities (including tree removal) or staging construction equipment, the
project applicant will have a Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure (SPPC) Plan approved by the
Forest Service, complete a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), and receive appropriate
authorization from the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (LRWQCB). The SPPC and SWPPP will
be implemented during project construction. The SPPC and/or SWPPP will address the following items
related to the storage and use of fuels and other toxic materials:

X

X

X

X

Applicability to Sierra Nevada
yellow-legged frog

Hydrology and Water Quality

WQ-1

1. Fuels and other toxic materials will be stored outside of Riparian Conservation Areas (RCAs), critical
aquatic refuges, and aquatic habitats.

2. Identify appropriate sites for regular equipment refueling and servicing. These sites will also be

identified in the Placer County Improvement Plans. The sites must be outside of Riparian Conservation
Areas, critical aquatic refuges, and aquatic habitats.

3. Allow temporary refueling and servicing (e.g., a piece of equipment needs refueling or repair in the field,

outside of the designated regular equipment refueling and servicing sites) only at locations either predesignated for this purpose in the SPCC and/or SWPP, or that are approved by an environmental monitor.
Temporary equipment refueling and services sites must be outside of RCAs, critical aquatic refuges, and
aquatic habitats.

4. Emergency spill kits adequate to contain spills that could result from onsite equipment or from stored
toxic materials will be available at all sites used for equipment refueling, servicing, or storage of toxic
materials. Secondary containment will be installed at each of these sites to control accidental spills.

5. Provide training for all personnel handling fuels and chemicals in their proper use, handling, storage,
and disposal; methods and practices to avoid spills; and the proper use of spill kits and methods for
incident reporting in the event of a spill.

6. As a condition of the LRWQCB Timber Waivers all equipment used must be monitored for leaks. Spills
must be immediately contained and spilled materials and/or contaminated soils must be properly
disposed.

7. Environmental monitors will regularly inspect refueling and servicing areas, and toxic material storage
areas, to help ensure that proper measures are being implemented in accordance with the project's
SPCC, SWPPP, RPMs, and mitigation measures.

BMP 2.11, 2.13, 7.4, 7.5

Development and implementation
of a SWPPP will minimize the
potential for degradation of SNYLF
suitable aquatic habitat and
critical habitat aquatic PCEs from
chemical transport into
waterbodies.

Responsible Jurisdiction
RPM
Number
WQ-3

Resource Protection Measure (RPM) Description

Where feasible, all stormwater or groundwater within excavations will be discharged overland into wellvegetated areas to promote the settling of sediment.

Applicable Lands

Placer
County

National
Forest System
Lands

Private
Lands

X

X

X

X

Proper stormwater and
groundwater discharge
procedures will minimize the
potential for degradation of SNYLF
suitable aquatic habitat and
critical habitat aquatic PCEs from
chemical transport into
waterbodies.

X

X

X

X

Avoidance of stream channels
and aquatic resources by vehicles
and equipment will minimize
potential impacts to SNYLF
suitable aquatic and upland
habitat and critical habitat PCEs
from disturbance of soil and
riparian vegetation.

BMP 2.13, 5.1, 5.2, 5.3

WQ-4

No vehicle and equipment usage within stream channels and other aquatic resources will take place.
Squaw Valley Ski Holdings will utilize alternative access routes, helicopters, and other means to access
either side of the aquatic resource to avoid vehicles or equipment needing to enter or pass through the
stream channel or aquatic resource. This does not apply to the movement of over snow-vehicles when at
least 3-feet of snow is over the aquatic habitat.

Applicabili1yto Sierra Nevada
yellow-legged frog

Forest
Service

BMP 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2.4, 2.8, 2.9, 2.10, 2.13, 7.3, 7.5

Avoidance of these areas will also
minimize the potential for direct
disturbance, injuiy, or mortality of
SNYLF.
WQ-5

Squaw Valley Ski Holdings will obtain permits from appropriate regulatoiy agencies prior to commencing
work in Waters of the United States or Waters of the State, and in stream and riparian habitats, and
implement all applicable permit conditions. Following construction, Squaw Valley Ski Holdings will restore
any adversely affected riparian habitats, water bodies, and wetlands to pre-project conditions and
compensate for any permanent wetland impacts in accordance with the US Army Corps of Engineers'
(USACE's) "no net loss" policy.
BMP 2.8, 2.9, 2.10, 2.13, 7.3, 7.5

X

X

X

X

Restoration of affected aquatic
habitat (including critical habitat)
will minimize potential long-term
adverse effects to SNYLF habitat
from project activities.

Responsible Jurisdiction
RPM
Number
WQ-6

Resource Protection Measure (RPM) Description
For ground-disturbing activities near aquatic habitats, ensure that roads, road ditches, and other
disturbed areas drain, to the maximum extent possible, to undisturbed soils rather than directly to
aquatic habitats. Direct drainage from disturbed areas as necessary using natural topography, rolling
dips, waterbars, etc. This may not apply, based on approval from the Forest Service and/or Placer
County, to locations where ground disturbance is temporary and as part of restoration to pre-project
conditions drainage flows would be restored to aquatic habitats.

Applicable Lands

Forest
Service

Placer
County

National
Forest System
Lands

Private
Lands

X

X

X

X

2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2.8, 2.9, 2.10, 2.13, 5.1, 5.3, 5.4

WQ-7

All construction and operation water use will be sourced from existing domestic sources (i.e., existing
plumbing systems, wells, fire hydrants). No water will be drawn directly from surface water sources.

Slash and debris will not be placed in wetlands.
BMP2.8, 2.9, 2.10, 2.13, 5.5

Proper drainage procedures will
minimize the potential for
degradation of SNYLF suitable
aquatic habitat and critical habitat
aquatic PCEs from sediment
transport into waterbodies.
Restoration of affected aquatic
habitat will minimize potential
long-term adverse effects to
SNYLF habitat from project
activities.

X

X

X

X

Utilization of existing domestic
water source will prevent potential
impacts to SNYLF, the species'
habitat, and critical habitat
aquatic PCEs by preventing the
removal of water from aquatic
habitat, and avoiding potential
removal of SNYLF during water
drafting.

X

X

X

X

Avoidance of wetlands during
slash and debris placement will
prevent degradation of SNYLF
aquatic habitat and critical habitat
aquatic PCEs from excessive
accumulation of debris in
waterbodies.

BMP2.7

WQ-8

Applicability to Sierra Nevada
yellow-legged frog

Responsible Jurisdiction
RPM
Number

Resource Protection Measure (RPM) Description

Forest
Service

Placer
County

Applicable Lands
National
Forest System
Lands

Private
Lands

Applicability to Sierra Nevada
yellow-legged frog

WQ-13

The Placer County Improvement Plans shall show that materials with the potential to contaminate
stormwater that are to be stored outdoors shall be placed in an enclosure such as, but not limited to, a
cabinet, shed, or similar structure that prevents contact with runoff or spillage to the stormwater conveyance
system, or protected by secondary containment structures such as berms, dikes, or curbs. The storage area
shall be paved to contain leaks and spills and shall have a roof or awning to minimize collection of
stormwater within the secondary containment area.

X

X

Proper chemical storage will
prevent potential impacts to
SNYLF, the species' habitat, and
critical habitat aquatic PCEs from
chemical contamination.

WQ-14

The Placer County Improvement Plans shall show that vehicle/equipment wash areas, if needed, shall be
designed to be self-contained and/or covered and equipped with a clarifier or other pretreatment facility.
Direct connection of a vehicle/equipment wash area to the storm drain system is prohibited. The
applicant;permittees shall properly connect to a sanitary sewer via an external grease or sand/oil
interceptor and contact the Department of Facility Services or other applicable sewer agency to obtain an
Industrial Waste Discharge Permit, if required. If so, said permit shall be provided to the Placer County
Engineering and Surveying Division (ESD) prior to Improvement Plan approval. If connection to sanitary
sewer is not available, the method of discharge shall be subject to review and approval by Placer County.

X

X

Proper vehicle and equipment
maintenance and storage will
prevent potential impacts to
SNYLF, the species' habitat, and
critical habitat aquatic PCEs from
chemical contamination.

WQ-15

On both public and private lands, equipment will not cross seasonal streams except at designated crossings
as reviewed and approved on the Improvement Plans and Construction and Operation Plans. Within
Riparian Conservation Areas (RCAs) (i.e. on public lands) all bare ground resulting from equipment
operations will be mulched to standards. Within Waterbody Buffer Zones (WBBZs) (as defined by the
Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board Conditional Waiver of Waste Discharge Requirements for
Timber Harvest and Vegetation Management Activities) all bare ground resulting from equipment operations
will be mulched to 85%.

X

Avoidance of seasonal streams
except at designated crossings
will minimize the potential for
direct impacts to SNYLF and
degradation of SNYLF aquatic and
upland habitat (including critical
habitat PCEs) by minimizing the
potential for disturbance, injury,
and mortality of SNYLF, and
degradation of habitat from
vegetation crushing and sediment
transport into waterbodies.

BMP 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2.8, 2.9, 2.10, 2.13, 7.3, 7.5

X

X

X

Responsible Jurisdiction
RPM
Number

WQ-17

Resource Protection Measure (RPM) Description

Roads used for project construction on NFS lands will be brought back to the pre-existing standards
following implementation. This work includes: grading, clearing, ditch and culvert cleaning and repair of
water conveyance features. The repair work must repair and restore the road to accommodate the planned
traffic and be consistent with the existing traffic service level, water quality objectives, and Road
Management Objectives

Forest
Service

Placer
County

X

Applicable Lands
National
Forest System
Lands

Private
Lands

X

Applicabilityto Sierra Nevada
yellow-legged frog

Restoration of affected upland
habitat (including critical habitat)
will minimize potential long-term
adverse effects to SNYLF habitat
from project activities.

If any temporary crossings of ephemeral drainages are needed, they will be designed to pass flow using
drainage dips, waterbars or culverts when needed (if flowing). Removal of temporary roads on ephemeral
drainages will include re-establishing drainage passage, mulching, and pulling outside berms to restore
overland flows.
If any temporary crossings are needed, they will be removed no later than October 15th of the season of
installation.
BMP 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2. 7, 2.8, 2.9, 2.10, 2.13, 5.1, 5.2, 5.3, 5.4, 5.5
WQ-18

Construction activities on all roads, including hauling of removed trees, will be restricted to the dry season
when roads are stable. No winter construction activities will be permitted, although some operations may
continue past October 15 to November 30 if conditions permit as determined by the Forest Service, Placer
County, and the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (LRWQCB).

X

X

X

X

Restricting construction activities
on roads to dry periods will
minimize the potential for
degradation of SNYLF suitable
aquatic habitat and critical habitat
aquatic PCEs from sediment
transport into waterbodies.

X

X

X

X

Erosion and sediment control
measures will minimize the
potential for degradation of SNYLF
suitable aquatic habitat and
critical habitat aquatic PCEs from
sediment transport into
waterbodies.

BMP 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2.8, 2.9, 2.10, 2.13
WQ-19

All necessary post ground disturbance erosion control measures will be implemented as soon as possible
after ground disturbance at any particular project feature (e.g., tower, mid-station, base station, staging area,
temporary access way) ceases.
BMP 2.8, 2.9, 2.10, 2.13, 5.1, 5.2, 5.3, 5.4, 5.5, 5.6

Responsible Jurisdiction
RPM
Number

WQ-20

Applicable Lands

Resource Protection Measure (RPM) Description

Forest
Service

Placer
County

National
Forest System
Lands

Private
Lands

Temporary road design and location, including skid trails for tree removal will follow the following principles:
A Temporary roads/skid trails will follow previously-used road beds where available and
appropriately located.
A Use rolling dips and an out-sloped road template.
A Limit the amount of temporary road construction associated with tree removal by maximizing the
skidding distance (i.e., for tree removal, favor the use of skid trails versus the construction of
temporary roads).
A Minimize the length and width of the roads/skid trails. Avoid unstable areas where there is
potential for mass soil erosion.
A If a temporary road requires crossing flowing water, incorporate a method of passing water under
the running surface to minimize sediment transport if the road is used while water is flowing. Any
stream crossings will not create barriers to aquatic species.
A Initiate decommissioning all temporary roads/skid trails immediately after use is complete.
Complete decommissioning before the end of the construction season. Temporary roads/skid
trails on NFS lands will be decommissioned according to Renewable Resources Planning Act (16
USC 1608): appropriately draining the road to establish a hydrologically neutral state, pulling
berms (particularly including the mineral soil) and re-establishing the natural contour in necessary
areas. Particular attention will be paid to roads/skid trails within RCAs or when crossing
drainages.
A Where needed, mulch will be applied to control erosion. Subsoil temporary roads where
determined to be necessary after review by a soils scientist or hydrologist.
A Decommissioned temporary roads/skid trails in RCAs will be mulched to control erosion, but
mulch will not be placed in the 100-year flood plain.
A Block or otherwise prevent long-term access over temporary roads/skid trails, where needed to
deter unauthorized use, place logs and logging slash over the first 200 feet.

X

X

X

X

BMP 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2.8, 2.9, 2.10, 2.13

Applicability to Sierra Nevada
yellow-legged frog

The multiple design measures to
be implemented for temporary
road construction will minimize
the potential for degradation of
SNYLF suitable aquatic and
upland habitat (including critical
habitat PCEs) from ground
disturbance, sediment transport
into waterbodies and will minimize
the extent of any long-term habitat
loss.

Responsible Jurisdiction
RPM
Number

Applicable Lands
Applicability to Sierra Nevada
yellow-legged frog

Forest
Service

Placer
County

National
Forest System
Lands

Private
Lands

Skidding of trees will not be permitted in waters of the United States or waters of the State, including
wetlands. Within these waters tree removal may be conducted by hand, use of cable systems, helicopter
yarding, or use of ground based equipment so the aquatic habitat can be fully protected from disturbance
and sedimentation.

X

X

X

X

Avoidance of waterbodies and
wetlands during tree skidding
activities will prevent degradation
of SNYLF aquatic habitat and
critical habitat aquauc PCEs from
sediment transport into aquatic
habitat.

After completion of project construction, all skid trails over 30% slope will have natural slash mulching to
control soil erosion. Skid trails will have waterbars spaced according to Forest Service standards based on
soil erodibility and slope. Implement mulching of skid trails using slash, certified weed free rice, straw or
wood chips, whichever is available, on soils with very high erodibility, and where the residual % ground cover
does not meet Forest Service standards. This requirement may be modified after an on-site inspection by the
soil scientist or hydrologist. If slash is used for mulch, the Forest Service fuels officer will be involved prior to
and during implementation.

X

X

X

X

Erosion and sediment control
measures will minimize the
potential for degradation of SNYLF
suitable aquatic habitat and
critical habitat aquatic PCEs from
sediment transport into
waterbodies.

Utilize existing locations suitable for landings wherever possible. Locate all new landings off of main public
travel corridors outside of any aquatic habitats and designated buffer zones. Landing locations shall be
carefully planned to minimize the number needed, and will consider site-specific factors such as topography,
watershed and other resource protection concerns, and operational needs. Where using existing sites that
need to be increased in size to function as landings, the landing site will be extended in size away from
drainages. Landings on NFS lands not located in an existing disturbed area must be approved by the Forrest
Service hydrologist or qualified specialist prior to use.

X

X

X

X

Utilization of existing landing
locations when possible and
avoidance of aquatic habitat
areas will minimize the potential
for degradation of SNYLF upland
habitat and the critical habitat
upland PCE from ground
disturbance.

No new landings will be located within aquatic habitats, Waterbody Buffer Zones (WBBZs) (as defined by the
Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board Conditional Waiver of Waste Discharge Requirements for
Timber Harvest and Vegetation Management Activities), or the 100-year floodplain of drainageways.

X

X

X

X

Avoidance of aquatic habitat
areas when delineating landing
locations will minimize the
potential for degradation of SNYLF
upland habitat and the critical
habitat upland PCE from ground
disturbance.

Resource Protection Measure (RPM) Description

Tree Removal

TREE-1

BMP2.13

TREE-3

TREE-6

BMP2.13

BMP2.13

TREE-7

BMP2.13

ATTACHMENT B

COMPARSION OF THE PROFILE OF LPOA FOR THE
SQUAW-ALPINE MEADOWS GONDOLA CONNECTION

31-01-2015

www.ropes.cc

GENERAL
This presentation shows the results of the comparison of the line profiles from Leitner-Poma of America with
the line profiles of ROPES.
The profiles of LPOA are:

Profile 79323a – Section 2+3
Profile P517931 – Section 1

BASICS
After the first overview we found out some general differences between the profiles:
- The ground profile was not 100% equal
- The station position were different
- The minimum ground clearance was reduced by nearly 2,0m
- The calculation are very similar to our calculation from october
To compare and double check the profile we recalculated the profile with our line calculation software.
This counterproof was done with estimated data, because the detailed information about some components
were missing. This main missing data are:
- Weight of the cabin (estimated weight for 8 seater Gondola= 705kg = 6,95KN)
- exact weight of the rope (estimated weight = 8,23daN/m)
- admissible weight per sheave in the line: (estimated: support < 8,5KN,compression < 5,5KN / Roller)
- depth of the groove of the roller (estimated 7,0mm)

COUNTERPROOF - VERIFICATION
In the counterproof calculation we have done following verifications:
1. Verification of the minimal tower load in comparison with the horizontal wind load (EN 12930 – 7.6.4)
Safety factor in service = 1,5 (vertical tower load > horizontal windload x 1,5) – wind pressure = 250N/m²
Safety factor out of service = 1,0 (empty cabins and only rope) – wind pressure = 800N/m²
2. Stability of the carving rope on the roller (verification or “Piskoty”) – This verification is not written in the
codes, but it shows very good the stability of the rope on the groove of the roller in case of wind. The
results were double checked many times with tests on a ropeway to confirm the calculation results. The
verification of “Piskoty” is mandatory in Germany and Austria for each monocable detachable ropeway.
3. Tension cylinder stroke: in case of drive-tension in the bottom the cylinder stroke is normally very high.
Therefore we made also this check
4. General check of the line

COUNTERPROOF – VERIFICATION – SECTION 1
Results of the counterproof of section 1
• The load on tower 1 is very low
• The min. load on tower 7 is very low. The verification 1 was not fulfilled
• The verification of Piskoty is not fulfilled for tower nr. 7
To improve the verification of the above points we are proposing following modifications :
1. Replace tower 1 and 2 with one tower and sheave trains with 12 rollers (12C)
2. Decrease the tower heights of tower nr. 5 (-0,5m) and tower nr. 6 (-1,50m)
3. Replace tower nr 13
4. Increase tower height nr. 14 (+4,0m) and change the sheave trains to 12S
With this modifications the safety of the stability of the rope increase and you can save two towers.
The verification of Piskoty on tower nr. 7 also with this modification can not been fulfilled, but because of
the lower wind influence in this area the safety is high enough

COUNTERPROOF – VERIFICATION – SECTION 2+3
Results of the counterproof of section 2+3
• The verification of the minimal tower load is ok for all towers
• The verification of Piskoty is ok for all towers, except tower 2 and 4
• The safety of the stability of the rope (Piskoty) for tower Nr. 14 to 20 are very low (safety factor 1,01 to
1,32 for a wind speed of 50km/h)
• The height of the span field between tower nr. 19 and 20 is negative for the safety against wind
• Needed cylinder length of 3,5m (including temperature elongation for 30°C)
To improve the verification of the above points we are proposing following modifications:
1. Decrease the tower height of tower nr. 2 (~0,1m) to increase the load on the sheave train
2. The height of the span field between tower nr. 19 and 20 should be decreased to improve the safety
against wind (see proposal ROPES on the profile – one tower can be removed)

CONCLUSION
The both profiles, done from LPOA, are on the whole done well and according to the US regulation.
But both lines are not respecting the general verifications against rope derailment of the European regulation.
But with small modifications the safety against derailment can be improved very easily and the profit on more
safety is huge.
In the first section it is possible to remove two towers and reach a higher safety in the same time.
The calculated min. ground clearance of 9,59m assure a max. snow depth of:
Areas without skiers under the line = 9,59 – 4,3m (cabin) – 1,53m (clearance) = 3,76m
Areas with skiers under the line
= 9,59 – 4,3m (cabin) – 2,53m (clearance) = 2,76m
For all details you can see the line calculation note and the verification document

CONTACT
ROPES GmbH
Staatsstrasse 15
39030 Vintl / ITALY
mail: info@ropes.cc

Stephan Obexer

mail: s.obexer@ropes.cc

mobil: +39 (347) 233 8931
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