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Introduction and Purpose

Project Overview

The Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT) and the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) are preparing an Environmental Assessment to evaluate potential alternatives to
improve safety and reduce travel delay on Interstate 80 (I-80) between Vista Boulevard and USA
Parkway (State Route 439). The project limits are in the City of Sparks and unincorporated
Washoe County and Storey County, Nevada (Figure 1). This 13-mile segment of [-80 between
Vista Boulevard and USA Parkway is in a canyon adjacent to the Truckee River and Union Pacific
Railroad (UPRR) tracks. The growth of the Tahoe-Reno Industrial Center (TRIC), the largest
industrial park in the United States, along with the increase in single-occupancy vehicles from
commuters traveling to and from the TRIC, has led to increased traffic along this segment of |-
80.

This document addresses the federal statute known generally as Section 4(f). Section 4(f) of the
U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) Act of 1966 (United States Code [U.S.C.] Title 49,
Section 303[c]) protects certain parks, recreation areas, historic and cultural resources, and
wildlife and waterfowl refuges. Section 4(f) applies to the 1-80 East Widening Project because
eligible recreational resources and historic properties are present near the proposed project.
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Figure 1. Project Location
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Purpose and Need for the Project

The purpose of the project is to reduce travel delay, improve safety, and address freeway design
deficiencies along 1-80 between Vista Boulevard and USA Parkway.

The project is needed to reduce travel delays, accommodate traffic associated with past and
planned growth in the region, and provide enhanced safety such as wider shoulders, truck
parking, and wrong-way driver detection.

The need to improve this segment of I-80 is demonstrated by the following:

e Projected future travel delays caused by high traffic volumes from the proximity of the
TRIC.

o Crash rates are higher than in other urban and rural interstates in Nevada.

o Importance of I-80 in the regional transportation system.

Proposed Action and Alternatives

Build Alternative

The proposed action would construct an additional 12-foot travel lane in each direction, 12-foot
outside shoulders, and 10-foot inside shoulders along 1-80 between Vista Boulevard and

USA Parkway. The proposed action would also reconfigure interchanges to increase the length
of acceleration and deceleration lanes, as well as construct additional truck parking.

No Build Alternative

The No Build Alternative would make no changes to |1-80, and only routine maintenance would
continue. This would eliminate the cost of improving I-80 but would not address the project’s
purpose and need. Other planned transportation improvement projects in the area could still
move forward.

Regulatory Background and Study

Methodology

Section 4(f) of the USDOT Act of 1966

Section 4(f) of the USDOT Act of 1966, 49 U.S.C. 303(c), is a federal law that protects publicly
owned parks, recreation areas, and wildlife or waterfowl refuges, as well as significant historic
sites, whether publicly or privately owned. Section 4(f) requirements apply to all transportation
projects that require funding or other approvals by USDOT. As a USDOT agency, FHWA must
comply with Section 4(f).
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This document has been prepared in accordance with Section 4(f) and FHWA regulations for
Section 4(f) compliance codified at Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Title 23, Part 774.
Additional guidance was obtained from FHWA Technical Advisory T6640.8A (FHWA 1987) and
the Revised FHWA Section 4(f) Policy Paper (FHWA 2012).

Study Area

The study area used for identifying Section 4(f) park/recreation resources is 750 feet from the
edge of the construction footprint of the Build Alternative. The rationale for the size of this
analysis area is as follows:

¢ Noise Impacts. Noise is the most far-reaching potential impact that could trigger a
“constructive use” under Section 4(f). As noted in Highway Traffic Noise: Analysis and
Abatement Guidance (FHWA 2011), highway traffic noise is not usually a serious problem
for people who live more than 500 feet from heavily traveled freeways or more than 100
to 200 feet from lightly traveled roads. Another reference for applicable guidance, the
Noise and Vibration Impact Manual (FTA 2020), prescribes a screening distance of
750 feet from the edge of rail lines to unobstructed locations. Using the previously
mentioned guidance, the project Section 4(f) analysis uses a 750-foot screening distance
to conservatively account for potential noise emanating outward from an
expanded/modified roadway.

e Design Changes. The 750-foot offset from the edge of the Build Alternative
conservatively allows for design modifications that enlarge the project’s construction
footprint.

Maps, aerial photography, and local comprehensive plans were reviewed to determine the
location of parks and recreational lands.

The study area for identifying Section 4(f) cultural resources is the area of potential effects (APE),
both direct and indirect, used in the project’s Section 106 effort. The Direct APE consists of the
highway right-of-way (ROW) width averaging 400 feet wide in the east end of the study area.
Upon entering the canyon, the ROW narrows considerably, averaging 100 to 200 feet at most,
with additional ROW around the interchanges to accommodate the ramps. The Indirect APE
averages 750 feet outside the Direct APE, which accounts for the project’s known vertical
elements (that is, soundwalls, intelligent traffic system poles, signage, and light poles).

Types of Section 4(f) Properties
Section 4(f) requires NDOT and FHWA to consider the following:

e Parks and recreation areas of national, state, or local significance that are both publicly
owned and open to the public
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Publicly owned wildlife and waterfowl refuges of national, state, or local significance that
are open to the public

Historic sites of national, state, or local significance in public or private ownership
regardless of whether they are open to the public that are listed in, or eligible for, the
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)

Section 4(f) Determinations
According to 23 CFR 774.3, FHWA cannot approve the use of a Section 4(f) resource, as defined
in 23 CFR 774.17, unless FHWA determines the following:

There is no feasible and prudent avoidance alternative, as defined in 23 CFR 774.17, to
the use of land from the property, and

The action includes all possible planning, as defined in 23 CFR 774.17, to minimize harm
to the property resulting from such use, or

The use of the property, including any measure(s) to minimize harm (such as any
avoidance, minimization, mitigation, or enhancement measures) committed to by the
applicant, will have a de minimis impact, as defined in 23 CFR 774.17, on the property.

Section 4(f) Evaluation Process

After identifying the Section 4(f) properties in the study area, FHWA determined whether and to
what extent the project would use each property. The type of Section 4(f) use was then
determined according to the following Section 4(f) use definitions:

Permanent Incorporation. Pursuant to 23 CFR 774.17, a permanent incorporation
occurs when land from a Section 4(f) property is permanently incorporated into a
transportation project. This may occur as a result of partial or full acquisition of the
Section 4(f) property, permanent easements, or temporary easements that exceed
regulatory limits.

Temporary Occupancy. As defined in 23 CFR 774.13(d), a temporary occupancy occurs
when there is a temporary occupancy of land that is “adverse in terms of the statute’s
preservation purpose as determined by the criteria in 23 CFR 774.13(d).” If the criteria in
23 CFR 774.13(d) are met, the “temporary use exception” applies, meaning that the
temporary occupancy of the land is so minimal that it does not constitute a “use” within
the meaning of Section 4(f). If the criteria in 23 CFR 774.13(d) are not met, the use is
evaluated as permanent.

Constructive Use. As defined in 23 CFR 774.15(a), a constructive use occurs when a
transportation project does not incorporate land from a Section 4(f) property, but the
project’s proximity impacts are so severe that the protected activities, features, or
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attributes that qualify a property for protection under Section 4(f) are substantially
impaired.

The primary steps in a Section 4(f) evaluation are described as follows:

1.
2.

Identify Section 4(f) resources in the study area.

Assess whether there are any potential uses of a Section 4(f)-protected resource; if so,
proceed to the next step.

Determine whether impacts are de minimis or whether one of the five programmatic
Section 4(f) evaluations can be used.

Analyze avoidance alternatives (as applicable). In this step, FHWA considers alternatives that
completely avoid the individual use of a Section 4(f) property. The avoidance analysis applies
the Section 4(f) feasible and prudent criteria (23 CFR 774.17). An alternative is not feasible if
it cannot be built as a matter of sound engineering judgment. An avoidance alternative is
not considered prudent if any of the prudency factors in 23 CFR 774.17 apply. If there is ho
feasible and prudent avoidance alternative, proceed to the next step.

If applicable, determine the alternative(s) with the least overall harm. If no feasible and
prudent alternatives are identified that would avoid the use of a Section 4(f) property, FHWA
also determines which alternative would cause the least overall harm to Section 4(f)
properties using the following factors (23 CFR 774.3[c][1]) and the results of all possible
planning to minimize harm:

i. The ability to mitigate adverse impacts to each Section 4(f) property (including any
measures that result in benefits to the property)

ii. The relative severity of the remaining harm, after mitigation, to the protected activities,
attributes, or features that qualify each Section 4(f) property for protection

iii. The relative significance of each Section 4(f) property
iv. The views of the officials with jurisdiction over each Section 4(f) property
v. The degree to which each alternative meets the purpose and need for the project

vi. After reasonable mitigation, the magnitude of adverse effects to resources not protected
by Section 4(f)

vii. Substantial differences in cost among the alternatives

De Minimis Determinations

A determination of de minimis impacts can be made only if the project would not adversely

affect the features, attributes, or activities that make the Section 4(f) property significant based

on a consideration of impacts and mitigation measures. The de minimis determination can only

Nevada Department of Transportation | 1-80 East Widening Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation



be made after receiving and considering public comments and after FHWA receives concurrence
from the official with jurisdiction. If the official with jurisdiction does not agree with a de minimis
use determination in writing, an analysis of avoidance alternatives must be conducted. If the
analysis concludes that there is no feasible and prudent alternative to use of the Section 4(f)
property, FHWA may only approve the alternative or alternatives that cause the least overall
harm. A least overall harm analysis is conducted to determine which alternative(s) may proceed.
A de minimis use determination is inappropriate when a project results in a constructive use (49
U.S.C. 303[d], 23 CFR 774.3[b] and 774.17).

Parks, Recreation, and Refuges

De minimis impacts at a public parkland, recreation area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge is
defined as that which does not “adversely affect the features, attributes, or activities qualifying
the property for protection under Section 4(f)” (23 CFR 774.17). This determination can be made
only with the concurrence of the official with jurisdiction and can be made only after an
opportunity for public review and comment on the proposed determination.

Historic Properties

As defined in 23 CFR 774.5 and 774.17, a de minimis impacts determination is made for a
historic resource if land would be permanently incorporated from the resources but FHWA
makes a finding for a property of “No Adverse Effect” or “No Historic Properties Affected”
through consultation under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, and the State
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) concurs with that finding.

Description of Section 4(f) Resources in the
Study Area

This section identifies Section 4(f) resources located within the project’s Section 4(f) study area.

According to NDOT and FHWA's review of all properties and ROW in the Section 4(f) study area,
there are no wildlife or waterfowl refuges in the study area.

Park and Recreation Resources in the Study Area

Based on a review of applicable public agency park and recreation-related websites and
adopted public agency park and recreation-related documents, there are three Section 4(f) park
and recreation resources in the study area (listed in Table 1 and shown on Figure 2).

The following public agency websites were accessed to determine whether any park and
recreation resource were present in the study area:

e City of Sparks Parks and Recreation: https://www.cityofsparks.us/rec_home/index.php
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Washoe County Regional Parks and Open Space:
https://www.washoecounty.gov/parks/index.php

Nevada State Parks: https://parks.nv.gov/parks

National Park Service: https://www.nps.gov/state/nv/index.htm

Bureau of Land Management:
https://webmaps.blm.gov/program_apps/BLM _Natl Recreation Opportunities/
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Figure 2. Section 4(f) Park/Recreation Resources in the Study Area
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Table 1. Section 4(f) Parks and Recreation Resources in the Study Area

Resource Name Resource Description Location

Tahoe-Pyramid Trail Publicly owned bicycling and hiking  Portions of existing trail located
trail along the north side of the
Truckee River in the study area
(unincorporated Washoe

County)
Lockwood Park Publicly owned park with bicycling 981 Lockwood Road
and hiking trails and river access (unincorporated Washoe
County)
McCarran Ranch Publlcly owngd parl_< and nqtural McCarran Ranch Road
Preserve area with hiking trails and river .
ACCOSS (unincorporated Storey County)

There are three parcels owned by Washoe County in the study area that are designated as
“Open Space” (as opposed to “Park”) in the Washoe County Regional Parks and Open Space
Master Plan (Washoe County 2019). However, because these parcels are not designated as
“parks” in this master plan and do not contain any recreational features, attributes, or amenities,
Section 4(f) does not apply to these parcels.

The Truckee River itself, although used informally for recreation purposes, is not a designated
National Wild and Scenic River (NPS 2021). Therefore, Section 4(f) does not apply to the Truckee
River.

Tahoe-Pyramid Trail

The Tahoe-Pyramid Trail is a recreational hiking and bicycling trail that either exists, or is
planned to exist, along the north side of the Truckee River in the study area. At such time
that the Tahoe-Pyramid Trail is completed as proposed, it will extend 116 miles from Lake
Tahoe to Pyramid Lake.

A paved segment of the Tahoe-Pyramid Trail terminates on the south of side of I-80
approximately 0.5-mile east of Vista Boulevard within the study area (Tahoe-Pyramid Trail
2024). From that point eastward there is currently no trail until Lockwood Park, at which
point there is an existing dirt trail fairly continuously to USA Parkway (at the eastern
terminus of the study area). East of the study area there is no trail until the City of
Wadsworth. A substantial portion of the Tahoe-Pyramid Trail in the study area is located
inside either Lockwood Park or the McCarran Ranch Preserve. A portion of the trail near the
eastern end of the study area is also referred to as the “102 Ranch Trail.” Existing trail
segments in the study area are indicated on Figure 2. Washoe County is the official with
jurisdiction for the Tahoe-Pyramid Trail in the study area.
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The Tahoe-Pyramid Trail does not meet any of the following Section 4(f) applicability
exceptions in 23 CFR 774.13(f) with respect to trails, paths, and bikeways:

e The trail was not a project funded under the Recreational Trails Program.

e The trail is not a designated National Historic Trail or Continental Divide National Scenic
Trail.

e The trail does not occupy a transportation facility ROW.

e The trail is not a part of a local transportation system that functions primarily for
transportation.

Section 4(f) applies to the Tahoe-Pyramid Trail because it meets the definition of a publicly
owned facility, is deemed significant by the official with jurisdiction, and was designed to
function primarily for recreation. Section 4(f) applies to both the existing and planned
segments of the Tahoe-Pyramid Trail.

Lockwood Park

Lockwood Park in unincorporated Washoe County has hiking/bicycling trails (the Lockwood
Loop trail system) as well as access to the Truckee River for fishing. The park also has a paved
parking area, picnic tables, and restrooms. The official with jurisdiction for Lockwood Park is
Washoe County.

Section 4(f) applies to Lockwood Park because it is publicly owned, is deemed significant by the
official with jurisdiction according to its inclusion in the Washoe County Regional Parks and Open
Space Master Plan (Washoe County 2019), and contains recreational features and amenities.

McCarran Ranch Preserve

The McCarran Ranch Preserve is an area that has been improved for conservation and
recreational purposes by The Nature Conservancy. The McCarran Ranch Preserve includes
hiking/bicycling trails (including the Mustang Ranch Trail and the McCarran Ranch Trail) as well
as access to the Truckee River for fishing (TNC n.d.).

NDOT reviewed Storey County assessor parcel data and determined the McCarran Ranch
Preserve is on privately owned land (Storey County 2024). In addition, The Nature Conservancy’s
publication (Attachment 1) states that the McCarran Ranch Preserve is privately owned.
Generally, private ownership excludes resources from protection under Section 4(f). According
to Question 1B in the Section 4(f) Policy Paper (FHWA 2012), the McCarran Ranch Preserve could
be eligible for Section 4(f) protection if The Nature Conservancy has obtained easements from
the property owners and there was a determination by FHWA that the easement met all of the
requirements necessary to treat the property as a significant public park/recreation area.
Because the project will not impact the McCarran Ranch Preserve (refer to the Assessment of
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Potential Uses: Park and Recreation Resources section), the question of whether Section 4(f)
applies to this resource is moot.

Historic Resources in the Study Area

Architectural Historic Resources in Study Area
According to field investigations and office research, four architectural historic resources in the
study area have been found to be eligible for the NRHP, as listed in Table 2.

Table 2. Section 4(f) Architectural Historic Resources in the Study Area

SHPO

Construction Determination
Resource Resource o
Date of Eligibility
No.

D265, Segment_ of the Lincoln 1913 e e

D266, Highway Highway under Criterion A

D129 ghway

D248 Union Pacific Railroad 1902 Contributing to the Union Pacific

Railroad under Criterion A

B17896, McCarran Ranch 1895 - o

B8172 House/Shamrock House Eligible under Criteria A and C

S3550 Western Union Telegraph 1902 Eligible as contributing under

Criterion A

Archaeological Historic Resources in Study Area

The Direct APE has been previously inventoried on humerous occasions for archaeological
historic resources and is mostly a built environment. Seven archaeological resources were
revisited and updated as part of the archaeological inventory. Two sites (26WA2 and 26WA2131)
were determined eligible under Criterion D, remain unevaluated under Criteria A and C, and are
not eligible under Criterion B for their prehistoric components and determined not eligible for
their historic components. Four other sites (26WA3067, 26WA3033, 26WA3033, and
26WA13293) were determined not eligible under any criteria. Site 26 WA8313 was determined
noncontributing to the Central Pacific Railroad Site 26WA3032, previously determined not
eligible, was not relocated, and is likely destroyed.

Assessment of Potential Section 4(f) Uses
Assessment of Potential Uses: Park and Recreation Resources

Tahoe-Pyramid Trail

The project would not acquire any ROW from the Tahoe-Pyramid Trail. Therefore, there would
not be a permanent incorporation of the Tahoe-Pyramid Trail resource.
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The project would not require temporary occupancy of the Tahoe-Pyramid Trail resource.

There would be no constructive use of the Tahoe-Pyramid Trail for the following reasons:

The project would not construct any vertical infrastructure that would change the view
for users of the Tahoe-Pyramid Trail; as such, there would not be a visual impact.

As noted in Table 3 of the I-80 East Widening NEPA Noise Technical Report (NDOT 2024),
noise levels forecasted for the constructed project, when compared with projected noise
levels if the project is not built, would not increase by more than 3 A-weighted decibels
(dBA) at any location, including at the Tahoe-Pyramid Trail, and as such would not cause
a noise-related constructive use according to 23 CFR 774.15(f)(3). Additionally, the
Tahoe-Pyramid Trail would not be considered a “noise-sensitive facility” according to

23 CFR 774.15(E)(1).

The project would not impact the existing access points to the Tahoe-Pyramid Trail; as
such, there would not be an access impact.

Because there would be no impacts to this resource under Section 4(f), no measures to minimize
harm or mitigation are warranted.

Conclusion
Based on this assessment, the project would not result in a Section 4(f) use of the
Tahoe-Pyramid Trail.

Lockwood Park

The project would not acquire any ROW from Lockwood Park. Therefore, there would not be a
permanent incorporation of land at Lockwood Park.

The project would not require the temporary occupancy of land at Lockwood Park.

There would be no constructive use of Lockwood Park for the following reasons:

The project would not construct anything that would change the view for users of
Lockwood Park; as such, there would not be a visual impact.

As noted in Table 3 of the 1-80 East Widening NEPA Noise Technical Report, noise levels
forecasted for the constructed project, when compared with projected noise levels if the
project is not built, would not increase more than 3 dBA at any location including
Lockwood Park, and as such would not result in a noise-related constructive use
according to 23 CFR 774.15(f)(3) (NDOT 2024).

The project would not impact the existing access points to Lockwood Park; as such, there
would not be an access impact.

Because there would be no impacts to this resource under Section 4(f), no measures to minimize
harm or mitigation are warranted.
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Conclusion
Based on this assessment, the project would not result in a Section 4(f) use of Lockwood Park.

McCarran Ranch Preserve

Notwithstanding the question of whether Section 4(f) applies to this resource, the following
discussion describes how the McCarran Ranch Preserve would not be impacted by the project.

The project would not acquire any ROW from the McCarran Ranch Preserve. Therefore, there
would not be a permanent incorporation of land at the McCarran Ranch Preserve.

The project would not require the temporary occupancy of land at the McCarran Ranch
Preserve.

There would be no constructive use of the McCarran Ranch Preserve for the following reasons:
e The project would not construct anything that would change the view for users of the
McCarran Ranch Preserve; as such, there would not be a visual impact.

e Asnoted in Table 3 of the I1-80 East Widening NEPA Noise Technical Report, noise levels
forecasted for the constructed project, when compared with projected noise levels if the
project is not built, would not increase more than 3 dBA at any location in the project
study area, including the McCarran Ranch Preserve, and as such would not result in a
noise-related constructive use according to 23 CFR 774.15(f)(3) (NDOT 2024).

e The project would not impact the existing access points to the McCarran Ranch Preserve;
as such, there would not be an access impact.

Because there would be no impacts to this resource under Section 4(f), no measures to minimize
harm or mitigation are warranted.

Conclusion

Notwithstanding the question of whether Section 4(f) applies to this resource, based on this
assessment, the project would not result in a use of the McCarran Ranch Preserve under
Section 4(f).

Assessment of Potential Uses: Historic Resources

The project would not permanently incorporate, nor temporarily occupy, any of the architectural
or archaeological resources located in the study area. Per the Section 106 consultation done for
the project, the project would not result in adverse effects to any of the architectural or
archaeological Section 4(f) resources located in the study area.

Because there would be no impacts to any architectural or archaeological resources under
Section 4(f), no measures to minimize harm or mitigation are warranted.
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Conclusion
Based on the above assessment, the project would not result in a use of any Section 4(f)
architectural or archaeological resources.

Coordination

This Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation will be available for comment by the officials with jurisdiction
for the three park/recreation resources in the study area (Washoe County 2019; TNC n.d.). NDOT
will coordinate with these officials with jurisdiction through the final project design, as
necessary. NDOT has contacted the following park/recreation-related interested parties by
either email, phone, or in person:

e Bureau of Land Management, Carson District, Sierra Front Field Office
e The Nature Conservancy

e National Park Service

e Oregon-California Trails Association

e Trails West

With regard to coordination for historic resources, FHWA has initiated formal government-to-
government consultation with the following tribes:

e Pyramid Lake Paiute Tribe, Nixon, Nevada
e Reno-Sparks Indian Colony, Reno, Nevada
e Washoe Tribe of Nevada and California, Gardnerville, Nevada

NDOQOT, on behalf of FHWA, has identified and contacted the following interested parties by
either email, phone, or in person:

e Bureau of Land Management, Carson District, Sierra Front Field Office
e U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

e Donna Cossette/Fallon Paiute Tribe

e Lincoln Highway Association, Nevada Chapter

e Bureau of Reclamation, Mid-Pacific Region

¢ Nevada Rock Art Foundation
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Attachment 1: McCarran Ranch Preserve — Nature Conservancy Figure
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Welcome to THE NATURE CONSERVANCY'S
MCCARRAN RANCH PRESERVE
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For your safety and to protect vegetation and wildlife,

please stay on designated trails. In case of emergency, please call 911. Th W\
eINature (. )
—f

In case of non-emergency issue or to report misuse of the

McCarran Ranch Preserve, please call 775.322.4990 x 3115. Conservancy

As this is an active Nature Conservancy restoration site, please pay attention to additional ! 4 —_
. : : , Protecting nature. Preserving life.
temporary signage throughout the preserve. For more information: www.nature.org/nevada
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