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VOLUMEII/ CHAPTER 1

Comments Received on the Draft EIS

2-1.1 Introduction

This volume of the Hoover Dam Bypass Project final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
contains a discussion of the circulation of the Draft EIS (DEIS) and public hearing process and
provides copies of the comments received on the DEIS along with responses to those
comments. The comments are reproduced with an identifying document number at the top of
the first page of each letter. The comments were submitted as letters, electronic mail (e-mail),
public hearing transcripts, and public hearing comment sheets. Each letter, e-mail, or speaker
at the public hearing has been assigned a letter and number designation at the top of the
comment letter. The letter portion of the designation, corresponding to one of the five
comment categories, are listed below to assist in finding individual comuments:

A Government Agencies

B Organizations

C General Public

D Public Hearing Transcripts

E Public Hearing Comment Sheets

Chapter 2 contains the responses to these comments coded in the same letter-number
designation as listed above.

2-1.2 Notice of Availability in Federal Register

The comment period on the DEIS began on September 25, 1998, when the Notice of
Availability was published in the Federal Register. A copy of the notice is included as

Figure 2-1. The 45-day public comment period closed on November 10, 1998. Comments were
received from approximately 142 government agencies, organizations, and members of the
general public before the close of the comment period. Another 14 comments were received
from organizations and members of the public after the close of the comment period, making a
total of 156 commenters on the DEIS.

2-1.3 Distribution of DEIS

Approximately 180 complete DEISs were mailed out during and after the comment period. In
addition, approximately 125 copies of the Summary DEIS were distributed. The list of
agencies, organizations, and persons who received copies of the DEIS is in Chapter 10 of

the EIS.

The complete DEIS document was made available for review at the following locations:

e Boulder City Public Library, Boulder City, Nevada
e Bullhead City Public Library, Bullhead City, Arizona
e Clark County Public Library, Las Vegas, Nevada

SCO/LAW2660.00C/003672580 2.4



CHAPTER 2-1 COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT EIS

Green Valley Public Library, Henderson, Nevada
Henderson Public Library, Henderson, Nevada
Kingman Public Library, Kingman, Arizona
Laughlin Library, Laughlin, Nevada

2-1.4 Website

The entire DEIS was activated on the project website on September 25, 1998. The document
could be accessed at the following website address:

http://hooverdambypass.org

The online DEIS included all figures, tables, chapters, and text as the paper document. It
included an online comment feature, which enabled the reviewer to click on a comment box;
insert name, address, and phone number; and type in comments and submit them
electronically. Prior to activating the online DEIS, the project website averaged about five hits
per day. After activating the online DEIS, the website was accessed an average of about

35 times per day during the comment period. On November 10, 1998, the website access count
was 3,894. Prior to activating the online DEIS, the website access count was 2,372.

2-1.5 Public Hearings

From October 13 to 15, 1998, the Project Management Team (PMT) hosted a series of Public
Hearings to provide the interested parties with an opportunity to provide comments on the
project and the DEIS. The PMT and technical staff were available to discuss the project
purpose and need; major issues; alternatives and design features; and the potential social,
economic, and environmental effects related to each altemative.

The public hearings were held in the following locations:

e Tuesday, October 13
Kingman High School
400 Grandview
Kingman, Arizona

e Wednesday, October 14
Community College of Southern Nevada
700 Wyoming Street
Boulder City, Nevada

e Thursday, October 15
Clark County Government Center
500 South Grand Central Parkway
Las Vegas, Nevada

The public hearings were held on successive nights to receive public comments on the DEIS.
An open house format was used at each meeting, allowing members of the public to discuss
the project alternatives and the DEIS with members of the PMT. Attendees were encouraged
to submit comments on the DEIS using one of the following methods: completing a comment

2-1-2 ' SCO/LAW2660.00C/003672580




CHAPTER 2-1 COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT EIS

Federal Register/Vol. 63, No. 186/Friday, September 25, 1998/N 51349
e e—

OPP has determined that access by An explanation of the ratings assigned Ci and E:

Computer Based Syst m, | lnc to to draft environmental impact A lts-St. Paul
onall p ! (EISs) was published in FR Allport. Twin Cities, Hennepin and

is y for the 1 of this  dated April 10, 1998 (62 FR 17856). Dakota Counties, MN.
contract. Draft BISs Summary: EPA stated that the FEIS

Some of this Informaillon may be dtd not provide the level of information
entitled to confidentlal treatment. The ERP No. D-DOC-C39012-PR Reting that i3 necessary to fully assess al
information has been submltted to EPA Cﬂ'ﬂl and Reef A d Planis | p ]
under sections 3,4, 6,and 7 of FIFRA - Fisl 1 EPA also exp t
and und r sections 408 and 409 of the I’llﬂ- Amendment | Marine d of the

FI’IDCA

Connavallon District (MCD), Exclusive
Zone (EEZ), Puerto Islands

n with the req
of 40 CFR2.307(h) (2), the contract with
Computer Based Systems, Inc. prohibits
use of the information for any purpose
naotspecified in the contract; prohibits
disclosure of the Information to a third
pasty without prior written approval
from the l:fency: and requires thateach
officlal and employee of the contractor
sign an it to protect the
Information from unauthorized release
and to handle it in accordance wi
FIFRA Information Semnly Mll’ll.lll No
I will be
provided to this contractor until the
above requirements have been fully
fled. Records of inf

ol
provided to this contractor will be
maintained by the Work Ass nt
Manager for this contract in the EPA
Om:e of Pesticlde ngntm All

and U.S. Virgin Islands, PR and VI.
Sumimary: EPA belleved that of
the three options being consi will

Rannyl—ﬁexlev:slon project. In
additlon, the FEIS is llcll(lng the 00
ol . o g 1994

alraaRt :puallon-: (2) detalls
supporting the “Plnding of No

further the objectives of the Coral Practicable Alternative” for wetlands

Fishery Management Plan and will lose; (3) clear distinction between

resultinb 1ated with plans for 2010

lmpu:l-! to the aquatic resowrces |-|'l the venua 2020. and (4) summlrlu of aub-

US Caribbean. ore, in din the

with EPA policy, EPA does not object 0 studies. .

the ts implementation. ERP No. F-TVA-E09801-MS, Red
Eﬁ?ﬁ: D-DOB-A 00828-00Rating  Mulls Power Project, Proposal to

EC2, Surplus Plutontum Disposition Purchass 440 megawatts (MW) of

(DOE/BIS~0283) for Siting, Construction  Blectrical Energy, COE Section 404

and Operatlon of three facllitles for Permit, Town o Aclnenn-n. Choctaw

Plutonium Disposition, Possible Sitea County, MS,

Hanford, 1daho Natlonal g EPA 1 to have

and Environmental Laboratory, Pantex
Plant and Savannah River, CA, ID, NM,
SC, TX and WA.

Summary: EPA expressad
based on the

Based System.s. , Inc. by EPA for use In
th this will be

returned to EI’A when Computer Based

Systems, Inc. has completed its work.

List of Subjects

a Environmental protection, Tranafer of
ata.
Dated: September 15, 1998,

Richard D, Schmi,
Acting Director, Infk

effects on water and ecologlcsl
resourc s and the presence of
contamination in the existing

and lack of that
the propased operations would not lead
to further adverse m

ERP No. D-GSA -NY Raung

EC2, Governors island Disposition of
Surplus Federal Real rty.
Implementation, Upper New York Bay,

Summary; EPA expressed

Ssvlnu&andv. Oﬂluo(&suddlhupum.

{FR Doc. 98-25631 Flled 9-24-98: 8:45 am}
BILLING CODE 54000

] concemns about

Y
environmental concems t the
project, due to the potential impact of
the propased power plant and surface
coal mlnlngusemlona on
environmentally sensitive sites.

Dated: September 22, 1098.
Wllllun D. Dickerson,

NEPA Compliance Division, OMce
o(kdznl Acuvitles.

[FR Doc. 96-25748 Filed 9-24-08; 8:45 am)
BILLNG COO8 WSRO0

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCYV

[ER-FRL-5495-8]

potentially significant Ind I

to historic resources and air quallty
whlch could result from the

of this project, and that

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

[ER-FRL-8495-T]

Environmental Impact Statements and
Regulatione; Avallability of EPA
Comments

Avallabllity of EPA comments
August 17, 1998 Through
August 21, 1998 pursuant to the
Environmental Review Process (ERP),
under Section 308 of the Clean Alr Act
and Section 102(2)(c) of tha Ni 1

additional tnformation 2} should be
presented In the final EIS to address
Uvese concems.

ERP No. D-NOA-A91064-00 Rating

Envire | Impact Stal
Notice of Avallablitty
Responsible Agency: Ofice of Federal
Activities, General Information (202)
564-7167 OR (202) 564-7153.
Weekly recelpt of Environmental Impact
Statements

ECI Atlantic Bluefish mey Plled Sepmnber 14, 1998 Through
Fuhuy S:oﬂ.l thlln P\Ilwlﬂ( to ‘0%;:‘}‘505 9.
Implementation, a to Florida,
Nl:%hwulem Ad:‘n“;c Ocean. EIS No. 880365, Final EIS, AFS, OR,
Summary: EPA expressed Chulsty Basin Planning Ares,
environmental concemns that supported P 8 Timber
the sulte of management alternatives to Harvesting, Willarnette National

be impl d to rebulld bluefish
stocks. Reduction of fish Itmits per
angler from ten to four/five blueflsh was

Environmental Policy Act 8s Amended

Requests for coples of EPA comments
can be directed to the Office of Federal
Activities at (202) 564-5076.

d for Nshing.
Plnal EISs

ERP No. F-FAA-F51043-MN, Dual
Track Alrpost Planning Process,

Forest, Oskridge Ranger District, Lane
County, OR, Due: October 26, 1998,
Contact: Tim Batley (541) 782-2263.
EIS No. 980366, S. BLM. NV,
Sonoma-Gerlach and Paradise-Denlo
Management Framewoik Plans
Amendment, Implementation of
Management of the Black Rock Desert,

54350

Humboldt, Pershing and thoe
Counties, NV, Due: November 6,
f:na;au Gerald Moritz (702) ozs-

ESS No. 980367, Draft EIS, AFS, UT,
Pine Tract Project. iImplementation, Coal
Lease Tract (UTU-76195); Modmuuon
to Federal Coal Lease (U-83

Quitchupah Lease) and t
Amendment Application to Subside Box
Canyon, Manti-La Sal National Forest,
Ferron/Price jer District, Emeyy and
Sevier Counties, UT. Due: Novernber 9,
1998, Contact: Liane Mattson (435) 637~
2617,

EIS No. 880368, Draft Suppl
FHW, IN, IN-145 New Road
Updats
IN-J1 and the existingl-84
lnmhnnsa near St Croix in Pavy
ﬁ to the east junction of IN-64
and IN-145 in Crawford County, IN,
Due:Novembar 18, 1988, Contact:
Arthur A. Fendrick (317) 226-7475.
EIS No. 950369, Drafl BIS, BLM, AZ,
Dos Pobres/San Juan Mtning Plan and
Llnd Exchange, Implementation of
two Open Pit Copper Mines and one
Central Ore Fectlity, NPDES and COE
Section 404 Permits, Graham County.
AZ, Due: November 25, 1998, Contact:
‘Tom Terry (520) 348—4400.
EIS No. mm, Final EIS, NOA, AK,
e b arnal N l

lopme
Octoher 26, 1998, Consact: Jeffery R.
Benolt (301) 713-3155, -
ElSNa 880371, Draht EIS, DOI, CA, San
Iln River Agreermant Project,
ntation of the Meeting Flow
Objenlm for 1999-2010, Vemalis
Adaptive Management Plan, San
Joaquin, Stanislaus, Medera, Mesced.
Fresno and Tuolume Countles, CA,
Due: November 9, 1998, Contact:
Michael Delamore (208) 487-5039.
EJS No. 980372, Final EIS, FHW, 1A,
US-63 Eddyville Bypass
Tra tion Improveme
Funding and COE Section 40‘ Permit,
the City of Eddyville, Mahaska,
Monsoe and Wapello Countles, 1A,
Due: October 26, 1998, Contact:
Bobby W. Blackmon (515) 233-7300.
EIS No. 580373, Draft EIS, FHW, NV,
AZ, US 93 Hoover Dam
Pm , Construction of a hew Bridge
Highwa; Fundl 5 t-of-Wa
Ish Uy G l::;?NI’DBS d
lm'l COE Secdon IM Permits, Federal
Lands—Lake Mead National
Recrestion Area and Hoover Dam
Reservation, Clark Coumy NV and
Mohave County, AZ, Due:

Northeast United States, Due: October
26, 1998, Contact: Kathl ues
(918) 281-9300. Published FR 09-11-
98, Correction to Telephone.
815 No. 980358, Draft EIS, USA, HI,
Schofleld

Federal Reglster/Vol. 63, No. 188/ Friday, September 25, 1998 /N
EIS No. 880374, Draft Supplement, (1) Printing Sector Subcommittee
NOA. Asle( crnmd‘Rtlm’h l:‘h:'{d:f AO:; Meeting—October 14, 1998
a ai leutian
Notice is hereby given that the
:"d| roundfsh :“tch‘ Gulll'nothlT::f. Environmental Protection Agency will
mpret hold an open meeting of the CSI
Allowable Catch Specifications and Pﬂnm‘mm S itiee o
Prohlblted Species Catch Limita October 14, 1998. Workgroup meetings
Under the Authorlty of the Fishery  will be held on October 13 from 8:00
nagemen "‘"“-CM; 2’: James am. mlu‘u;zu 5:30 Dp.m. a.:}l._nd on
Balsiger (907) 586-7645. 12:00 p.m. BI;I""'la'he S.u':mm;:nml!
Amended Notices tlneellng willbe helld on October ll{r:m
:00 p.m. EST until 4:30 p.m. EST. The
B’i{)": %wm. Draft S“"""'"’p{m . fnge will be held at the Doubletree
y Pla Updi(ed Y Hotel Park Terrace on Embassy Row
n located at 1585 Rhode Istand Avenue,
R e anc, Sutecs Fak Frstorel - NW in Weshington, D.C

The purpase of the meeting will be for
the New York City Education Project
team to present thelr plan for

oconcluding the New York City
Educatlon Project and the PrintSTEP
project team will present the

Treatment Plant (WWTP), Effluent
Trealment and Disposal, NPDES
Permit and COE Section 404 Permit,
City of County of Honolulu, Oahu, H1,
Due: November 2, 1998, Contact:
(703) 426-7078.
Published FR—09-18-98—Due Date
didn’t show up Previous Federal
Registes.

Dated: September 22, 1098,
Wililam D. Dickesson,
Director, NEPA Campllance Divistan. Office
of Federal Activities.
(FR Doc. 88-26749 Flled 9-24-98; 8:45 am}
00150 COUE sy

pl ntation plan for the state grant
program. A formal agends will be
available at the meeting.

For fusther Inforination concerning
meeting times and agenda of this
Printing Sector Subcommittee meeting,

lease contact Gina Busho
gnated Federal Officer 5FO), at
EPA by telephone on (202) 584-2242 in
Washington, D.C., by fax on (202) 564-
, or by E-mail ii at
bushong.gina@epa.gov.

(2) Comman Sense Initiative Council
Meeting—October 15, 1998

‘The CSI Council will meet on
Tt October 15, 1998, In the

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY
[FRL-8167-9)

Common Sense inltlative Councll,
(CSIC)

AgBXCY: E 1 Py

Horizon Ballroom of (he Ronald Reagan
International Trade Center, 1300
Pennsylvania Ave., N.W. Washingion,
D.C. The meeting will be held from 8:30
a.m. EST to 5:00 p.m. EST. The
Iel{g‘l:one number is (202) 312-1300.

agenda will include discussion of
four action plans conceming the sector-
based approach to environmental

Agency (EPA).

AcTIoN: Notification of Public Advisory
CSl1 Printing Sector Subcommittee and
CS1 Council Meetings: open meetings.

“data quality, and data gaps. The Cauncil
will also der two d

from the Computers and Electronics
Secmr Subconunlttee regarding the

SUMMARY: Pursuant to the Federal
Advisory Committee Act, Public Law
92-463, notice is hereby given that the
Printing Sector Subcommittes and the
CSI Council will meet on the detes and
times desaibed be':ﬂw. Both n!el::g:
are open to the C. Sunng et both
l:t? will h‘:: first-come besls and
u-ne wlll be pnMdod for public
r

lidated Uniform Report on the
&wl.mnmem (CURE), and a
per’ormance oack program.

1t will d

lhal the General Servic s
Administration has extended the CSI
Council’s Federal Advisory Committee
charter for four months until February
17, 1999. The final meeting of the CSI
gouncll is l;glsallvsly scheduled for

ber 1998.

10, 1988, Congct. M. Terry Haussler
(303) 716-2116.

ic s, please
contact the llp);l‘vldmh listed 3:0- the

two announcements below.

For further infonnatlon conceming
this Commeon Sense Initlatlve Councll
meeting, contact Kathleen Batley,

SCO/LAW2660.00C/003670019
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CHAPTER 2-1 COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT EIS

sheet, providing oral comments to a court reporter (one court reporter at the Kingman and

Las Vegas hearings, two court reporters at the Boulder City hearing), mailing written
comments, or using the online comment system through the project website. Approximately
55, 145, and 50 people were in attendance at Kingman, Boulder City, and Las Vegas,
respectively. The transcript from the court reporter(s) at each meeting is included in Chapter 2.

The following items were on display at each of the three meetings:
e Project schedule

e Summary table of potential environmental impacts for all four altemnatives (including
No Build)

e Summary table of engineering and conétrucﬁon features of the three alignments
e Aerial photograph of the project area showing the three alignments

e Topography map with the three alignments

e Plan and profile of the three alignments

e Bridge-type simulation(s) and highlights for the three alternatives

e Videotape describing the project and the three alignments

e Computer demonstration of the online DEIS and commenting system

2-1.6 Comments on the DEIS

Approximately 142 commenters from government agencies, organizations, and members of the
general public provided input on the DEIS before the close of the comment period on
November 10, 1998. Another 14 commenters from organizations and members of the public
provided written statements after the close of the comment period, making a total of 156
commenters on the DEIS. Out of this total, 60 comment letters and e-mails were received on
the DEIS. Of the correspondence received, 15 letters were from government agencies; 11 were
from organizations; and 34 letters and e-mails were from the general public. Some of the
comments from the general public were submitted via e-mail directly to the lead agency or
through the project website. In addition, 38 people provided oral comments to the court
reporters at the 3 public hearings, and an additional 58 people submitted comment sheets
during or after the public hearings. Table 2-1-1 provides an index of the agencies,
organizations, and individuals that submitted written or oral comments on the DEIS.

Table 2-1-2 provides a detailed summary of all substantive comments on social, economic,
environmental, and engineering issues on the DEIS, both from the public hearings and those
received through direct mail and e-mail. Chapter 2 contains the responses to comments,
discusses the consideration given to any substantive issues raised, and provides supporting
information.

SCO/LAW2660.00C/003672580 2-1-5
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TABLE 2-1-1

Index of Comment Letters on the DEIS

Comment Number Commenter

A. AGENCIES »

A1l Arizona Game and Fish Department (AGFD)

A2 Nevada Health Division, via the Nevada Department of Administration

A3 United States (U.S.) Department of the Interior (DOI)

A4 U.S. Department of the Amy, Corps of Engineers (ACOE) (11/12/98)

A5 ACOE (12/8/98)

A6 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)

A7 Nevada Department of Museums, Library, and Arts — State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO)

A8 Nevada Natural Heritage Program, via the Nevada Department of Administration

A9 Divisions of State Lands, Health, and Environmental Protection, via the Nevada Department of
Administration

A10 Nevada Department of Human Resources, Health Division

A1l Nevada Department of Conservation and Natural Resources, Division of Environmental
Protection

A12 Mohave County Public Land Use Committee

A13 Arizona Department of Environmental Quality

A14 Westem Area Power Administration (WAPA), from Jim Hartzell

A15 WAPA, from John Bridges

B. ORGANIZATIONS

B1 Sierra Club, Toiyabe Chapter

B2 Arizona Motor Transport Association

B3 Nevada Motor Transport Association, Inc.

B4 Pahrump Paiute Tribe

BS Las Vegas Paiute Tribe

B6 Las Vegas Indian Center, Inc. (1/7/99)

B7 Colorado River Indian Tribes

B8 Kaibab Band of Paiute Indians

B9 Las Vegas Indian Center, Inc. (2/10/99)

B10 American Indian Chamber of Commerce of Nevada (2/17/99)

B11 American Indian Chamber of Commerce of Nevada (4/14/99)

B12 Ahamakav Cultural Society

C. GENERAL PUBLIC

C1 Adams, Theresa A.

Cc2 Berdine, V. M.

C3 Bravo, Richard J.

C4 Brose, Robert C.

246 SCO/LAW2660.00C/003672580
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TABLE 2-1-1
Index of Comment Letters on the DEIS
Comment Number Commenter
C5 Burdette, Buck
, C6 Byford, Betty
w Cc7 Campbell, Greg (with attachment dated 10/12/98)
X Cc8 Campbell, Greg and Signatories (10/28/98)
' C9 Christensen, Nick
C10 Clark, Dennis
. Cc11 Easley, Karl C.
! C12 Fraga, Roland M.
C13 Hansen, Hank
l Ci14 Heidel, Raymond
C15 Lasko, Fred J.
' C16 Leavitt, D. Henry
C17 Laune, Larry
C18 Lee, Ingrid
' C19 Lewis, Patti
C20 McDonald, Patricia E., Alan C., and George D.
l C21 Murray, Russell
‘ c22 Partain, J. B.
c23 Rementeria d. Cosio, Jon Alford
' C24 Siccardi, A. Joseph
C25 Stewart, Mickey
l C26 Sturgill, Warren
c27 VandeBerg, Russel
B (071:] Wilson, Katheryn and Alonzo M.
' C29 Wilson, Fred
C30 Rosen, Mark
I C31 Beymer, Easton
C32 Beymer, Easton
¢ C33 Christensen, Peter
'l C34 Ensign, Frank E.
D. PUBLIC HEARING TRANSCRIPTS
' D1 Kniffen, Robert Earl
A D2 Shull, Charles
A D3 Hums, JoElle
' D4 Tester, Patricia
D5 Elters, Sam
' D6 Jenkins, Frank
I SCO/LAW2650.00C/003672580 ‘ 247
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TABLE 2-1-1
Index of Comment Letters on the DEIS

Comment Number

Commenter

D7 Morrissette, Elaine
D8 Morrissette, Robert
D9 Castillo, Larry

D10 McFerrin, Edith

D11 McFerrin, James
D12 Works, Don

D13 Benton, Richard L.
D14 Hughes, Ralph L.
D15 Shannon, Robert
D16 Stuckey, Wade
D17 Uehling, Ed

D18 Anonymous

D19 Berman, Mrs.

D20 Vandeberg, Russell
D21 Anonymous

D22 Floyd, John

D23 Adams, Thomas W.
D24 Lee, Jones

D25 Zimmer, Ed

D26 Rementeria, John
D27 Thompson, Larry
D28 Sp_urlock, Robert
D29 Burger, Sue

D30 Blackwell, Charlene
D31 Whelan, Tom

D32 Hordan, Bill

D33 Cody, Georgi

D34 Pollock, Doug

D35 Anonymous

D36 Quinn, Pat

D37 Hughes, Nicholas M.
D38 Lachase, Dennis

E. COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

E1 Agnew, John H.
E2 Anderson, Carol S.
E3 Andersen, Giles C.
E4 Austin, Robert D.
2-1-8
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CHAPTER 2-1 COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT EIS

TABLE 2-1-1

Index of Comment Letters on the DEIS
Comment Number Commenter
ES Benton, R. L.

E6 Blakesley, Leonard E., Jr.
E7 Blockley, Marge

E8 Blockley, W. (illegible)
E9 Bolton, Paul

E10 Brandhagen, Layne; Kimley Hom and Associates
E11 Bravo, Richard J.

E12 Cannon, Jerry

E13 Cariton, Gregory

E14 Cooper, Donald K.
E15 Denison, Andrew N.
E16 Doty, Jack and Marilyn
E17 Edwards, William

E18 Fagg, Darrell

E19 Fitzgibbons, Bobbye
E20 Fitzgibbons, Pat

E21 Gibson, Dan

E22 Glynn, Jennifer

E23 Gomez, William

E24 Huffman, Robert

E25 Hughes, Ralph L.

E26 Hughes, Rhea Renee
E27 Ishiki, James

E28 Keller, Lily

E29 Keller, Ronald W.

E30 Kinn, Rebecca

E31 Kos, L. H.

E32 Kostner, Mark

E33 Kuster, Jack

E34 Laughlin, Don

E35 Lienhard, Reagan

E36 Lindberg, Carl W.

E37 McCormick, Paul

E38 Miller, Byron L.

E39 Miller, Pat and Ray
E40 Moe, John

E41 Morrissette, Robert B.
SCO/LAW2660.00C/003672580 219
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TABLE 2-1-1 '
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Comment Number Commenter l
E42 Nielsen, J. D.

E43 Olbert, Bradford D. 1
E44 Perry, Ronald @
E45 Prather, Roger

E46 Quinn, George .
E47 Rementeria, John

E48 Shannon, John H. '
E49 Shannon, Robert

ES0 Sorensen, Lou .
ESt1 Strange, Richard '
E52 Stuckey, Wade

E53 Tester, Patricia '
E54 Thompson, Dorothy S.

E55 Tomlinson, Michael

ES6 W., Russell (illegible) l
ES7 Wiens, Ed

ES58 Wilkerson, Mark '
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CHAPTER 2-1 COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT EIS

TABLE 2-1-2
U.S. 93 Hoover Dam Bypass Draft EIS
Summary of Comments

Code Commenter Date Comment

A1-1  |AGFD 10-Nov-98 |Sugarloaf, with the proposed mitigation, has least impact.

A1-2 Initial mitigation measures appear suitable. AGFD wants to be involved in all future aspects of fish and wildlife mitigation in Arizona.

A1-3 Recommends monitoring of peregrine falcons before, during, and after construction.

Al-4 Section 3.3.3.1. AGFD monitoring of peregrine falcons no longer continues. AGFD supports monitoring, but funding would need to be
identified.

A1-5 Recommend no blasting or excavation activities conducted during the breeding season (March through July) within 1 mile of breeding

territories; 0.5 mile is not adequate.

A1-6 Sheep mitigation appears adequate. AGFD interested in monitoring the effectiveness of underpasses and overpasses for bighorn
sheep. Additional mitigation should include speed reductions within 2 miles of bridge and signage warning motorists of wildlife in area.
Want to be involved in all aspects of mitigation related to bighorn sheep.

Al1-7 Measures to protect water resources appear adequate. Stormwater and chemical spill basins should be covered and fenced to reduce
the likelihood of wildlife contact with contaminated water sources.

A1-8 Recommend, where feasible, efforts to incorporate bat-friendly structures within bridge design.

A1-9 Table 3-14 - Reword EIS to state thatimpacts to Peregrine falcons are possible without mitigation.

A1-10 Table 3-12 — Revise EIS to Include status symbol ASC for Las Vegas bear paw poppy and bicolored penstemon. Other status

changes required for Peregrine falcon, banded Gila monster, desert bighorn sheep, and bat species.

A2-1 |Nevada Department of |02-Nov-98 |Duplicate of November 2, 1998, letter from Nevada Department of Human Resources, Health Division (see A10-1)

Administration
A2-2 Duplicate of November 2, 1998, letter from Nevada Department of Human Resources, Health Division (see A10-2)

A3-1 |DOI 04-Nov-98 |Concur that there is no prudent and feasible alternative to the proposed project, if project objectives are to be met. Concur with
proposed mitigation measures to minimize Section 4(f) impacts.

A3-2 Stated that "proactive tribal consultations” have been undertaken for the project. They note it appears Sugarloaf will have the least
environmental impact to Lake Mead National Recreation Area (LMNRA); however, the National Park Service (NPS) will not identify a
Preferred Altemative until all processes, including the Traditional Cultural Properties (TCP), have been finalized.

A3-3 DOI has no objection to Section 4(f) approval provided that the Preferred Alternative and mitigation measures to Section 4(f) resources
are coordinated with and approved by NPS.

A4-1  |ACOE 12-Nov-98 |Project includes alternatives that would fill in' wetlands or waters of the U.S. Every effort should be made to avoid this. If no
practicable alternatives, mitigation plans should be developed to compensate for losses.
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TABLE 2-1-2

U.S. 93 Hoover Dam Bypass Draf EIS

Summary of Comments

Code Commenter Date . Comment

A4-2 ACOE concurs with Purpose and Need of the DEIS as meeting 404(b)(1) guidelines.

A4-3 All comments provided in review of the DEIS at the interagency coordination meetings have been fully addressed.

A5-1 |ACOE 08-Dec-98 |Verifies the project's Section 404 jurisdictional delineation and concurs that the project does not contain any wetlands, but does
contain other waters of the U.S.

A5-2 A Section 404 permit will be required prior to discharging dredged or fill materials into waters of the U.S.

A5-3 This verification is valid for 5 years unless new information warrants revision of this determination before the expiration date.

A6-1 |EPA No date This document was rated as Category EC-2, Environmental Concems, Insufficient Information. This rating is primarily based on
concerns regarding cumulative effects, indirectimpacts, impacts from excavation and erosion and runoff, encountering hazardous
materials, and recreational impacts. Overall, the document was well written and concise. The Purpose and Need should be used as a
model of a clear statement, containing the appropriate amount of supporting documentation.

AB-2 Indirect Impacts — Unclear regarding possibility of relocating power lines and utilities. No discussion or disclosure of the degree and

effect of impacts. Recommend final EIS (FEIS) discuss impacts of relocations (grading, erosion, habitats, etc.).

Cumulative Impacts — Discussion Is too vague to clearly have an understanding of past, present, and future effects. Must discuss
long-term impacts on water quality and wetlands, fish species, etc.

Cumulative Impacts — Discussion too focused on highway projects and roadway programs. Needs to discuss any action regardless of
agency or person. Needs to indicate what has been ongoing that may be minor in nature but continues to have an effect on the
environment. What are Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) and NPS management practices in the area?

Cumulative Impacts — Document relies too heavily on the fact that the individual projects' mitigation will minimize the cumulative effect.
EPA doesn't believe this to be true. Analyze in terms of resources, ecosystems, and societal values affected (e.g., desert tortoise,
sheep habitat, dry washes, and cultural properties). Convene a meeting of other resource agencies, Reclamation, and NPS — EPA will
assist.

Avoidance of water resources is an imperative. There was no discussion of wildlife water sources (i.e., sewage ponds) removed or
relocated. Must be in FEIS.

Needs details regarding proposed National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Best Management Practices (BMPs) for
construction and operation of the Preferred Alternative. Discuss water quality standards for the receiving waters.

Data regarding extent of contaminated sites not presented. Include information regarding the types of contamination and level to
which areas may be contaminated. Identify potential risks, costs, and procedures required.

FEIS must identify that Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) and associated state hazardous waste disposal
requirements apply to this project and how hazardous material will be handled and treated if encountered. Discuss preconstruction soil
sampling, extraction, handling, transport, haul route, onsite treatment, disposal, Occupational Safety and Health Administration
(OSHA) health and safety.
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U.S. 93 Hoover Dam Bypass Draft EIS

Summary of Comments

Code Commenter Date Comment

A6-10 Disclose if there would be airborne concentrations of the hazardous materials found in the soils and which measures would be used to
control them.

A6-11 Mitigation measures for hazardous materials on Page 3-113 seem more appropriate for energy. Include recommended hazardous
material mitigation here.

A6-12 Recreational Opportunities — Concerned that there is no discussion of traffic operations on the remaining U.S. 93 and Hoover Dam,
and enhanced recreational opportunities with the bypass. Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and NPS should discuss; disclose
in FEIS.

A7-1 |Nevada SHPO 09-Nov-98 |The unevaluated TCPs that might exist within the area of potential effect (APE) should be addressed. Table on Page ES-5 should
include effects to these properties. Statement might read: "Potential effect to 4 (5) historic features eligible for or listed in the National
Register. Potential effect to unevaluated Traditional Cultural Properties.”

A7-2 Table ES-3 - Include potential effects to the unevaluated TCPs. If found eligible, an adverse effect would require a memorandum of
|lagreement (MOA) regardless of the alternative. Revise EIS table.

A7-3 Table ES-3 — Include discussion of the unevaluated TCP in the discussion of Land Use/Section 4(f) Effects under all three alternatives.

A7-4 Consultation with SHPO, and possibly the Keeper of the Register, has not been conducted regarding TCP eligibility. Section 3.5.1
should reflect this.

A8-1 |Nevada Natural 25-Sep-98 |Final Environmental Assessment (EA) should analyze the potential effects of alternatives on the introduction and/or spread of invasive,

Heritage Program noxious, and other undesirable weed species, and incorporate monitoring and control measures.

A9-1 |Nevada Division of 25-Sep-98 |An easement from the Nevada Division of State Lands for encroachment into the Colorado River will be required before construction.
State Lands

A10-1 |Nevada Department of|02-Nov-98 |Finds the Sugarloaf and Gold Strike Alternatives acceptable without comment. Has concerns with the Promontory Point Alternative.
Human Resources,

A10-2 |Health Division Concerns that spills into lake would contaminate Lake Mead's public water system, which draws its drinking water at the dam.

A11-1 |Nevada Division of 19-Oct-98 |NPDES permit will be required for rolling stock. Extensive erosion control measures will be required. Revegetation of the disturbed
Environmental sites after completion will be required. Water quality monitoring will depend on site option chosen. (Nevada State Clearinghouse
Protection July 1, 1998, Guidelines for Revegetation enclosed.)

A12-1 {Mohave County Public [05-Nov-98 |Regrets dismissal of alternatives that would have diverted truck and commercial traffic around Boulder City, Nevada. Noted same
Land Use Committee risks of accidents involving trucks carrying flammable and hazardous loads exists with passage through the city.

A12-2 Recommends adoption of Sugarloaf Alternative with steel arch bridge based on: steel deck arch bridge more seismically flexible, least

cost, least desert tortoise impact, least acres of desert bighorn sheep habitat, visually superior to Promontory Point, and inaccessible
views of dam from downstream bridge for traffic safety.
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TABLE 2-1-2
U.S. 93 Hoover Dam Bypass Draf EIS
Summary of Comments

Code Commenter Date Comment

A13-1 |[Arizona Department of [05-Nov-98 |Lake Mead watershed indicators suggest that stressors include turbidity, which could be exacerbated by construction activities.
Environmental Quality

A13-2 |(ADEQ) No Build would require steep approach with many switchbacks. Build alternatives will require new bridge. Risk of accidents reduced
thereby.
A13-3 Build alternatives would affect 143 acres of land and habitat resulting in water quality impacts. Two alternatives would require

characterization and possible mitigation of hazardous waste sites. Options for mitigating habitat are provided in EIS but cannot be fully
evaluated until Preferred Alternative selected and specific plans developed.

A13-4 The Management Agency or Owner/Operator should oversee construction to ensure that discharges to waters of the state/U.S. meet
all standards.

A13-5 BMPs should be implemented during and after construction to protect watershed and riparian areas, maintain vegetative cover, and
minimize harmful discharges into waters of state/U.S.

A13-6 BMPs should be implemented for mechanical equipment to minimize ground disturbance.

A13-7 Monitoring program should be implemented to evaluate effectiveness of watershed BMPs.

A13-8 Portable sources of air pollution (e.g., rock, sand, gravel, and asphaltic concrete plants) must be permitted by ADEQ. Contractors and
subcontractors must comply.

A13-9 Management Agency and/or Owner/Operator should be knowledgeable of waste streams, permits, and hazardous materials handling
and offsite destination.

A13-10 Water supply systems shall be developed to comply with rules.

A13-11 Underground storage tanks (USTs) must be registered with ADEQ.

A13-12 Solid wastes shall be transported to an ADEQ-approved facility. Waste stored, treated, or disposed of on site may require facility
approval.

A13-13 Sewage facilities for human waste shall be planned and developed to ensure protection of water resources. An Aquifer Protection
Permit (APP) may be required.

A13-14 Sanitary waste facilities provided during construction shall protect water resources.

A13-15 An APP may be required.

A13-16 A NPDES permit is required for ground disturbing activities exceeding 5 acres.

A13-17 A Section 404 permit may be required. A Section 401 Certification may be required from ADEQ.

A13-18 Prescribed burns and resulting air quality issues must be addressed and a permit may be required.
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CHAPTER 2-1 COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFTEIS

TABLE 2-1-2

U.S. 93 Hoover Dam Bypass Dra t EIS

Summary of Comments

Code Commenter Date Comment
A13-19 Water quality standards must be complied with. Contact ADEQ for a copy.
A14-1 (WAPA, Desert 10-Nov-98 |Concerned that not contacted sooner. WAPA not invited to participate in the drafting process. As owner of affected electrical facilities,
Southwest Customer has helpful input.
Service Region

A14-2 All Department of Energy (DOE) WAPA environmental requirements should be addressed in this EIS so WAPA doesn't have to
prepare a new document for construction on power systems.

A14-3 Promontory Point — Route crosses two WAPA transmission lines just east of Gold Strike Casino. Blasting in this area is a concern.
Construction near 230-kilovolt (kV) lines is a potential safety concern. Western inspectors will need to be on the job site near
transmission lines. Movement of structures or lines will require right-of-way (ROW) issues to be addressed and cleared.

Al14-4 Promontory Point — Road will affect two structures. They may need to be replaced if clearance above the roadway is inadequate.

A14-5 Promontory Point — Additional structures may need to be replaced where the road crosses the lines again near the warehouse to allow
adequate clearing. Line may need to be relocated.

A14-6 : Promontory Point — Northeast of the warehouse, the road crosses under two more 230-kV lines and a 69-kV line that provides
emergency service to Kingm_an. Clearance is of concern.

A14-7 Promontory Point — Road cuts right through the abandoned 69-kV switchyard. Structures in this vicinity are used with the line.

A14-8 Promontory Point — Before crossing the lake, north of dam, road again crosses 69-kV line.

A14-9 Promontory Point, DEIS Page 3-109 — Though switchyard is abandoned, there is a 69-kV line that is still used as an emergency feed to
Arizona cities between the dam and Kingman. Transmission structures near the yard are part of the line.

A14-10 Promontory Point, DEIS Page 3-115 — Add text stating outages on lines for highway construction may be limited only to certain times
of the year, or the day, based on customer needs.

A14-11 Sugarloaf Mountain — Same comment as A14-3.

A14-12 Sugarloaf Mountain — Same comment as A14-4.

A14-13 Sugarloaf Mountain — Same comment as A14-5.

A14-14 Sugarloaf Mountain — Northeast of the warehouse, the alignment curves southeasterly and could impact up to five transmission
structures associated with three 230-kV lines. New structures and alignments may be needed for clearance.

A14-15 Sugarloaf Mountain — Further southeast it crosses six additional lines. New structures may be required for clearance.

A14-16 Sugarloaf Mountain — Road cuts across southwest corner of the Hoover Arizona/Nevada 230-kV switchyard. May have to relocate
switchyard, relocate lines to the north, and modify the lines leaving the existing yard. May impact several acres of new ground.
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Summary of Comments

Code Commenter Date Comment

A14-17 Sugarloaf Mountain, DEIS Page 3-50 — DEIS incorrectly states the switchyard would be "indirectly affected." Rather, it will probably
require demolishing existing yard and building a new switchyard.

A14-18 Sugarloaf Mountain, DEIS Page 3-115 — WAPA doubts DEIS statement that Sugarloaf will only relocate four towers. Mitigation for the
switchyard is required. The two circuits spanning the river cannot just be removed, but must be relocated or replaced with new
structures in a new location. This will require double circuiting and temporary lines and structures for relocation of the switchyard to
minimize outages.

A14-19 Sugarloaf Mountain — Power outages will be required during construction of any facilities, and there are potential related revenue
losses. Outages may be permissible at certain times of the year without penalty due to other scheduled maintenance activities.

A14-20 Sugarloaf Mountain — Rough cost estimate for potential transmission and switchyard construction would be $7 to $10 million, not
including any potential loss of revenue costs.

A14-21 Gold Strike Canyon — Just east of the Gold Strike Casino, the route crosses six WAPA transmission lines and has three bridges very
close to existing structures. Also see comments A14-3 and A14-11.

A14-22 Gold Strike Canyon — Same comment as A14-4 and A14-12.

A14;23 Gold Strike Canyon, DEIS Page 3-116 — Clearance above the road grade is a potential concern. 6-12 structures could be affected and

may need to be replaced with taller structures.

A14-24 Gold Strike Canyon — Gold Strike is the best alternative from an electrical power transmission standpoint. There would be minimal
tower relocations and outages and minimized revenue losses. It would also be less affected by time of year for construction.

A15-1 |Bridges, John M. (from|10-Nov-28 |Commenter believes it is important to get in touch with WAPA engineers in Phoenix, Arizona.

WAPA in Golden, CO)
A15-2 DEIS Pages 3-115 to 3-116 — Must contact Western's Assistant Regional Manager for Power System Maintenance and the

Environmental Manager. The discussion of relocation and removal of electric transmission facilities has not been adequately
addressed. WAPA was not asked to be a cooperating agency, and unless there is future coordination, the project may be delayed.

A15-3 The relocation of several lattice steel towers will be needed to construct any altemative. This will require power outages on customer
lines, which cannot be permitted at certain times of the year.

A15-4 DEIS Chapter 5 — There is no discussion of cumulative Impacts relating to relocating transmission lines associated with the
construction of the new highway.

; B1-1 |Sierra Club, Toiyabe 04-Nov-98 [Would like their comments to be included in the public record.
Chapter
B1-2 P Believe the scope of the project is grossly inadequate. Disagree that the project can stand alone without regard to adjacent U.S. 93
projects. Adjacent projects are driven by the proposed traffic improvements over the bridge. Will result In Kingman-to-Henderson
U.S. 93 improved to interstate freeway standards. As a result, public will be inadequately forewarned of project Impacts until too late.
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Code Commenter Date Comment

B1-3 On Arizona side, needs more discussion of impacts through NPS land and associated bighorn sheep and desert tortoise habitats.
How will frontage roads and highway ramps serving recreational access roads be designed and what will be impacts? How will these
add to cost of the entire U.S. 93 Kingman-to-Henderson program?

B1-4 On the Nevada side, any bypass bridge will result in Boulder City acquiring a freeway within its borders with resulting impacts. The city
needs to know about the impacts. .

B1-5 Believe that the scope needs to be expanded to include the entire U.S. 93 Kingman-to-Henderson highway improvements, including a
route via Arizona Route 68/Nevada Route 163/U.S. 95, the Laughlin-Bullhead City Alternative (LBA). This was given only cursory
analysis in DEIS but needs more for valid comparisons.

B1-6 The EIS needs to include a cost comparison between the entire U.S. 93 Kingman-to-Henderson improvements and the LBA —
comparison to the bridge only is invalid. This comparison would show the U.S. 93 Kingman-to-Henderson improvements as more
costly to build.

B1-7 Analysis of LBA needs to include economic benefits to communities versus higher costs to motorists from longer route. Long-term
economic considerations for communities are as worthy of analysis as costs to truckers.

B1-8 The LBA avoids environmentalimpacts of a U.S. 93 Freeway in Arizona. Selection of the LBA should improve environmental
conditions on both sides of the dam for at least some years to come, although future improvements may be needed.

B1-9 The Gold Strike Alternative impairs the canyon and hiking trail. The Sugarloaf Alternative would impact the views from the dam.
Promontory Point has the least visual impacts. In comparison, the LBA's low bridge near Laughlin has less visual impact.

B1-10 Analysis of the LBA's impact on desert tortoise would show a positive effect, with fencing along the freeway and limited access.
Bighorn sheep would be little affected along the route of this altemnative.

B1-11 Recreational access points to BLM and NPS lands on the west side of Lake Mohave would be fewer and more spread out, thus less
environmentally damaging than off of a U.S. 93 Kingman-to-Henderson freeway.

B1-12 The LBA would be less visually obtrusive and more attractive for motorists.

B1-13 Problems with 4(f) rationale. 15-mile U.S. 93 Kingman-to-Henderson freeway in LMNRA would have much greater 4(f) impact.

B1-14 Diversion of commercial trucks and motorists from the LBA to the dam crossing could be avoided by charging a toll to cross the dam,
thereby meeting the goal of reducing accidents and congestion on the dam. Suggests various toll strategies.

B1-15 Should be feasible to redirect the U.S. 93/North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) Kingman-to-Henderson segment to follow
the LBA with little overall impact.

B1-16 Some points raised during scoping were not addressed: 1) relative bridge and highway maintenance costs and toll costs; 2) relative
time/distance risks for water polluting accidents on U.S. 93 versus LBA bridges; and 3) relative project completion times and effects on
congestion relief.
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B1-17 Summary of major comments.
B1-18 Believe the DEIS should be reissued for public comment reflecting the expanded scope and analysis of both the LBA and U.S. 93
Kingman-to-Henderson freeway.
B2-1 |Arizona Motor 03-Nov-98 |Attached Resolution passed by executive committee and board of directors. Make it a part of the public record.
Transport Association
B2-2 Resolution states that the Hoover Dam Bypass Project is designed to resolve the mobility and safety problems of the current location
of U.S. 93.
B2-3 Resolves that the project is primarily a federal responsibility and should not compete for funding with other state projects, and that the
future costs should come from the "National Corridor and Development Program" and the "Federal Lands Highway Program" funds.
B3-1 |[Nevada Motor 15-Oct-98 |Believes that the three Build Alternatives are viable options. No Build is unacceptable.
Transport Association —
B3-2 . Supports rejecting the LBA due to the high costs of diverting traffic 23 miles, road safety concerns, and lack of congestion relief at the
dam.
B3-3 Supports the Sugarioaf Mountain Altemative to be the most attractive of the three Build Alternatives for its road geometrics, cost, noise
effects, etc. .
B3-4 HOOVER DAM BYPASS RESOLUTION is adopted by the Nevada Transport Association; Resolution supports the advancement of the
Hoover Dam Bypass as a Federal High Priority Project.
B4-1 {Amold, Richard — 06-Jan-99 |Regrets selection of Sugarloaf Alternative. Elders spoke about importance of the cultural landscape and the adverse impacts to
Chairman, Pahrump Sugarloaf Mountain, known as the "healing mountain" among Southern Paiutes.
Paiute Tribe
B4-2 Area should have been considered as a culturallandscape under Bulletin 30 or Bulletin 38. There was disregard for evaluating
impacts to access rights under Executive Order (EO) 13007.
B5-1 |Anderson, Curtis — 12-Jan-99 |Regrets selection of Sugarloaf Alternative. It contains numerous resources making it eligible as a sacred site and TCP. This area is
Chairman, Las Vegas known as a healing spot that falls within an important cultural landscape.
Paiute Tribe
B5-2 Decision didn't consider nomination for the cultural landscape under Bulletin 30, nor was Sugarloaf considered for nomination as a

TCP under Bulletin 38. Tribe did not see any assessment evaluating impacts to rights of access under EO 13007.

B6-1 |Cloquet, Don —Board |07-Jan-99 |Sugarloaf Mountain area is considered a very spiritual place. Considering Sugarloaf the preferred route would be a mistake.
of Directors, Las

B6-2 |vegas Indian Center, There was disregard for Indian opinions and a failure to nominate Sugarloaf Mountain as a cultural landscape and a TCP, per the
Inc. National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA).

B7-1 |Eddy, Daniel — 14-Jan-99 |Concern regarding choice of Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative, the importance of preserving Sugarloaf Mountain, and its nomination as a
Chairman, Colorado TCP under the NHPA. In past, native people have inhabited the whole Colorado River corridor and are yet familiar with ancestral ties
River Indian Tribes to significant sites.
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B7-2 EO 10037 requires access to such sites and preservation of such sites through formal recommendations and ethnographical studies.
These measures need to be adhered to for complete consultation requirements to be met.
B7-3 FHWA needs to re-evaluate Sugarloaf alignment decision and request continued consultation to develop a consensus regarding
compliance.
B8-1 |Bradley, Carmen M. — |21-Jan-99 |Sugarloaf Mountain is looked upon as a sacred entity. It should not be impacted by traffic, noise, etc. Consideration for the site as a
Chairperson, Kaibab TCP hasn't been given. What actions have been completed for meeting the NHPA, EO 13007, and Bulletin 38 Guidelines?
Band of Paiute Indians
B9-1 ]Armnold, Richard W.— {10-Feb-99 [The Sugarloaf Alternative will significantly impact a sensitive site that has immense cultural implications. There appears to be
Executive Director, adequate information to designate Sugarloaf Mountain as both a sacred site and a TCP under Bulletin 38. These guidelines should
Las Vegas Indian not be interpreted as limiting the size of area, but to identify a well-defined unit that can be clearly substantiated.
Center
B9-2 Requests a copy of correspondence with Fort Mojave Tribe in Needles documenting their decision not to participate. FHWA's efforts to
consult with the Fort Mojave tribe should satisfactorily address any future concerns.
B10-1 |Morales, Larry — 17-Feb-99 |Oppose construction of roads and bridges on sacred Indian ground.
President, American
B10-2 |Indian Chamber of Recommend allowing only automobile traffic on Highway 93 and routing truck traffic through Searchlight via Highway 95 and |-40.
Commerce of Nevada Widen Highway 95 between Interstate and Highway 93 to four lanes or six lanes. This avoids impacting sacred sites, takes trucks off
dam, and decreases nontourist automobile traffic over dam and through Boulder City.
B10-3 Understand approximately $2.5 million of Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) funds were used for study of bridge alternatives. If true, these
funds should be restored to BIA, as they are for benefit of American Indians.
B10-4 Recommend an addendum to bridge study addressing: alternative route for cost comparison; cost of destruction of sacred Indian land;
cost of improving roads on either side of the dam; and the hidden costs that are a potential threat to Boulder City, LMNRA, and the
Indian community. '
B11-1 |Simecka, Karl D. — 14-Apr-99 |It appears lead agency has done a very thorough study and has minimized adverse impact to the environment and culture. Pleased
President, American lead agency has consulted many tribes or tribal organizations and is continuing to do so in an effort to minimize construction on sacred
Indian Chamber of Indian ground.
Commerce of Nevada
B12-1 |Butler, Eida - Director,{26-Apr-99 |Concern about possible negative impact on future burial sites. Are aware that human remains and associated funerary objects have
Ahamakav Cultural been unearthed at Willow Beach and nearby locations.
Society
B12-2 Mojave People of the lower Colorado River began their existence in the Black Canyon/Spirit Mountain locale, evidenced by caves, rock
shelters, petroglyphs, and trails. These traditional lands extend to present Blythe, California.
B12-3 Urge compliance with P_L. 106 for divulgence of burial sites and treatment of any burial remains.
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B12-4 Concern for endangered wildlife species in the project area, namely the tortoise and eagle. What protection measures would be
provided? Would future removal to other sites be considered?

B12-5 Regardless of the route and bridge site, TCPs will be affected to some degree.

C1-1 |Adams, Theresa A. 28-Sep-99 {In favor of Sugarloaf Altemative, despite disruption to Bighom sheep lambing grounds and loss of desert tortoise habitat.

{sic)

C1-2 Keep us on your mailing list.

C2-1 |Berdine, V. M. 14-Oct-98 |Project should be built as soon as possible in order to avoid an accident closing down the highway over the dam.

C3-1 |Bravo, Richard J. 25-0ct-98 |Keep the highway and bridge away from Gold Strike Canyon.

C3-2 Southern California should be involved in paying for this project, since they benefit from the dam. No Build has high risk of major truck
accident and radioactive spill.

C3-3 Opposed to toll crossing, since faster north-south transit and protection of dam benefits all, and all should share in the cost. Also, it is
a mistake to discourage use of the new bridge by applying a fee only to commercial vehicles.

C3-4 Is there a schedule for the completion of the Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT)/Arizona Department of Transportation
(ADOT) "financing study" and for the solicitation of public input?

C3-5 Assumes NPS opposes the Gold Strike Canyon Alternative — and agrees.

C3-6 Disagrees with the length of Lake Mead shoreline as stated in the DEIS.

C3-7 Commenter attached a detailed list of reasons to discontinue consideration of the Gold Strike Canyon Alternative. List cites statistics
derived directly from the DEIS.

C4-1 |Brose, Robert C. 07-Nov-98 |Disappointed that DEIS did not address crossing near Willow Beach. Considers this a fatal flaw in the document.

C4-2 Does not agree that 4(f) prohibitions eliminate the Willow Beach alternative, since other alternatives also have 4(f) impacts. Need to
consider qualitative differences.

C4-3 Statement that the proposed alternatives are less expensive is unsupported. Willow Beach is 2 to 3 miles shorter, which amounts to
significant time savings, and reduced maintenance costs and emissions.

C4-4 It may be that an equal analysis of Willow Beach will show It is not viable, but it should be presented in the EIS for the benefit of
decisionmakers.

C4-5 Bothered by the format of the "public meeting." The format precluded any public discussion, and the format may not meet the
requirements of NEPA.
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C4-6 Expects that his comments will be addressed in the FEIS, especially conceming the format of the public meeting.
C5-1 |Burdette, Buck 01-Sep-98 |{Prefers the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative.
(01-Oct-
987)

C6-1 |Byford, Betty 08-Oct-98 |Feels the Sugarloaf Alternative would be the best because it’s the cheapest and a more direct route. Plus, the view of the dam would
be outstanding.

C7-1 |Campbell, Greg 27-Oct-98 .|Sent a letter to newspapers to gather support for closing Hoover Dam to trucks on a temporary basis. Include the responses from the

(with public in the DEIS. Realizes that the Laughlin route is not perfect, but is a good temporary solution.
attachment

C7-2 dated Do not underestimate public support for the LBA. Using the Laughlin route would be a good temporary solution until the Hoover Dam

12-Oct-98) |Bypass bridge is built.

C7-3 Attachment — The EIS is flawed because the Primary Objective "virtually eliminates" the Laughlin Bypass with weak conjectures and
wrong conclusions.

C7-4 Attachment — Laughlin deserves to have four-lane highways and a second bridge.

C7-5 Attachment — If you fail to act now, Laughlin will be bypassed and the city will lose money.

C7-6 Attachment — The most serious problem is traffic. If there were a toxic or nuclear waste spill on any of the alternatives for the proposed
project, the water would be unfit for humans. With a spill on Hoover Dam, gasoline would land on the Powerhouse roof, causing power
disruption for several months.

C7-7 Attachment — The EIS does not discuss the possibility of a terrorist attack, with a truck being deliberately exploded or run through the
guardrail and into Lake Mohave. Why was this omitted from this study?

C7-8 Attachment — Commenter lists the opinions and desires of many organizations. Claims the solution for all is to build a second bridge
north of the Laughlin Bridge. )

C7-9 Attachment — Commenter describes the new Laughlin bridge and its claimed benefits.

C7-10 Attachment — Cites earlier Reclamation figures claiming a lower cost for the LBA. Claims the cost estimate for the LBA in the DEIS is
artificially inflated to approach the Hoover Dam Bypass alternatives costs. Discusses tolls and other funding scenarios.

C7-11 Attachment — To make truckers drive the additional 23 miles out of their way, Reclamation could close Hoover Dam to force them to
cross at Laughlin after the second bridge and U.S. 95 improvements were completed.

C7-12 Attachment — Has the NDOT study about the possibility of prohibiting trucks from crossing Hoover Dam been completed? (Senate
Concurrent Resolution No. 60 is attached.) Claims the results of this study were not included in the EIS.
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C7-13 Attachment — To compensate truckers who would drive the additional 23 miles, Laughlin casinos and businesses would offer room and
food discounts. Nevada could reduce its diesel fuel tax by 6 to 10 cents per gallon at stations along the LBA.

C7-14 Attachment — Acknowledges the steep grades on Routes 68 and 163; however, cites NDOT study showing that Highway 95 is 5 times
safer than the current dam crossing. Would be federal maintenance funding (NAFTA) if LBA were redesignated U.S. 93.

C7-15 Attachment — EIS states that Highway 95 runs through tortoise habitat. Cites study saying tortoises don't burrow near highways due to
noise and vibration. Claims the EIS is wrong.

C7-16 Attachment — Since the LBA only uses 36 acfes of Section 4(f) land, It would become the highest priority of the Secretary of
Transportation for permit issuance.

C7-17 Attachment — Because of the primary objective of maintaining a direct route from Las Vegas and Kingman, Laughlin has been
conveniently eliminated as an alternative.

C7-18 Attachment — Boulder City Bypass is being offered as an alternative, even though there is no funding. This may be because of the
Gold Strike and Railroad Pass Casinos, who would lose business due to the Laughlin route.

C8-1 |Campbell, Gregand [28-Oct-98 |[Sent letter to local newspapers encouraging a petition supporting routing Hoover Dam traffic through Laughlin on a temporary basis
Signatories (10/28/98) until the permanent Hoover Dam Bypass bridge is built. Believes the Laughlin route is a good temporary fix that could become the
permanent solution. (Petitions were attached with 104 signatures.)

C9-1 |Christensen, Nick 22-Sep-98 |Has the U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) approached the Las Vegas Convention and Visitor's Authority on a potential
room/gaming tax to help fund this project?

C9-2 Ifimprovements to U.S. 93/60 from Wickenburg to |1-40 were made, the visitor count from the Phoenix area would increase.

C9-3 Doesn't support a bridge over Black Canyon. The Bullhead City crossing would be the most sensible and affect the most people. A
crossing at Cottonwood Cove would not involve as steep a grade and would not require a huge suspension bridge, but would require a
new highway in Arizona.

C9-4 Has the idea of tolling people to cross the dam ever been explored? Instead of tolling traffic across the bridge, toll people to cross
Hoover Dam.
C10-1 |Clark, Dennis 14-Oct-98 |Expects that the bypass will be located within a few miles south of the dam and will accommodate an interstate freeway, eventually

linking Las Vegas and Phoenix.

C11-1 (Easley, Karl C. No date Public did not have an appropriate venue to respond to this proposed project. Either the scoping process failed or the public is being
offered preconceived choices from the PMT. Public input may not have been as thorough as it should have been to really devise a
proper analysis of needs.
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Ci1-2 The DEIS states the new bridge location would save approximately 10 to 12 minutes of driving time. Questions such a large price for
this benefit. The project serves one purpose only — removing truck traffic from the dam, a simple safety measure. Altemnatively, DOT
and Commerce should just ban trucks from the dam.

C11-3 A better solution is improving U.S. 93 to an interstate from the current four-lane portion north of Kingman, bridging the river near
Willow Beach, bypassing Boulder City and connecting at the 93/95 junction. Truck and commercial traffic across the dam should be
prohibited and save the dam for tourist traffic and recreation.

Ci11-4 Disruption of commerce and lifestyle, along with spending public monies to protect turtles and wild sheep, borders on criminal mischief.

C11-5 The main idea is to improve timing and access for interstate commerce and travelers who don't desire to stop at the dam. The longer
the government waits, the worse the problem will become.

C11-6 The DEIS states that several routes were discussed and rejected. Doesn't feel the public had relevant opportunity to discuss alternate
routes and uses. Crossing near the dam is not the best alternative for interstate travel.

C11-7 Prefers the Sugarloaf Canyon crossing, among the three near-dam crossings.

C11-8 The bridge should be built south of Hoover Dam over Black Canyon. Promontory is an "ugly choice."

C11-9 The bridge design should have a western flavor, using the rail through arch design already proposed, but with an even more pleasing
design.

C11-10 The bridge should be designed to include pedestrian traffic. A bridge designed for a 1-minute, 60-mile-per-hour (mph) passover,
where one can see nothing and is unable to stop,.suggests a sterile approach.

Ci11-11 The bridge should serve both goals of rapid transit and scenic values by constructing a parking lot for tourists and recreational vehicles
(RVs) on the Arizona side of the bridge. The pedestrian accessway should either be on the north side of the road facing the dam, or
on the underside of the bridge.

C11-12 It would be in the best interest to re-evaluate the location and impacts of a new bridge and corridor for traffic and trade through a
broader scoping process.

C11-13 The average citizen doesn't understand an EIS or a scoping process. Reopen the planning and design process to reconsider or
reaffirm the original conclusions.

C12-1 |Fraga, Roland M. 12-Oct-98 |Disapproves of all three plans with steep grades and forced to terminate at Gold Strike Casino. Willow Beach would be a much better
solution. It would be nice to know the reason it is not in the plan.

C13-1 |Hansen, Hank No date Prefers the Temple Bar Corridor. The Hoover Dam routes, converging on Las Vegas, pose a hazard from radioactive materials in
event of an accident.

C14-1 |Heidel, Raymond 16-Oct-98 |Prefers the Sugarloaf Mountain route — best road geometrics and least expensive.

SCO/LAW2660.00C/003672560
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C14-2 Strongly recommends that an alternative be chosen soon. The dam crossing has now reached the dangerous point with traffic and
congestion.

C15-1 |Lasko, Fred J. 16-Oct-98 |The outline does not have a title for safety comments. This is an important issue.

C15-2 The best location for a crossing would be the Gold Strike Canyon Altemative. It eliminates or reduces the hazard from tourists
stopping on the bridge to get a view or take pictures of the dam and lake. A vehicle stopping on the bridge or pedestrians walking on
the bridge is a foolish act and extremely dangerous.

C15-3 The outline does not have a title for security comments.

C15-4 A 10-year-old report discussed security problems and concluded that the dam has a high exposure for this type of problem. Moving
the traffic downstream lessens this problem.

C15-5 Does not agree with the report on the need to charge a toll. A toll would defeat the time savings. Funding should come from a user
tax on the traffic using the highway.

C15-6 Would like to see a Boulder Bypass incorporated into the plan. Many trucks hauling hazardous materials come right through
Boulder City - a similar safety issue as at the dam.

C15-7 Both the Promontory and Sugarloaf alternatives have negative visual impacts. These sites also have the potential safety problem of
people stopping on the roadway to view the dam, unless the design has side walls that would preclude viewing the dam.

C15-8 Both the Promontory and Sugarloaf alternatives would present potential sites for suicide victims. Screening to prevent this type of
problem would detract from the view.

C16-1 |Leavitt, D. Henry 12-Oct-98 |Saw notice in the Arizona Republic. Votes for the Gold Strike option in order to alleviate congestion and enhance traffic flow.

C17-1 jLaune, Larry 29-Sep-98 [Chooses Route 3 because the others would cause a cost-of-living rise due to longer distances.

C17-2 Harm to businesses in Boulder City would be minimal.

C17-3 Claims that all cities who fight bypasses do not grow, while those that don't do grow.

C17-4 Route 3 (Gold Strike) would be the cheapest way to build the bypass in the long run.

C18-1 {Lee, Ingrid 29-Sep-98 |Supports the Sugarloaf Mountain bypass due to minimal environmental impacts, best geometrics, and least cost.

C18-2 Why is a bridge/route through Laughlin not one of the choices? Is it because of Route 687 Because Boulder citizens are concerned
about bypass of their city? Would the cost be less?

C19-1 |Lewis, Patti 10-Oct-98 |Supports the Promontory Point crossings because of safety.
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C20-1 |McDonald, Patricia E., |07-Nov-98 |In favor of halting truck traffic over the Hoover Dam, directing it through Laughlin, to begin immediately.
Alan C., and
George D.

C21-1 |Murray, Russell 12-Oct-98 |Does not support any of the alternatives.

C21-2 Supports the Willow Beach route.

C21-2a The original concerns were money and that people would lose viewing Hoover Dam as we are now accustomed to be able to do so.
The Hoover Dam viewing concern has been mute.

C21-3 Additional road building for Willow Beach would be a saving to the U.S. by not having to purchase/import as much oil.

C21-4 People living on the 7-mile stretch between Boulder City and Hoover Dam complain about the highway noise.

C21-5 There is plenty of space in the dry lake to build an 8- or 10-lane highway.

C22-1 |Partain, J.B. No date Immediately eliminate all truck traffic on the Hoover Dam. Supports this option because of lessened danger of spills into the river and

‘ lake, less smog from trucks, less noise, and no impact on animals.

C22-2 Supports crossing at Willow Beach, but since Boulder City residents don’t support, don’t harm indigenous humans in the desert. That
means take Route Number 3 (Gold Strike).

C22-3 Both the peregrine falcon and bighorn sheep can adapt well to Gold Strike.

C22-4 Do not choose Routes 1 or 2 — will cause further impact in Hemenway Valley.

C23-1 |Rementeria d. Cosio, [27-Sep-98 [No need to attend the October meetings, because nothing will change. Many feel this way, as witnessed in the poor tumout at the last

Jon Alford six meetings. The federal government will do what they want — shut down the dam regardless of the public's wishes and needs. Only
government employees and families will have privileges of access to dam.

C24-1 |Siccardi, A. Joseph 19-Oct-98 |The DEIS should not limit the structure type to a specific material at this early stage. The arch could be either steel or concrete. Cost
comparisons at this stage are not sufficiently accurate to determine the most economical material for a given structure type. The view
from the dam of a steel or concrete bridge would not be materially different. Construction techniques are equally applicable. FHWA
may wish to utilize the alternate design process, to save money.

C24-2 Recommend the FEIS include a provision to further evaluate the use of a concrete bridge and include alternate designs to ensure that
the least cost arch structure with comparable visual impacts is constructed.

C25-1 {Stewart, Mickey 16-Oct-98 |Why can't we cross at Willow Creek? Why at the Gold Strike crossing?

C25-2 Supports anything that's not north of the dam. North of the dam is a bad choice geologically and environmentally.

C25-3 The Willow Creek crossing fits the criteria well. Why isn't it a choice?
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C26-1 |Sturgill, Warren 13-Oct-98 |The bridge should look good with Hoover Dam. The Gold Strike looks a lot better than the other two, which are a lot closer and higher
than the dam.
C26-2 Are you planning on building a freeway with the bridge so that U.S. 93 will be a freeway from Kingman all the way to Las Vegas?

C27-1 |VandeBerg, Russel |22-Oct-98 |Willow Beach remains the best alternative — cheaper and shorter in the long run.

C27-2 Sugarloaf Mountain route is the best choice for the new bridge. Boulder City Bypass should have been part of this project

C27-3 Claims huge cost of the project relating to construction delays is getting no consideration. Impact and cost on existing traffic avoided if
Willow Beach selected. '

C28-1 |Wilson, Katheryn and |09-Oct-98 |Prefers the Gold Strike Alternative, downstream from the dam, in case there is an accident.

Alonzo M.

C28-2 ‘ This alternative should keep the shops in Boulder City happy. Does not support bypassing Boulder City.

C29-1 |Wilson, Fred 11-Dec-98 |Thinks U.S. 93 should go south of Boulder City and go to U.S. 95 directly, and go further on to meet |-15 about milepost 27. Would
provide a faster route for through traffic.

C30-1 |Rosen, Mark 19-Dec-98 |Need to consider expanding U.S. 95 and using U.S. 95 to I-40 as a bypass. U.S. 95 needs to be expanded and divided from a two-
lane highway. This would have less environmental impact on the canyon.

C31-1 (Beymer, Easton 07-Jan-99 }Are the proposed bridges and connecting highways to be two or four lanes? Four lanes should be built, even if the other highways,
primarily in Arizona, would still be two lanes until demand warranted an additional two lanes.

C31-2 Which alternative is favored? The Gold Strike would probably be the best.

C32-1 |Beymer, Easton 08-Jan-99 |Sugarloaf will provide an awesome view (similar to Glen Canyon Dam, but further downstream) which will be distracting to motorists.

C33-1 |Christensen, Peter 17-Jan-99 |Choice would have been the Gold Strike Canyon route because tourists will slow down, and one of the reasons for the bridge is to stop
the bottleneck at the dam.

C-34-1 |Ensign, Frank E. 16-Jan-99 {The dam, Boulder City, roads, railroads, tunnels, utilities, etc. are all part of the historic project, and the bypass bridge, on any of the
proposed alignments, would degrade the historical significance.

C34-2 A dam bypass bridge will only exacerbate traffic congestion and accidents on U.S. 93 between Gold Strike Inn and Railroad Pass.

C34-3 The dam bypass should be designed to handle traffic smoothly for the next 100 years.

C34-4 The recreational value of a new highway opening up a remote section of Lake Mohave or the deterioration of a city's life-style should
be evaluated.

C34-5 To avoid impacts on the infrastructure, environment, and historic atmosphere of Boulder City, the No Build Alternative should be
selected.
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C34-6 FHWA, NDOT, ADOT, Reclamation, NPS, and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) should come up with a four-lane bypass
between U.S. 93 and U.S. 95 south of Boulder City.

D1-1 |Kniffen, Robert Earl |13-Oct-98 |Believes the Gold Strike is the best because of traffic — avoids the tourists at the dam.

D1-2 Wants the bridge at Gold Strike 100 to 200 feet higher, despite costs.

D2-1 |Shull, Charles 13-Oct-98 [Sugarloaf is a bad alternative and Gold Strike is more viable in the fact that it takes it out of view of the dam, for safety reasons.

D3-1 |Hurns, JoElle 13-Oct-98 |Supports the Hoover Dam bypass, but stands ready to look at the Laughlin route for environmental impact, economic impact, and
financial impact to the area.

D4-1 |Tester, Patricia 13-Oct-98 . |How much longer before they will do something?

D4-2 Are they going to wait for a major disaster, like toxic waste in the water, before putting in new roads?

D4-3 Going through Laughlin is 30 miles further, with steep grades in and out of Laughlin, U.S. 95 is only two lanes with lots of traffic, and
Route 68 is bad too. Truckers won't do it.

D5-1 |Elters, Sam 13-Oct-98 |Supports project and believes the Sugarloaf alternative is the best due to cost and better grades. The No Build Operation is not viable
option.

D6-1 {Jenkins, Frank 13-Oct-98 [They need a viewing area on the Arizona side and on the Nevada side, and it isn't in the proposal.

D7-1 [Morrissette, Elaine 13-Oct-98 |In favor of the Sugarloaf route.

D8-1 |[Morrissette, Robert 13-Oct-98 {Feel the same. Sugarloaf route would be our choice based on environmental, cost, and time to construct versus others.

D9-1 |[Castillo, Larry 13-Oct-98 |Build it quick. Traffic safety problem at dam and need for convenience. Should be an urgent project.

D10-1 [McFerrin, Edith 13-Oct-98 |Build as soon as possible due to traffic on dam. Likes the Gold Strike Canyon route. Safer out of sight of the dam so that people
aren't stopping to look at the dam.

D11-1 |McFerrin, James 13-Oct-98 |Start alternative bridge as soon as possible due to traffic on dam. In favor of Gold Strike Canyon, despite expense. Less impact on
animals and beauty of terrain. If voted down on Gold Strike, then wants Sugarloaf.

D12-1 |Works, Don 14-Oct-98 |They're going to be hauling nuclear disposal through Boulder City. Move it down to Searchlight. Nuclear stuff crossing the dam could
get into the water system.

D13-1 |Benton, Richard L. 14-Oct-98 |Sugarloaf Mountain would be the best. Cost more to research problem than to build dam. Make a decision and get the job done. One
bad spill will annihilate the lower Colorado and cause international problems with Mexico. Boulder City businesses concerned about
tourism shouldn't be listened to.
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D14-1 |Hughes, Ralph L. 14-Oct-98 [Can't find any negative part of the alternatives. The bypass is what we need. It would become a tourist attraction itself. Likes the
upstream bridge because less work on the approaches to the bridge. Could put a viewpoint at each end of the bridge.
Environmentally and aesthetically it’s a very pleasing project on the Promontory bridge approach.

D15-1 {Shannon, Robert 14-Oct-98 |Likes the Promontory Point Altemative. More feasible as far as cost and traffic.

D16-1 |Stuckey, Wade 14-Oct-98 |Wants the bridge built with union help. Thinks Promontory Point is more feasible. Better for the tourist industry. Prefers the cable
suspension bridge.

D17-1 |Uehling, Ed 14-Oct-98 |Main concem is design of the bridge and visual impacts on the dam. Dam is national treasure. Visitor's center clashes with the dam'’s
architecture and defaces the dam. Bridge should not do the same. If you don't do an art deco 1930s industrial-type structure, then
build it away from dam where can't be seen.

D18-1 JAnonymous 14-Oct-98 |Object to the Promontory bridge due to visual impact, extra mileage, and danger of spills in lake. Object to Sugarloaf due to visual
impact and motorists stopping on the bridge to view dam, especially at night. Prefers Gold Strike, but understand the road is steep.
Prefers to make it a toll bridge. :

D19-1 |Berman, Mrs. 14-Oct-98 (Wants alternative with least stress on animals.

D20-1 |Vandeberg, Russell |14-Oct-98 |{Don't like any location; however, Sugarloaf looks like the best. Keeps the lake free and bridge up in the air. No problems with view.
Go back to the Willow Beach crossing — many miles saved. Park service should grant a variance for Willow Beach. Present route
through Boulder City is a mess, but due to cost it probably should be a separate project.

D21-1 |Anonymous 14-Oct-98 [He's a structural ironworker. Thinks it's urgent to get the project under way. Start soon, so workers with knowledge for this type of
construction can assist.

D22-1 [Floyd, John 14-Oct-98 |Project won't do any good because of the casinos. They want the truck parking and trucker's money. Recommends the Laughlin route
for the cheaper bridge and need to rebuild the roads.

D23-1 |Adams, Thomas W. |14-Oct-98 {Would like to work on the bridge. Gives access to Las Vegas.

D24-1 |Lee, Jones 14-Oct-98 |Would like to see it have a building. Likes the Promontory Alternative. Likes it because it's on top of the water. Also because there is
more construction work and would be safer for highway workers.

D25-1 {Zimmer, Ed 14-Oct-98 |Promontory Point would be the most advantageous. Grades aren't severe. Cost difference between this and Sugarloaf isn't
significant. Erosion could be a problem for bridges below the dam. Steel rib through arch would be more aesthetic and pleasing than
the other.

D26-1 |Rementeria, John 14-Oct-98 |Road over dam should be left open to tourists. Heard rumors that the dam will be closed to the public and only open for government

official use — that is wrong and improper.
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D27-1 |Thompson, Larry 14-Oct-98 |The trucks are still going to have to go through town. They should cut in and go down south of the town by the airport. Should come in
by Willow Beach. Doesn't want his town messed up by NAFTA trade route. Would have to go to Sugarloaf if the other alternatives
won't work.

D28-1 |Spurlock, Robert 14-Oct-98 {Upstream portion of the dam has been already altered by the water and visitors. Downstream is relatively wild. For that reason,
Promontory Point is the only acceptable option.

D29-1 |Burger, Sue 14-Oct-98 {Supports project. Concerned about the environmental impact — especially for the bighom sheep.

D30-1 |Blackwell, Charlene |14-Oct-98 |They should scrap the present dam project and have trucks go down through Laughlin.

D31-1 {Whelan, Tom 14-Oct-98 |Bridge should be downstream near Laughlin due to hazardous waste and nuclear waste contamination. Move bridge south. Would
help Laughlin's economic slump. Bridges near dam will tum Boulder City into a median strip because NDOT will build a bypass.

D32-1 |Hordan, Bill 15-Oct-98 |Need to do something immediately to improve traffic flow. Sugarloaf has a lot of advantages. It has the best location in relationship to
the dam and the view of the dam.

D33-1 |Cody, Georgi 15-Oct-98 |Attended on behalf of the Nevada Motor Transport Association. Excellent DEIS. No Build is not a viable option. Glad to read that the
Laughlin-Bullhead City option has been rejected. Sugarloaf is the most attractive alternative, based on road geometrics, cost, noise,
and other factors. Hopes that adverse impacts may be avoided or minimized.

D34-1 {Pollock, Doug 15-Oct-98 |Is promoting a route on Route 165 through Nelson. This would help rebuild the old marina area. Anything further north than Nelson is
a restricted area.

D35-1 |Anonymous 15-Oct-98 |Haven't given Bullhead City a chance at the new truck route. There are no sheep in the area of the Bullhead Road and no tortoises.
Locks could be put below the new Laughlin bridge to contain any chemical spills in the river. It's farther, but Laughlin needs a shot in
the arm. Also, Boulder City is against trucks coming into their town.

D36-1 |Quinn, Pat 15-Oct-98 |A shame Willow Beach bypass not used. Gold Strike is the only one to really take — less cumbersome to traffic during construction
and the most direct route.

D37-1 |Hughes, Nicholas M. |15-Oct-98 |Gold Strike is the way to go because of less disturbance to existing roads during construction. Also, the other roads run together
causing delay. Promontory would be most congested, between the warehouse to Gold Strike Casino.

D38-1 [Lachase, Dennis 15-Oct-98 |Should have happened 15 years ago. Environment suffers from long traffic delays more than what they're doing. Sugarloaf has least
impact and can be installed the quickest, but will just move the bottleneck up to Boulder City. It's easier now to go through Laughlin to
Kingman than to go across the dam.

E1-1 |Agnew, John H. Oct-98 Supports Sugarloaf because of cost, it’s the shortest route, would take the least time to construct, would be safer from spills, and
wouldn't interfere with rafting or hiking.
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E2-1 |Anderson, Carol S. Oct-98 Prefers the Sugarloaf Alternative and then the Gold Strike Canyon. Both are better than Promontory Point due to visual impacts and
safety from spills in lake. Cost-wise, prefers Sugarloaf. Also prefers the steel arch bridge as more compatible with the era of Hoover
Dam.

E3-1 |Andersen, Giles C. Oct-98 Sugarloaf is the best. Highway 95 would be better yet.

E4-1 ]Austin, Robert D. Oct-98 Gold Strike is most desirable because construction activities would be removed from existing roads. However, greater costs are a
factor. A No Build alternative is ridiculous.

E5-1 [Benton, R. L. Oct-98 Sugarloaf is the best route. Must address the many tourists that would stop/slow down to take a picture of the front of the dam. Some
provision must be made for this problem. Any crossing should be a toll road. It worked well with the Golden Gate Bridge. Get on with
the job and get it done!

E6-1 |Blakesley, Leonard E., |Oct-98 Requests a copy of the EIR, including all maps and future updates.

Jr.

E7-1 {Blockley, Marge Oct-98 Votes for Gold Strike Canyon because it will have little effect on views from Hoover Dam. Prefers that trucks travel over the bridge at
Laughlin. There is a difficult traffic intersection on U.S. 93 in Hemenway Valley.

E8-1 |Blockley, W. Oct-98 Would like to see information on 20-year user costs for the three build alternatives in the FEIS. After having this information, then will
provide an opinion on other factors associated with this proposal.

E9-1 |Bolton, Paul Oct-98 Sugarloaf is the preferred alternative because it has the minimum impact on the environment, is the least costly, and is the least
visually intrusive. It offers a spectacular view of Hoover Dam. Prefers the steel or concrete arch more than the steel suspension. The
no build is not acceptable. Construction should start as soon as possible — 19997

E10-1 |Brandhagen, Layne; |Oct-98 Prefers the Sugarloaf Alternative from the engineering/operational standpoint.

Kimley Horn &
Associates

E11-1 |Bravo, Richard J. Oct-98 See attached table which provides a basis for deleting the Gold Strike Canyon from consideration. (NOTE: This table was already
summarized in comment letter C3.)

E12-1 |Cannon, Jerry Oct-98 Prefers the Sugarloaf Alternative. Least cost. Built where the environment is already damaged. Good fit for new bridge. Can be
made visually compatible. Road grades reasonable.

E13-1 [Carlton, Gregory Oct-98 Project deserves the best quality workmanship available. Local unions should work on this project.

E14-1 [Cooper, Donald K. Oct-98 Prefers the Sugarloaf Alternative. Need to build safe interchanges on the Nevada and Arizona sides for people who will access the
dam via existing U.S. 93. Keep the existing road across the dam usable for the public.

E15-1 |Denison, Andrew N. |Oct-98 Prefers the Sugarloaf Alternative. Getting the Coast Guard involved means more delay and cost for the Promontory Alternative. The
grades of Gold Strike are a real negative. Sugarloaf is the cheaper option.
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U.S. 93 Hoover Dam Bypass Draft EIS
Summary of Comments

Code Commenter Date Comment

E16-1 [Doty, Jack and Marilyn|Oct-98 Promontory Point would detract from the overall look of the dam. Gold Strike is too expensive. Prefers Sugarloaf as the shortest and
straightest road, and from it there is still a view of the dam.

E17-1 |Edwards, William Oct-98 Prefers the Sugarloaf Alternative.

E18-1 |Fagg, Darrell Oct-98 Prefers the Gold Strike Canyon with steel arch bridge. The traffic on Hoover Dam is unreal. The contract should go to a union
contractor.

E19-1 |Fitzgibbons, Bobbye |Oct-98 Concerned about impacts to trout fishing below the dam, so against the Gold Strike Alternative. Noise concerns are high in the canyon
below the dam. Prefers Promontory Point, because does not feel that it would affect the view of the dam — same for Sugarloaf.

E20-1 |Fitzgibbons, Pat Oct-98 Concerned about environmental impacts from the Gold Strike Canyon Alternative — including fishing and boating. Also concerned
about noise of traffic from bridge. Prefers Promontory Point or Sugarloaf.

E21-1 |Gibson, Dan Oct-98 Prefers Sugarloaf using the concrete cable-stayed bridge.

E22-1 |Glynn, Jennifer Oct-98 Supports bridge project. Prefers Gold Strike Canyon route. Bridge close to dam will take the "awe" from it. Construction will create
many (hopefully union) jobs.

E23-1 |Gomez, William Oct-98 Prefers the arch steel bridge — higher than the dam in case it goes.

E24-1 [Huffman, Robert Oct-98 The alternatives don't address the traffic problems in Boulder City. The state and federal government should cooperate and correct
both problems at once. Prefers Gold Strike because it separates the traffic further away from the dam.

E25-1 |Hughes, Ralph L. Oct-98 Prefers the Promontory Point suspension. It would enhance the view of the dam.

E26-1 |Hughes, Rhea Renee |Oct-98 Prefers the Promontory Point suspension. It is attractive. Boulder City already has traffic, so It shouldn't make that much difference.
Better for shipping nuclear waste into Nevada.

E27-1 [Ishiki, James Oct-98 Is there any source of information that projects the possible effects on proximal communities such as Dolan Springs? Interested in
potential socioeconomic impacts on outlying areas.

E28-1 |Keller, Lily Oct-98 Truck traffic should not go through Boulder City, thus route the trucks through Laughlin. If either bridge is constructed, what will be
done to decrease U.S. 93 congestion? Addressing only the Hoover Dam project and not effects on Boulder City is inappropriate.

E29-1 {Keller, Ronald W. Oct-98 Why consider the three build alternatives, since there is open space to build a highway to Arizona beginning at Railroad Pass. This
would bypass the crowded U.S. 93 that goes through Boulder City and on the dam. Charge a toll at the bridge.

E30-1 |Kinn, Rebecca Oct-98 Prefers the Sugarloaf Mountain route. A toll bridge is a good plan, as is restricting truck use.

E31-1 |Kos, L. H. Oct-98 Promontory Point is too dangerous due to potential spills in lake. Traffic on Highway 93 in Hemenway Valley and into Boulder City is a
major concern and will only increase; it is noisy, even at night. These concerns need to be addressed.

SCO/LAW2660.D0C/003672580
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E32-1 [Kostner, Mark Oct-98 Prefers the Gold Strike Canyon or Sugarloaf Mountain. Opposed to Promontory Point. The bridge should be an attractive piece of art,
particularly if tolls are charged. The roadway should be six lanes, three each way. Perhaps the bridge should be built with the
capability of being double-decked to handle the Las Vegas population projections.

E33-1 |Kuster, Jack Oct-98 Disappointed in the three build alternatives. This leaves Boulder City with traffic increases. Is an advocate of one single bypass, either
at Willow Beach or Laughlin. A toll bridge would need legislation. A Boulder City bypass would probably hurt the city’s tourism.

E34-1 {Laughlin, Don Oct-98 Leave well enough alone. This will give Laughlin a shot in the arm. Build a new bridge at Laughlin and widen U.S. 95 from Route 163
to the Railroad Pass Casino.

E35-1 |Lienhard, Reagan Oct-98 Prefers Gold Strike Canyon for speedy movement of traffic. Erecting a bridge at Promontory Point or Sugarloaf would cause the same
traffic slowdowns now experienced due to tourists stopping and slowing to view the lake and the dam.

E36-1 |Lindberg, CarlW. Oct-98 Prefers Gold Strike Canyon for shortest distance. Sugarloaf Mountain is too close to Hoover Dam.

E37-1 |McCormick, Paul Oct-98 Prefers Sugarloaf — most direct and less incline and decline. Need to fight for a share of available funding and push for additional
federal allocations.

E38-1 [Miller, ByronL. Oct-98 Prefers either bridge below the dam. Get with it!

E39-1 {Miller, Pat and Ray Oct-98 Prefers Sugarloaf with steel deck arch and gawk screen blocking the dam from view. A bridge below the dam would be a better plan if
a spill should occur in public waters.

E40-1 [Moe, John Oct-98 Prefers a steel arch bridge. The project is long overdue.

E41-1 {Morrissette, Robert B. {Oct-98 Prefers Sugarloaf.

E42-1 |Nielsen, J. D. Oct-98 Wants to work on the iron bridge. Must leamn how to build in the desert without damaging the land and wildlife.

E43-1 |Olbert, Bradford D. Oct-98 Prefers Sugarloaf, but does not like the concrete cable-stayed option. Does not believe the Gold Strike Canyon route would enable
trucks to maintain speeds of 55 mph at a 6 percent grade. Adding climbing lanes would increase construction costs. Does not like
location of Promontory Point because of poor view of dam. In contrast, the view with the Sugarloaf Alternative would be fantastic.
Questions Appendix A traffic analysis for not addressing impact of steep grades on the 24 percent truck/RV traffic — impacts speeds
and level of service (LOS). How do you get to the new visitor center from the three alternatives?

E44-1 |Perry, Ronald Oct-98 Prefers either bridge site below the dam. Build the bridge as soon as possible.

E45-1 |Prather, Roger Oct-98 None of the alternatives will keep high-level nuclear waste out of Boulder City. Suggests the old Willow Beach bypass be
reconsidered. Find a route to keep nuclear waste and other hazardous materials out of Boulder City. Of the three alternatives, prefers
Gold Strike because it has the least visual impact on dam.

E46-1 |Quinn, George Oct-98 Prefers Sugarloaf because of cost, location below the dam, and good view. Concerned about how traffic will be handled in Boulder
City. Asks is any thought going into diverting the traffic around the city? Improved crossing will increase traffic problem in city.
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E47-1 {Rementeria, John Oct-98 Heard all three altemnatives require closing the road over the dam. Thinks the dam road should be kept open for tourists and locals,
and not just government officials to entertain their families and friends. Allow nothing larger than a van or station wagon to cross the
dam. All others should be required to use one of the alternative roads.

E47-2 Knows of a foreign-owned construction company that would finance 100 percent of the new bridge, if allowed to participate in
speculative development projects in Arizona and Nevada.

E48-1 |Shannon, John H. Oct-98 Alternative 4 (no build) is not an option. Chaos is the end result. Prefers Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative with low profile arch. List of
Sugarloaf benefits: best alignment, least adverse profile, good sight distances, least environmental impact, separates through traffic
from dam traffic, most direct route, and lowest cost.

E49-1 {Shannon, Robert Oct-98 Prefers Promontory Point. It is most feasible, cost effective and has good grades.

E50-1 |Sorensen, Lou Oct-98 The No Build is not an option, given the growing congestion on the dam. Prefers the Sugarloaf option.

E51-1 |Strange, Richard Oct-98 Prefers Sugarloaf Mountain. Opposed to the Gold Strike Alternative due to the environmental impacts. Promontory Point would be
OK, but is the second choice.

ES2-1 [Stuckey, Wade Oct-98 No comment.

ES3-1 [Tester, Patricia Oct-98 Where has all the money gone for this project for the past 35 years? Will there have to be a major disaster before the road is
constructed. Afraid of toxic waste getting into the lake or river drinking water. No more studies; start constructing.

E54-1 |Thompson, Dorothy S.|Oct-98 Prefers Sugarloaf Mountain because of grades and fewer impacts on the environment. Going across Sugarloaf at 60 mph, no one
would be able to stop to look at the dam, but you could go to the dam to see it.

ES5-1 [Tomlinson, Michael  |Oct-98 Reconsider Bullhead/Laughlin corridor.

ES6-1 |W., Russell (illegible) {Oct-98 Promontory Point would be the first choice. Gold Strike Canyon would be last. Favors suspension for aesthetics only.

E57-1 |Wiens, Ed Oct-98 Prefers Sugarloaf.

ES8-1 |Wilkerson, Mark Oct-98 Prefers Sugarloaf for environmental, safety, engineering, and construction reasons. Something must be done soon to avert major
accidents on the dam.
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"VOLUME II/ CHAPTER 2

Responses to Comments

2-2.1 Responses to Comments

This FEIS for the United States Highway 93 (U.S. 93) Hoover Dam bypass includes copies
of all substantive comments received from government agencies, organizations, and the
general public on the DEIS. A response is provided to each substantive comment. Where
the FEIS text is revised as a result of the comments received, the response indicates where
revisions were made, and the FEIS changes are highlighted in the margins of the document.
The response attempts to adequately address the issue or concern raised by the commenter
or where substantive comments do not warrant further response, explain why they do not,
and provide sufficient information to support that position.

The FEIS incorporates the DEIS in its entirety with changes made as appropriate
throughout the document to reflect the identification of a preferred alternative,
modifications to the project, updated information on the affected environment, changes in
the assessment of impacts, the selection of mitigation measures, wetland and floodplain
findings, the results of coordination, comments received on the DEIS, and responses to
these comments.
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November 10, 1998

Mr. Terry Haussler (HDP-16)
Federal Highway Administration
555 Zang Street, Room 259
Lakewood, Colorado 80228

Dam Bypass

Dear Mr. Haussler:

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for U.S. 93 Hoover

The Arizona Game and Fish Depar‘ment (Department) has reviewed the
draft EIS, dated September, 1998, for the proposed U.S. 93 Hoover

Dam Bypass project. The Department appreciates the close
interagency cooperation and coordination during development of this
draft EIS. The following comments are provided for your
consideration.

Along with the No Build Alternative, three build alternatives are
evaluated in this document. From north to south,
Promontory Point, Sugarloaf Mountain, and Gold Strike Canyon. Each
alternative would include construction of a four-lane highway, a

they are

new steel or concrete four-lane bridge over the Colorado River near
Hoover Dam, four-lane approaches, and the approach bridges and
tunnels needed for the 3.5-mile-long project. The selection of a
preferred alternative will not be made until the alternatives'’
impacts and comments on the document have been fully evaluated.

Ge a omments
Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat Values

The lands that' will be affected by the proposed bridge and
associated highway alignments are comprised primarily of the Mohave
Desert Scrub habitat type. The associated plant community and
unique topography of the area provides exceptional, high-quality
bighorn sheep habitat as well as habitat for quail, dove, peregrine
falcon, Sonoran desert tortoise, and numerous small game and
nongame birds and mammals. The project area also provides habitat
for predator/furbearer species such as coyote, bobcat, and some
mountain 1lion. Aquatic :pecies found in this portion of the
Colorado River include rainbow trout, striped bass and the
Endangered razorback sucker.

AnEqual Oppontunity Reasonable A ions Agency
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Past land development and disturbance near Hoover Dam has been
substantial, thus diminishing habitat values in the area. However,
despite these disturbances, the project area does contain high
numbers of desert bighorn sheep and two known peregrine falcon
aeries. In addition, the area within the proposed alignments
encompasses several minor washes. These drainages and associated
vegetation are important to wildlife because they provide feeding,
nesting, breeding and resting sites. Washes also serve as
important wildlife movement corridors.

Proposed Alternatives

Overall, potential environmental impacts associated with the three
build alternatives appear to be adequately addressed in the draft
EIS. Potential impacts to wildlife, and particularly those species
of greatest concern to the Department, such as the desert bighorn
sheep and peregrine falcon, have been identified and addressed in
the draft EIS.

Based on our review of the three build alternatives, the Sugarloaf
Mountain alignment, coupled with the proposed mitigation, is
expected to have the least amount of adverse impact to wildlife and
wildlife habitat. Of the three build alternatives, the Sugarloaf
Mountain Alternative will affect the smallest amount of 1land,
including important wildlife habitats such as desert wash habitat
and cliff habitat.

‘Mitigation Measures

The initial mitigation measures appear suitable and should work to

minimize impacts to wildlife resources. As the project moves
forward, the Department would appreciate the opportunity to be
involved in all aspects of fish and wildlife mitigation associated
with this project (in Arizona).

Specific mitigation measures proposed for the Sugarloaf Mountain
Alternative appear appropriate and should help to minimize impacts
to wildlife resources in the project area. The Department
recommends that this alternative also include before, during and
after construction monitoring of peregrine falcons as a mitigation
measure. Currently, the closest peregrine falcon nest site is
greater than one mile away from this alignment. However, peregrine
falcons will often choose alternative nest sites in the same
general area from year to year. Therefore, it is possible that the
location of this nest could change over time. In addition,
peregrine falcons from the current nest site likely forage within
the proposed Sugarloaf Mountain alignment. Significant impacts to
cliff habitat from any of the alternatives could potentially affect
the peregrine falcon prey base.
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Response to Comment Al1-1

FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative,
with the proposed mitigation measures, as the preferred alternative on the
basis of minimizing environmental impacts, engineering and operational
advantages, and lower construction cost. Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS
discusses the rationale for its selection.

Response to Comment Al-2

FHWA and our respective cooperating agencies commit to involve AGFD
in the development and implementation of specific mitigation measures for
fish and wildlife affected by the preferred alternative as the project
proceeds through final design and construction.

Response to Comment A1-3

The lead agency will coordinate with appropriate state and federal agencies
to ensure that peregrines will be monitored 3 to 4 times a year for at least

2 years before, during, and after 1 year of public use of the new bridge.
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| roosts for a variety of bat species.
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Section 3.3.3, Subsection 3.3.3.1, Construction Mitigation: the
following statement appears under Peregrine Falcon: "Biologist from
AGFD and NPS would continue to monitor peregrine falcons in the
proposed project area.. The Department recently stopped our
monitoring efforts on peregrine falcons in the project area. This
was due to potential status changes with the peregrine falcon as an
Endangered species. The Department supports monitoring efforts on
the peregrine falcon in relation to this project. Funding will
need to be identified in order to continue monitoring efforts and
to ensure that peregrine falcon mitigation objectives are met.

Section 3.3.3 Subsection 3.3.3.1: On page 3-34, under Peregrine
Falcon, we recommend that breeding territories located within 1
mile of construction activities have no blasting or excavation

.Jactivities conducted during the breeding season (March through

July) . A 0.5-mile buffer may not be an adequate distance to
minimize disturbances to peregrine falcons due to blasting and
excavation work. The Department is interested in working with the
cooperating agencies on this issue in order to minimize potential
adverse impacts to the peregrine.falcon.

The bighorn sheep mitigation appears adequate. The use of
underpasses and overpasses by bighorn sheep is of interest to the
Department and we look forward to monitoring the effectiveness of
these structures. The use of fencing should facilitate the use of
Additional
operational mitigation could include speed reductions within two
miles approaching the bridge, and roadside s8signing warning
motorists of the possibility of encountering wildlife in area. We
would appreciate the opportunity to be involved in all aspects of
mitigation as it relates to bighorn sheep.

Measures to minimize and eliminate impacts to water resources also
appear adequate. All storm-water and potential chemical spill
related runoff collected and drained to settling basins should be
covered and fenced. This will reduce the likelihood of wildlife
coming into contact with these contaminated water sources.

The status of bat populations in Arizona is of concern to the
Department. National Park Services biologists have found bat
densities to be low near Hoover Dam. The Department believes that

opportunities exist to create and enhance bat habitat in the Hoover -

Dam Bypass project area. Bridge structures are often used as day
Simple modifications of
bridge design features can easily create bat habitat. We recommend
that where feasible, as detailed design planning is initiated,
efforts be made to incorporate bat-friendly structures within the
bridge design. The Department would be willing to assist in this
planning effort.
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Response to Comment Al1-4

FHW A will coordinate with the Arizona Game and Fish Department to
reinitiate the monitoring program for peregrines. Section 3.3.3,
Subsection 3.3.3.1 of the EIS has been changed to delete the wording
“continue to,” implying that AGFD is still monitoring peregrines in the
project area when in fact this practice has recently stopped.

Response to Comment A1-5

Consistent with the Biological Opinion of USFWS for this project, if
occupied peregrine falcon nests are found within 0.5 mile of construction
activities, consultation will be reinitiated with USFWS to determine
appropriate mitigation measures.

Response to Comment A1-6

The following sentence has been added in Section 3.3.3.1, Desert Bighorn
Sheep: "Roadside signing will be installed warning motorists of the
possibility of encountering wildlife in the area.”

Response to Comment Al-7

These settling basins will periodically need to be cleaned. Any fences that
may be incorporated into the basin design must be compatible with basin
maintenance and function. The FEIS, Section 3.4.3.2, has been clarified.

Response to Comment A1-8

There were no areas with high densities of bats found during surveys
conducted for this project by NPS (see Table 3-12). Hence, there is not a
demonstrated need for providing bat roosts on the bridge structures.
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Specific Comments

Table 3-14
Under impacts associated with the Sugarloaf Alternative - Response to Comment A1-9

peregrines, it states that "impact unlikely; bridge site is in area . . . .
buffered by existing disturbances, and breeding area is greater The note regarding peregrine falcon impacts from the Sugarloaf Mountain

—-—fthan 1 mile". We suggest this b ded to state that i t . . .
AT |are possible without mitigation. As stated previeusly. mest Lites Alternative in Table 3-14 has been changed to say: “Impact possible

may change from year to year and peregrine falcons located at the : 43 : . : ithi 1
nest site downstream of this alternative likely forage within the without mltlgatlon, peregrines may forage within the pl'O]ECt area.”
project area associated with this alternative.

Table 3-12

Page 3-23 should include the status symbol ASC for Las Vegas bear
paw poppy and bicolored penstemon. On page 3-24, the status symbol

ASC should be added to the Peregrine falcon and banded Gila Response to Comment Al'lo

monster. On page 3-25, the status symbol AT should be deleted for : -

desert bighorn sheep and the status symbol ASC should be added to All Of the requeSted changes In Table 3 12 have been made'
all of the bat species except the small-footed myotis bat.

“Al-10

Thank you for the opportunity to review this draft EIS. Again, the
Department appreciates the close interagency coordination during
development of this draft EIS. We look forward to participating in
the development of fish and wildlife mitigation measures associated
with this project. If you have any questions regarding this
letter, please contact me at (602) 789-3602. If you would like to
schedule a meeting to discuss these comments and specific
mitigation measures in more detail, please contact Tom Fresques,
Region III Habitat Specialist, at (520) 692-7700, extension 118.

Sincerely,

Qo S

Duane L. Shroufe
Director

DLS:jk

cc: Dave Walker, Habitat Branch Chief, Phoenix
Tom Fresques, Habitat Specialist, Region III, Kingman

AGFD# 10-20-98(08)
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BOB MILLER - STATE OF NEVADA

Governor

DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION
209 E. Musser Street, Room 200
Carson City, Nevada 89701-4298
Fax (702) 687-3983
(702) 687-4065

November 12, 1998
Terry Hausler
Federal Highway Administration

555 Zang Street Room 259
Lakewood, CO 80228

Re: SAI NV #E1999-040
HPD-16
Project: DEIS for the Hoover Dam Bypass Project

Dear Terry Haussler:

you have any questions, please contact me at (702) 687-6367.

Sincerely,

Heather K. Elliott

Enclosure

Chhicz £ g2z

Nevada State Clearinghouse/SPOC

JONN P. COMEAUX
Director

Enclosed is an additional comment from the Nevada Health Division that was received after
our previous letter to you. Please incorporate this comment into your decision making process. If

SCO/LAW2662.00C/ 003672582

Response to Comment A-2

DELETED — Duplicate letter from the Nevada Department of Human
Resources, Health Division via the Nevada Department of Administration
(see response to Comment A10)
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If you have any questions, please write to our Nevada Field Office, C. Clifton Young
Federal Building, 300 Booth Street, Room 2103, Reno, Nevada 89509, telephone (702)
784-5304, FAX (702) 784-5306. ’

Sincerely,

vin J, y
Chief, Nevada Of
CO/LAW2662,DOC/ 003672582
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{'»M § UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
4! REGION IX
onor® 75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, CA 94105-3901
Mr. Larry Smith

Division Engineer

Federal Highway Administration
Central Federal Lands Highway Division
555 Zang Street

Denver, CO 80228

Dear Mr. Smith:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS) for the proposed Hoover Dam Bypass Project, in Clark County,
Nevada and Mojave County, Arizona. We provide our comments pursuant to Section 309 of
the Clean Air Act, the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and the Council on
Environmental Quality's Regulations for Implementing NEPA (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508).

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) proposes to construct a new bridge and
highway access across the Colorado River in the vicinity of Hoover Dam for approximately four
miles. The project takes place on lands held by the Bureau of Reclamation and the National Park
Service. A total of fourteen "build” alternatives were proposed, with four including the no-build
ultimately being fully examined in this DEIS. One "Build" alternative, the Promontory Point
altemnative, proposes to cross Lake Mead upstream of the Hoover Dam. The other two "Build”
altemnatives, Sugarloaf Mountain and Gold Strike Canyon, are downstream of the Hoover Dam.
The DEIS did not identify FHWA's preferred alternative.

Based upon our review, we have rated the DEIS as Category EC-2, Environmental

_ | Concerns - Insufficient Information (please refer to attachment #1, "Summary of Rating

Definitions and Follow-Up Action"). Our rating is primarily based on our concems regarding’
cumulative effects, indirect impacts (particularly regarding utility relocations), impacts from
excavation and erosion and runoff, impacts from encountering hazardous materials, and impacts

“ito recreational opportunities. Over all the document was very well written and clear and concise.

+In particular, the Purpose and Need statement outlined the issues very well. We believe it should
| be used as an example of a clear statement of Purpose and Need, containing the appropriate
' amount of supporting documentation,

Printed on Recveled Paper
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Response to Comment A6-1

Substantial additional information has been incorporated in the FEIS,
including a detailed assessment of cumulative impacts following direction
provided by EPA staff (Chapter 5). Evaluation of indirect impacts relating
to relocation of utilities has been added in the FEIS Chapter 3. Additional
information on recreational opportunity and hazardous material impacts
has also been incorporated in the FEIS Chapter 3, Sections 3.7, 3.8, and 3.10,
respectively. '

Response to Comment A6-2

Section 3.11.2.2 in the FEIS has incorporated updated information on the
indirect impacts related to relocation of transmission towers and other
utilities required for the preferred alternative.

Response to Comment A6-3

Section 5.4.1 in the FEIS has incorporated detailed information on past
impacts to the environment associated with the construction of Hoover
Dam and related facilities. The discussion includes information on direct
and long-term impacts to riparian vegetation, fish and wildlife, and water
quality from construction and operation of the dam and visitors’ center
complex.

Response to Comment A6-4

The cumulative impacts chapter has been expanded to include discussion
of present actions that may change the resource base affected by the U.S. 93
Hoover Dam Bypass Project (Section 5.4.2). These actions consist of the
NPS Lake Mead General Management Plan, Bureau of Reclamation’s
(Reclamation’s) Endangered Species Conservation Program, and the

Clark County Desert Conservation Program.

Response to Comment A6-5

Section 5.4.3 of the cumulative impacts chapter includes a modified
discussion of reasonably foreseeable future projects. This section evaluates
other planned highway improvement projects in the area for potential
cumulative effects on the resource base impacted by the proposed project.
Specific impacts evaluated consist of Section 4(f) lands, cultural resources,
desert bighorn sheep, desert tortoise, and visual resources.
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We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the DEIS. Please send us two copies of the
Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) at the same time it is officially filed with the U.S.
EPA's Washington, D.C. office. If you have any questions, please feel free to call me or have
your staff call David J. Carlson of my staff at 415-744-1577.

Sincerely,

s

David Farel, Chief
Office of Federal Activities

cc: Jeffrey R. Brooks, FHWA, San Francisco
Katiann Wong-Murillo, FHWA, San Francisco
Steve Thomas, FHW A-AZ
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Response to Comment A6-6

The preferred alternative will result in approximately 0.66 acres of
temporary fill and 0.11 acres of permanent fill placed in waters of the U.S.
from construction of bridges over the dry washes tributary to the Colorado
River. The main bridge will be a clear-span structure, requiring no fill or
footings below the ordinary high water mark of the Colorado River. The
avoidance and minimization measures stipulated in the EIS to reduce
impacts on water resources will be adopted in the ROD, implemented
during construction, and monitored for effectiveness.

Relocation of the Reclamation sewer evaporation ponds has been discussed
in the EIS as an impact of the preferred alternative. Subsequent to
circulation of the DEIS, additional archaeological survey was conducted on
the Arizona side of the Sugarloaf Mountain alignment to include the sewer
pond and transmission tower relocation area within the area of potential
effects of the Hoover Dam Bypass Project. Although the relocation design
has not been developed, the FEIS commits to maintaining access to the
ponds by wildlife currently using the existing water source.

Response to Comment A6-7

The following detail has been included in the FEIS on the specific BMPs
that will be applied and on the applicable water quality design standards
and how the adopted mitigation measures for the preferred alternative will
protect those standards for receiving waters.

A-14




AB-2

A6-3

AB-4

AB-5

U.S. EPA C 8- Draft Envi 1 Impact
Hoover Dam Bypass
Nevada and Arizona

GENERAL COMMENTS:
Indirect Impacts:

The DEIS was unclear regarding the possibility for relocation of transmission power lines
and utilities which appear to be common in the area. We are concemed that it appears that any of
the altematives could impact these facilities causing them to either be removed and then
modified or relocated altogether. If the power lines and ransmission towers will need to be
relocated depending on alternative, we recommend that the FEIS discuss the impucts, related to
further construction, erosion, and intrusion into sensitive habitats. There are references that there
may be utility relocations and relocation of the transmission lines, but there was no definitive
discussion and disclosure of the degree and effect of the impacts.

Cumulative Impacts:

We appreciate the discussion of the cumulative effects related to the project and the area,
however, we found the discussion to be too vague to clearly have an understanding of past,
present and future effects. The discussion mentions impacts related to the exiting facilities which
have already occurred, without discussing what those effects were. Obviously, the construction

.of Hoover Dam and the related power generation facilities had a dramatic and profound effect on

the environment, yet that action is never treated in the appropriate detail. The DEIS briefly
mentions the development of facilities, but does not discuss the specific long-term effects to any
aspect of the environment. For example, is there a sense of the condition of water quality over
time, and is it getting better or worse due to on-going or past activities? Has there been a change
in the quality, and function of the wetlands in the arca? The DEIS mentioned that the
construction of the Dam had profound effects on the fish species downstream, could there be
others and what have other actions done to either further or reduce that impact?

Also, the discussion was focused on Highway projects and roadway programs in the area.
Certainly this seems to be a logical connection to examine the related activities with this project:
however, the CEQ regulations, as were correctly pointed to in the DEIS, state that any action
regardless of agency or person should be examined. While the discussion mentions that no major
actions are proposed for the area, the section did not indicate what programs or proposals have
been on-going that may be minor in nature but continue to have an effect on the environment.
For example, what are BOR and NPS’s current management practices of the area, what has been
their effect and is there a proposal to change those.

While the DEIS recognizes that these impacts from the other future planned road
development projects, when taken in context with this project, will be long-term, it relies too
heavily on the fact that the individual projects’ mitigations will minimize the cumulative effect.
We don’t believe this to be true. Cumulative effects may result from repeated or similar actions

SCO/LAW2662.D0C/ 003672582
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Implementation of BMPs along the project corridor will dramatically
reduce water quality impacts to the Colorado River below Hoover Dam.

As discussed in Chapter 3 of the EIS, both construction and operational
impacts are to be mitigated through the use of BMPs. During construction,
it will be imperative to manage stormwater runoff above and below the
project so that the net impact to receiving water is negligible. This will be
achieved by routing upslope runoff around the construction site,
minimizing exposure to disturbed slopes, and collecting and treating onsite
runoff and discharging it so that the water quality entering the receiving
waters is not impaired.

During system operation, channels conveying roadway-derived runoff will
be designed to resist erosion. Cut-and-fill slopes will be stabilized using
vegetative and/or mechanical means, and roadway-derived runoff will be
captured and treated to remove suspended solids prior to discharging from
the project area.

For both the construction and operation phase, the main concern will be to
isolate runoff-rich suspended sediment in treatment basins. By ignoring
this issue, the volume of runoff derived from this project, although small,
could potentially impact receiving water quality to varying degrees.
Immediately downstream of the project area, sediment-rich roadway runoff
could mix with unimpaired runoff and degrade localized water quality.
Further downstream, as additional runoff water is added, the impacts from
the project area are reduced due to dilution. By the time the roadway
runoff enters the Colorado River, effects to water quality from the roadway
would most likely be negligible. Based on the anticipated impacts to water
quality immediately downstream of the roadway, water quality
parameters, such as suspended solids, turbidity, color and total dissolved
solids (TDS), will be elevated if not collected and treated. It is possible this
runoff could exceed the threshold limits for suspended solids and turbidity.
Collecting and treating this runoff prior to discharging to natural drainage
channels will prevent impacts to localized water quality.
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A6-8

U.S. EPA Cooments- Draft Envir al Inpact
Hoover Dam Bypass

Nevada and Arizona

November, 1993

that, though the direct effects have been minimized, the effects interact to produce cumulative
effects greater than the sum of the effects from the individual projects. Cumulative effects
should be analysed in terms of specific resource, ecosystem, or human community being affected.
We believe that you have identified specific resource area where further analysis is warranted,
such as; Desert Tortoise and Big hom sheep habitat, dry wash water quality and their associated
communities of vegetation and wildlife, and cultural properties. We recommend that you consult
with the recent (January 1997) CEQ guidance on evaluating cumulative impacts. We also

discuss these issues. We would be pleased to assist your office in beginning the process of
examining the cumulative effects.

WATER QUALITY AND WATERS OF THE U.S.

We strongly believe that based upon the scarceness of water resources and the rarity of
wetland ecosystems in the area, avoidance of impacts to those areas is an imperative. The DEIS
goes into some detail regarding the areas of the dry washes and riparian areas, giving the
impression that many of these areas are of high value and function. We appreciate the DEIS
discussion of avoidance and minimization measures to reduce impacts, and highly recommend
that all of those measures; bridge designs to avoid waters (pg. 3-35), erosion protections for
culverts, bridges and construction activities, and channel designs, to minimize sedimentation into
open water are implemented and vigorously monitored.

We are concemed that there was no mention of what would hecome of the water sources
that are either removed or modified by the altemnatives. For example, would the sewage
treatment ponds, that currently serve as water sources for wildlife, be replaced in another location
and if so where, and would it be accessible by the populations of wildlife currently using the
existing facilities. This should be further addressed in the FEIS.

We appreciate the recognition of NPDES and the importance of implementing Best
Management Practices during construction and operation of the project. We recommend that the
FEIS contain more detail on these measures once a preferred alternative is selected. The FEIS
should discuss what the water quality standards are for the receiving waters, and which measures
will be implemented that will enable FHWA and the project to protect those standards.

HAZARDOUS WASTE

We are concerned that infortnation regarding the extent of contaminated sites was not
presented in the DEIS. Information regarding the types of contamination and the level to which
areas may be contaminated should be collected and disclosed at the DEIS stage, to enable the
decisionmaker and public to voice their preference on altemnatives with a complete set of

information regarding all environmental effects. This would be pertinent to understanding the

recommend that you convene a meeting of the other resource agencies, and the BOR and NPS to -

SCONAW2662.D0C/ 003672582
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The standards of water quality below Hoover Dam that will be pertinent to

this project are as follows:

Parameter

Water Quality Standards for Beneficial Uses

Temperature °C — maximum

Nov.-Apr.: <£13°C
May-June; < 17°C
July-Oct: <23°C

al® aT<2°C
pH Units SV.7.0-83
apH: £ 0.5 Max.
Total Phosphates A-Avg.: <0.05
(as P) - mg/L
Nitrogen Species Nitrate S.V.: £ 10
(N) -mg/L Nitrate S.V.: <.06
Ammonia S.V.: .02
(un-ionized)
Dissolved Oxygen — mg/L S.V.
Nov.-May: 2 6.0
June-Oct.: 2 5.0
Suspended Solids — mg/L SV..<25
Turbidity - NTU S.V. <10
Color-PCU Increase must not be more that 10 PCU above natural

conditions

Total Dissolved Solids - mg/L

SV. <723

Ali(alinity Less than 25 percent change from natural conditions
(as CaCO3) — mg/L

Fecal Coliform - <200/400°

No./100 mL

Response to Comment A6-8

The FEIS Hazardous Materials section has been augmented to include
information on the extent of contaminated sites affecting implementation of
the project alternatives, with emphasis on the preferred alternative. Under
Affected Environment (Section 3.10.1), additional details are provided
about the following sites: the Reclamation Warehouse, including previously
listed hazardous materials and leaking USTs at the site and details from a
1996 inspection report, wherein paint waste samples were tested for lead;
the visitor center construction staging and disposal area site descriptions
include additional details on previous hazardous material storage from the
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potential risks, costs, and procedures that may be encountered depending on alternative and the
A8-8 A
type and extent of contamination.
FHWA does not identify in the DEIS that the provisions of the Resource

Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) and associated state hazardous waste disposal
Lrequiremenls apply to this project, and does not disclose how FHWA proposes to handle and
treathazardous material if it is encountered. Therefore, in the FEIS, FHWA should identify that
the provisions of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) and associated state
hazardous waste disposal requirements apply to this project, and disclose how FHWA proposes
to handle and treat the hazardous material. We recomunend that the FEIS describe in detail the
procedures that FHWA will follow in order to meet the requirements. The FEIS should discuss;
A6-9 { 1) that FHWA or their contractor may become a hazardous waste generator upon extraction of
the soils, 2) that a generator Identification number must be obtained in order to transport .
hazardous materials, and identify the location of, and haul-route to, the anticipated disposal
facility 3) the methods that will be used to treat the material on-site, and 4) the procedures that
will be used to comply with the land ban requirements for handling and disposing of hazardous
waste. The FEIS should also disclose that FHWA or the contractor has met all of the provisions
of the OSHA regulations regarding health and safety and handling of hazardous waste. We also
reconunend that the FEIS discuss how FHW A will determine which soils will be handled as
hazardous waste and which soils will be handled as non-hazardous waste and if there will be
further soils sampling as the project progresses.

The FEIS should also disclose if there could be airborne concentrations of the hazardous
AB-10 | materials found in the soils and which control measures will be followed by FHWA to ensure
that the airborne toxics concentration levels do not exceed any state or federal standards.

We were concerned with the discussion of mitigation measures for hazardous materials
impacts found on Page 3-113. It seems that this is a discussion more appropriate for mitigation
A6-11 | for energy use rather than hazardous materials clean up and disposal. We recommend that if this
is adiscrepancy, that the FEIS contain the appropriate discussion for mitigation for hazardous
materials treatment, following the suggestions above.

RECREATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES

We.were concemed that we could not find a discussion of the traffic operations on the
A6-12 remaining US 93 and Hoover Dam, and the recreational opportunities, once the Bypass is

~'< Jconstructed. Will there be more opportunities for more passive uses of the dam and enhanced
bicycle and pedestrian access? We understand that FHWA and NPS may be meeting to discuss
this further once a preferred alternative is selected. We recommend that those discussions are
disclosed in the FEIS.

SCO/LAW2662.00C/ 003672582
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Reclamation 1992 Level I Contaminant Surveys for the project alternatives;
and updated information for the A&N Switchyard based on interviews
with WAPA staff indicating no polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) use on the
site.

Under Environmental Consequences (Section 3.10.2.2), the FEIS concludes
that contaminated soil may be encountered at the Reclamation Warehouse
and the A&N Switchyard, and that there is a potential for encountering
hazardous materials at the visitor center construction staging and disposal
areas. Due to a lack of existing information, further studies and soil
sampling will be completed prior to advertising for construction at the
Reclamation Warehouse to determine handling, treatment, and disposal
requirements; this will ensure a more complete bid document and
minimize surprises during construction. Procedures for discovery of
unknown hazardous materials during construction are also discussed for
the potentially contaminated sites.

Response to Comment A6-9

As discussed in response to Comment A6-8, the FEIS commits FHWA to
conducting further soils sampling during final design of the preferred
alternative, if the identified sites with potential environmental
contamination cannot be avoided. These sites are the Reclamation
Warehouse, the contractor staging/disposal areas for construction of the
visitor center, and the A&N Switchyard; however, at this time it does not
appear that the switchyard will be directly or indirectly impacted by
development of the Sugarloaf Mountain alignment.

The FEIS also states that if hazardous materials are discovered during soil
sampling or construction, FHWA or its contractor may become a hazardous
waste generator. A generator identification number would need to be
obtained in order to transport hazardous materials, identify the hazardous
material, and disclose the haul route to a specific treatment and/or disposal
facility. The FEIS also stipulates that the contractor would be required to
comply with all requirements of the RCRA, associated state hazardous
waste disposal requirements, and all of the provisions of the OSHA
regulations regarding health and safety of workers, and handling of
hazardous waste.
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SUMMARY OF EPA RATING DEFINITIONS

This rating system was developed as a means to summarize EPA's level of concem with a proposed action.
The ratings are a combination of alphabetical categories for evaluation of the environmental impacts of the
proposal and ical ies for evaluation of the adequacy of the EIS.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT OF THE ACTION

"LO" (Lack of Objections) .
The EPA review has not identified any potential environmental impacts requiring substantive changes to the
proposal. The review may have disclosed opportunities for application of mitigation measures that could be
accomplished with no more than minor changes to the proposal,

“EC" (Environmental Concerns) .
The EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the
envir C i may require changes to the prefecred altcrative or application of mitigation
measures that can reduce the environmental impact. EPA would like to work with the lead agency to reduce
these impacts.

"EO0" (p 3 I m‘- o, )

The EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that must be avoided in order to provide

adequate protection for the environment. Corrective measures may require substantial changes to the preferred
I ive or ideration of some other project altemative (including the no action alternative or a new

altemnative). EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts.

“EU" (Envi lly Unsatisfactory)
The EPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient magnitude that they are
unsatisfactory from the standpoint of public health or welfare or environmental quality. EPA intends to work
with the lead agency to reduce these impacts. If the potentially unsatisfactory impacts are not corrected at the
final EIS stage, this proposal will be recommended for referral to the CEQ.

-ADEQUACY OF THE IMPACT STATEMENT

Category 1'' (Adequate)
EPA believes the draft ELS adequately sets forth the environmental impact(s) of the preferred all ive and those
of the all ives reasonably available to the project or action. No further analysis or data collection is
but the reviewer may suggest the addition of clarifying language or information.

) 3

“Category 2" (Insufficlent Information)
‘The draR EIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA to fully assess environmental impacts that should
be avoided in order to fully protect the environment, or the EPA reviewer has identificd new reasonably available
altemnatives that are within the spectrum of altemnatives analysed in the draft EIS, which could reduce the
environmental impacts of the action. The identified additional inforraation, data, analyses, or discussion should
be included in the final EIS.

"Category 3" (Inadequate) .

EPA does not believe that the draft EIS adequately p ially significant environmental impacts of the
action, or the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably available alternatives that are outside of the spectrum
- of alternatives analysed in the draft EIS, which should be analysed in order to reduce the potentially significant
environmental impacts. EPA believes that the identified additional inf ormaation, data, analyses, or discussions are
of such a magnitude that they should have full public review at a draft stage. EPA does not believethatthe draft
EIS is adequate for the putposes of the NEPA and/or Section 309 review, and thus should be formally revised and
made available for public comment in a supplemental or revised draft EIS. On the basis of the potential significan!
impacts involved, this proposal could be a candidate for referral to the CEQ. .

*From EPA Manual 1640. “Policy and Procedures for the Review of Federal Actions Impacting the Environment.™

RESPONSES TO GOVERNMENTAGENCY COMMENTS

Response to Comment A6-10

The FEIS discloses that contaminants could become airborne during
removal at the Reclamation Warehouse. Hence, additional control
measures would be taken to ensure that airborne toxics concentration levels
do not exceed any state or federal standards. Specific appropriate control
measures will be determined by FHWA, depending on the nature and
extent of the hazardous materials identified, during the design phase soil
sampling.

Response to Comment A6-11

Section 3.10.3 of the FEIS has been revised to include appropriate
mitigation measures for hazardous materials treatment. These measures
address: conducting site assessments and soils sampling (depending on
individual site conditions) at the Reclamation Warehouse, the contractor
disposal areas, the A&N Switchyard, and the Reclamation sewer _
evaporation ponds; abating airborne toxics (if needed); monitoring soil
excavation to segregate out any contaminated soils; handling and treatment
or removal of contaminated soils in compliance with applicable state and
federal regulations; and disposal of contaminated soils in accordance with
applicable environmental regulations.

Response to Comment A6-12

As stipulated in the EIS, the dam crossing will stay open to automobilgs,
recreational vehicles, pedestrians, and bicyclists after the bypass route is
constructed (see EIS Section 3.9.2.1, Bicyclists and Pedestrians). This
commitment to keeping the dam crossing open to tourists will also be
adopted in the ROD for this project.

The project traffic analysis indicates the U.S. 93 dam crossing currently
operates at LOS F with 11,500 vehicles per day (average), whereas there
would be 26,000 vehicles per day crossing the dam in year 2027 without the
bypass (see EIS Appendix A). With opening of the new bypass bridge,
truck traffic will be prohibited from crossing the dam. The future bypass
bridge is projected to carry 19,900 vehicles per day in year 2027. As
discussed in the EIS (Section 3.8.2.2), this diversion of through traffic (and
all trucks) from atop Hoover Dam to the new bridge will enhance the
recreational experience at the dam complex due to increased pedestrian
safety, reduced congestion and accidents, and elimination of noise and air
pollutants emitted by trucks.
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_ A7
STATE OF NEVADA
DEPARTMENT OF MUSEUMS, LIBRARY AND ARTS
STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE
100 N. Stewart Street
Carson City, Nevada 89701-4285

BOB MILLER
Govemor

JOAN G. KERSCHNER
Depariment Director

RONALD M. JAMES
Stute Mis forio Presarvation Officer

November 9, 1998

Mr. Teny Haussler

Federal Highway Administration
555 Zang Street Room 259
Lakewood CO 80228

RE: Proposed U.S. Highway Hoover Dam B)gass Draft Environmental Impact
Statement, Colorado River asin, Clark County. .

Dear Mr. Haussler:

The Nevada State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) reviewed the subject
document and has the following comments:

1. The unevaluated Traditional Cultural properties that might exist within the
area of potential effect (APE) should be addressed within the general discussion
of effects to historic properties. The Table on page ES-5 should include effects
to potential Traditional Cultural Properties. The statement under each
"A7-T| alternative might read as follows:

otential effect to 4 (5) historic features
eligible for or listed in the National Register.
Potential effect to unevaluated Traditional
Cultural Properties.

Table ES-3, glz_lge ES-10, should include potential adverse effects to the
_. _ _ ] unevaluated Traditional Cultural Properties. If these features are detenmined
A7-2 clitgiblc, and the undertaking will pose an adverse effect to these properties, this
effect would also require a MOA regardless of the altenative chosen. The

table should be revised to reflect this possibility.

Table ES-3, page ES-11, should include a discussion of the unevaluated

- ~&7.3| Traditional Cultural Properties in the discussion of “Land Use/Section 4 (f)
Effects”. Again these properties need to be addressed under all three build
alternatives.

2. Consultation with this office, and Possibly the Keeper of the Register,

.. _J]concerning the National Register eligibility of the potential Traditional

A7-4 [ Cultural Properties in the APE in Nevada has not been conducted. The
Affected Environment section of the document (3.5.1, page 3-42 paragraph 4)
should reflect this fact.

[h
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Response to Comment A7-1

May-June 1998 site visits and field interviews with tribal elders, conducted
for FHWA by the University of Arizona, resulted in completion of an
ethnographic study report for the Hoover Dam Bypass Project in December
1998. That report included preliminary findings, summarized in the DEIS,
indicating the presence of potentially significant traditional cultural
properties in the vicinity of the bypass project.

The SHPOs subsequently requested that FHWA conduct an ethnohistoric
study to provide documentary context for assessing the potential
traditional cultural properties identified by the tribal elders during the 1998
field interviews, and that FHWA commence formal government-to-
government consultation with affected Native American tribes concerning
the significance and National Register eligibility of the potential traditional
cultural properties in the project area. At the first meeting between the
Native American tribal representatives and the federal agencies, held on
January 11, 2000, the tribes requested that ethnographic studies be
expanded to other locations and include additional tribes and elders. As a
result, the University of Arizona conducted additional site visits and
interviews during May 2000. The resulting report, coupled with the
ethnohistoric assessment report, provided documentation supporting a
determination by FHWA and the SHPOs that the Gold Strike Canyon and
Sugarloaf Mountain TCP is eligible for the National Register of Historic
Places.

Table ES-1 has been revised to reflect this new TCP information. (See also
EIS Section 3.5 for full discussion of the TCP.)
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Mr. Terry Haussler
November 9, 1998
Page 2 of 2

Thank you for providing this office with an opportunity to comment on this
document.

If you have any questions conceming this correspondence, please feel free to contact
me by phone at (702) 687-5138 or Eye-mail at rlpalmer@clan.lib.nv.us.

S
.ﬂ':" "‘/ 0

Rebecca Lynn Palmer
Historic Preservation Specialist
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Response to Comment A7-2

In June 2000 FHWA applied the criteria of adverse effect and determined,

in consultation with the Nevada and Arizona SHPOs, that the undertaking
would have an adverse effect on the Gold Strike Canyon and Sugarloaf
Mountain TCP. As a result, a Programmatic Agreement (PA) that commits
FHWA to implement specific activities and mitigation measures to resolve
the adverse effects on historic and cultural properties from the preferred
alternative was developed in consultation among the ACHP, FHWA,
Nevada and Arizona SHPOs, NPS, Reclamation, WAPA, NDOT, ADOT,
and interested Native American Tribal Govermments.

Table ES-1 has been revised to include the adversely affected TCP, and
Table ES-3 has been revised to include the Programmatic Agreement.

Response to Comment A7-3

Discussion of the TCP has been added to Table ES-3, under “Land Use/
Section 4(f) Effects.”

Response to Comment A7-4

See response to Comment A7-1.
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Cover letter for A8 and A9

BOB MILLER STATE OF NEVADA JOHN P. COMEAUX

Governor Director

DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION
209 E. Musser Street, Room 200
Carson City, Nevada 89701-4298
Fax (702) 687-3983
(702) 687-4065

November 3, 1998

Terry Haussler

Federal Highway Administration
555 Zang Street Room 259
Lakewood, CO 80228

Re:  SAINV #E1999-040
HPD-16

Project: DEIS for the Hoover Dam Bypass Project ,
Dear Terry Haussler:

Enclosed are the comments from the Nevada Natural Heritage Program, and the Divisions of
State Lands, Health and Environmental Protection conceming the above referenced report. In
addition, please find the Nevada Guidelines for Revegetation, which outline the State’s position.
These comments constitute the State Clearinghouse review of this proposal as per Executive

Order 12372. Please address these comments or concems in your final decision. If you have
questions, please contact me at 687-6367.

C,,YZZ/ & sl

Heather K. Elliott :
Nevada State Clearinghouse/SPO

Enclosures
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AY [

NEVADA STATE CLEARINGHOUSE
Department of Administration
Budget and Planning Divislon

209 East Musaer Street., Room 200 RECEI L SEP 2§ 133
Carson Clty, Nevada 89701-4298
(702) 687-4065
fax(702)687-3983
DATE: September 25, 1998
—_——Ta =\ {r [aY l
Govemars Offce Legisiative Counsal Burau ConservatonNatural Reschroms __ + T tes ;
Agency for Nudear Projeds information Technology Director's Office | :
Business & industry Emp. Training & Rehab Research Div. Stale Lands 3 IQ%
Agiashrre PUC Environmental Prolection H :
Energy Transpoiation Fi ! [ |
Minerals UNR Bureau of Mines Widifs i
e H e
UNLV Library Regon2 -
Fire Marhall Historic Preservation Regon 3
Human Resoutes Emesgency Managemen! Conservalion Disiricty
ging Services Washi Offce - _SisleParks
o e — T —
Indian Commission Wates Planni |
Colorado River Commission Natural ’
Witd Horse Commission
NevadaSAI# E1999-040
Project: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Hoover Dam Bypass project on US 93
N C
I AYes _No  Sandmore information on this project 38 f becomes avallable. I

CLEARINGHOUSE NOTES: .

Endosed, for your review and comment, is a copy of the above menboned project Please evaluale il with respect lo its eflect on your plans and programs;
the importance of its conlribution lo state and/or local areawide goals and objectives. and its accord with any applicable laws, orders or regulations with which
you are famiiar. . .

Please submil your commants no later (han November 2, 1998. Use te space below for shorl comments. H significant comments are provided, please
use agency letterhead end include the Nevada SAI number and comment due dats for our reference. Questions? Heather Etiiott, 687-6367.

THIS SECTION TO BE COMPLETED BY REVIEW AGENCY:

____No comment on this project ___Conlerence desired (See below)

__Proposal supported 33 written _~Conditional support {See below)

___Additional information below ____Disapproval {Expiain below)

AGENCY COMMENTS:
We reguest that the final EA analyze the pgtential effects of the Response to Comment A8-1
various alternatives on the introduction and/or further spread of . : :
“T'A8-1lanvasive, noxious, and other undesirable weed species thrgugh BMPS, such as h051ng of equlpment to deter the spread of seeds, will be

disturbance and other construction activities, and incorporate all implemented durlng CORStI'I.lCtiOI'l and monitored fOI‘ effectiveness

necessary monitoring and control measures to avoid such impacts.

J« wes D Mﬂ/‘frdC‘// Nedora/ /7/07";4:9( /0/2? /9'6’

~ Date

Signalure 1 3hw g clear clear doc Agency
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NEVADA STATE CLEARINGHOUSE——-— -~ =~
Department of Administration L
Budget and Planning Division wk_ | ]
209 East Musser Street., Room 200 i -
Carson City, Nevada 89701-4298 e
(702) 6874065 -
fax (702) 687-3983
DATE: s.leOf 25, 1998 DIVISION OF :‘0.“
Govemar'a Office ) Legsiative Counsel Bursau T
Agency for Nuchear Projects Intormation Techckogy 5]
Business & Industly Emp. Tralning & Rehab Research Div. BT mOGi
Agriatue PUC KR -
Enesgy Transportation - [
Minerals UNR Bueau of Mines (s
UNRLibrary L .
[(Towism ] wav e
Fice Marshal mu:;,av-sm ___r_-_z'_—_j:]
Human Resouroes Emergancy Management
ging Services Washington Ofice Siale Parks
Water Resources
Indian Commasion Waler
Calorada Rivar Camymission Natural Heril
Wid Hose Camvivssion
Nevada SA) # E1993-040
Project: Draft Environmental impact Statement for the Hoover Dam Bypass project on US 93
I _ Yes _No - Send moreinformation on this project as It becomes avaifable. I

RINGHOU: TES;
Endosed, for your review and comment, is a copy of the abovementioned project Please evaluats it with respect to its effect on your pians and progr ame

the impartance of Its contribution lo state andlor local areawide goals and objectives; and its accord with any apphicabia laws, orders or regutations with whic
you are familar.

Pleasa submit your comments no later than November 2, 1998. Usa the space below for short comments. If significant comments are provided, pleas
use agency letterhead and includa the Navada SA! number and conrvnent due date for our reference. Questions? Heather Efiolt, 687-6367.

1ON TO BE COMPLETED BY REVI GENCY':
—_No comment on this project ___Conference desired (See below)
__Proposal supparted as written __Conditional support {See below)
_X Additional information below ___Disapproval (Explain below)
AGENCY COMMENTS:

An easement from the Nevada Division of State Lands
A9 for encroachment into the Colorado River will be required
9- before construction. Contact State Lands at 333 W. Nye

Lane Room 118 Carson City NV 89706. (702) 687-4363

1 2RI
sunalub sshaknclearciear doc

Lo Lok
teke™  \laae
Agency Date
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RESPONSES TO GOVERNMENT AGENCY COMMENTS

Response to Comment A9-1

The preferred alternative does not require an easement from the

Nevada Division of State Lands for encroachment into the Colorado River
prior to construction. State Lands has jurisdiction below the “pools” south

of Hoover Dam; however, the Sugarloaf Mountain alignment crosses the
Colorado River north of the “pools.”

This easement would only have been required for the Gold Strike Canyon
Alternative.
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O Healh Protection Services

STATE OF NEVADA

DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN RESOURCES
HEALTH DIVISION
BUREAU OF HEALTH PROTECTION SEAVICES

November 2, 1998

Nevada State Clearinghouse
Department of Administration
Budget and Planning Division

209 East Musser Street, Room 200
Carson City, Navada 897014258

RE: NEVADA SAI# E1998-040 DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT FOR THE HOOVER DAM BYPASS PROJECT ON US 398

Nevada State Health Division, Bureau of Health Protection Sarvices, has
eceived the Draft Environmental Impact Stetement for the Hoover Dam Bypass
Project on United States Highway 95 (US 95). The Nevada State Health Division

-!|Altamative and the Gold Strike Canyon Altemaiiva ara acceptable for the Hoover
Dam Bypass without comment. However, the Nevada State Health Division is
concemed with the Promontory Point Altemnative Bypass.

620 Be'rose Suset

ﬂf 'v:,.. W e There are several public water systems that draw their drinking water from Lake
’ ‘;;;'""w Food Mead. The most crilcal of thess water systems is the Hoover Dam public water

oo s ——l___leystem which draws its drinking water at the dem. Since the Promontory Point

[ L A10-2|Altamativa proposes to span Lake Mead at or near the dam, the Nevada State

D Neddth Protecsion Services
8506 m Svrest

Ebo. NV 29801-3040
{202) 15311391140

O Hauth Protecfion Services
475 W, Haskad Strest
Room 30
Wivemocca, NV 83448
(707) 628580

O Hoahh Protecoen Services
155 M, Taylor Strest
Bults 199
Fadon, NV 894083824
(107) 428-2281

O Heath Protacton Servicas
P.0.Bax 330
Gy, KV 893010009
702) 2893009

O Heam Protaction Services

P.0. Bon 687
Tonopah, n’;uunw

Health Division Is concemed with the possibility of a traffic accident that may
cause a spill Into the lake, thereby, sublecting the drinking water to possible
polluﬁon and/or contamination.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this Issue. If you have any
questions, please call me at (702) 687-4754, extension 230.

Sincerely,

(¥ Pujlﬁ?/

Rick Reighlay, P.E.

Public Health Engineer

Bureau of Health Protection Services

cc.  Jon Palm, Manager, Public Health Engineering

two (2) of the three (3) altematives. Both the Sugarfoaf at Mountain

RESPONSES TO GOVERNMENT AGENCY COMMENTS

Response to Comment A10-1

FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative,
with the proposed mitigation measures, as the preferred alternative on the
basis of minimizing environmental impacts, engineering and operational
advantages, and lower construction cost. Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS
discusses the rationale for this decision.

Response to Comment A10-2

One of the primary reasons the Promontory Point Alternative was not
identified as the preferred alternative was the concern expressed by
numerous agencies and citizens about the risk of a hazardous material spill
into Lake Mead.

Furthermore, the issue of bridge traffic accident spills potentially polluting
drinking water sources in the Colorado River is a concern with the
preferred alternative (several downstream entities rely on Colorado River
water as a potable source also). A spill containment system will be
incorporated into the bridge design that will trap potential pollutants
resulting from spills. The system will also function as an engineered
system to collect and contain storm runoff that is generated from the
bridge. (See EIS Section 3.4.3.2, Water Quality Operational Mitigation).

A-24
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STATE OF NEVADA

PETER ¢, MORROS. Director BOB MILLER
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ALLEN BIACCL. Administrotor
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‘Water Pallution Cantrol Water thuality Manning
Faciimile 687-5856 Facsimil ¢ i ;-39

Miriod Peation and Reclamalion 1 PARTMENT OF CONSERVATION AND NATURAL RESOURCES
DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

333 W. Nye Lane, Room 138 —
Carson City, Nevada 89706-0851 i R [,W,‘;.\,,\
R H

October 19, 1998

OF ACMINIST,
e DIRECTOR RATION
~~QRECIOR Gy "

—
C E COMMENT

NDEP ¥ 1999-053
SAI NV # E1999-040

TITLE: USDOT-FHA Draft EIS for Hoover Dam bypass bridge

The Division of Environmental Protection has reviewed the aforementioned State Clearinghouse
item and has the following comments:

The project proponent will be required to obtain a NPDES water pollution control
AN discharge permit for rolling stock. It is anticipated that extensive erosion control measures will
be required. Re-vegetation of the disturbedsites after completion of the project will be required.

Required water quality monitoring will depend upon which site option is eventually chosen.

David R. Cowperthwaite

Clearinghouse Coordinator
Division of Environmental Protection

2 ’ 1w
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RESPONSES TO GOVERNMENTAGENCY COMMENTS

Response to Comment A11-1

The EIS list of permits and approvals that will be required for the project
includes a NPDES water pollution control discharge permit to be issued by
the Nevada Division of Environmental Protection (Chapter 7, Table 7-1).
Specific erosion control measures will be developed for the project during
final design and will be consistent with permit requirements and the
Nevada Guidelines for Revegetation (July 1, 1998). The guidelines will be
implemented under BMPs for construction.

Due to the need for construction in steep terrain, erosion control and
revegetation measures will be paramount in protecting water quality both
within the project area and downstream. However, much of the project
will be constructed through solid rock. Steep rock cuts, as well as rock fills,
are not susceptible to erosion and may not be revegetated.

Design features and mitigation measures specific to the localized terrain
will dictate the need and location for water quality monitoring.
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NEVADA STATE CLEARINGHOUSE
Department of Administration
Budgetand Planning Divislon

209 East Musser Street, Room 200
Carson Clty, Nevada 897014298
(702) 687-4065
fax (702) 687-3983

NEVADA GUIDELINES FOR REVEGETATION
July 1, 1998
Dear Cooperator;

Please find the attached Nevada Guidelines for Revegetation (hereinafter
“Guidelines”) for your use. Historically, the review of revegetation activities
throughout the state has produced a variety of perspectives for the Nevada State
Clearinghouse, creating comment conflicts between agencies.  Conflict
resolution has required both time and energy, resulting in economic impacts and
confusion for our clients. The Guidelines represent the combined efforts of
numerous State of Nevada agencies and the Nevada Seedbank Coordinating
Committee, each of whom are involved in land use, transportation, research,
education and/or natural resource management activities. Our goal is to bring a
consistent basis and a common starting point for applicable Nevada agencies
regarding revegetation activities throughout the state. It is our mutual hope that
the Guidelines will assist the public and private sector in understanding the State
of Nevada's position on revegetation, thus improving efficiencies and economy in
environmental assessments and project design and review processes.

It should be emphasized that these are Guidelines and are not to be construed
as regulatory in any form or fashion. The Guidelines can be utilized for any
revegetation project in the State of Nevada, consistent with the site specific
objectives of the project. :

The purpose of revegetation supported by the State of Nevada is to retum the
land to conditions and productive use(s) as similar as practical to its pre-
disturbance conditions and use(s), or to a site specific desired plant community.
The Guidelines provide the reader revegetation objectives, planning
considerations and general preferences for selecting plant species. Additional
information is available from the Nevada State Clearinghouse (702)-687-6367.

SCO/LAW2662.D0C/ 003672682 A-26
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NEVADA

GUIDELINES FOR REVEGETATION

The botanical makeup of Nevada has unarguably changed over the last two
hundred years. The introduction of some exotic European, Asian, noxious and
other plant species into Nevada, both accidentally and deliberately, has altered
native plant communities. Some of these exotic and noxious plants can become
dominant and exclude native plants from an area, and have resulted in
substantial economic impacts to some sectors of the state. While usually
desirable, reintroducing native plants into these areas is sometimes not practical
or even possible, and the impacts on the rest of the ecosystem must be
considered. In general, viable habitats and land stabilization must be the final
objective of any revegetation or reclamation project. These guidelines are
provided to assist in the preliminary planning process for projects involving
revegetation. Consuitation with appropriate State agencies is advised and
encouraged for either site-specific, or general questions and concems that may
arise.

Definitions
The following definitions are offered to aid with these revegetation guidelines;

Conversion: replacement of one or more dominant plant species with another
plant species.

Desired Plant nity: a plant community which produces the kind,
proportion, and amount of vegetation necessary for meeting or exceeding the
land use plan/activity plan objectives established for an ecological site(s). The
desired plant community must be consistent with the site’s capability to produce
the desired vegetation through management, land treatment, or a combination of
the two.

Exofic: any plant species not falling under the native definition.

_Exotics Indigenous to North America: a plant species that is indigenous to North
America but not to Nevada.

Invasive: tending to displace, or increase in cover relative to, surrounding
vegetation.

Locally Adapted Natives: a native species that has adapted to the climate and
soil conditions of a specific area.

Native: plants indigenous to Nevada immediately prior to European contact.
Non-Persistent Exotic: an annual or perennial exotic that dies off in less than 10
years, oris pushed out as native vegetation becomes established.

Page 1 July 1, 1998
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RESPONSES TO GOVERNMENTAGENCY COMMENTS

Noxious Weeds: any species of plant which is, or is liable to be detrimental or
destructive and difficult to control or eradicate, which the Administrator (Division
of Agriculture), by regulation, designates to be a noxious weed.

Off-site Natives: a native plant species whose seed source is from an area with
different climate and/or soil conditions (e.g., a species that is native to one part
of the State being used in another part of the State).

Purpose

The purpose of revegetation supporied by the State of Nevada is to retum the
land to conditions and productive use(s) as similar as practical to Its pre-
disturbance conditions and use(s), or to a site specific desired plant community.

Revegetation Objectives

The State of Nevada urges that native or non-persistent exotic plant species be
used in the revegetation process whenever and wherever possible and practical.
The use of these plants can promote the long-term maintenance of Nevada's
remaining native vegetation, as well as improve and restore degraded habitat.
Consistent with the above Purpose, the following are the State's objectives
(hereafter collectively referred to as “the revegetation objectives”) for conducting
or supporting revegetation projects:

* To utilize native or non-persistent exotic plant species in the revegetation
process whenever and wherever possible and practical, and consistent with the
other revegetation objectives.

* To promote the long term maintenance of Nevada's remaining native
vegetation, as well as improve and rehabilitate degraded habitat.

* To provide viable habitat (forage, cover, soils, etc.) for wildlife, livestock, and
other species appropriate to the site.

* To re-establish vegetation as quickly as necessary to minimize erosion and |
invasion of species inconsistent with the desired plant community. |
* To provide fire resistant qualities to the environment where applicable to meet |
ecological or public safety objectives.

* To maximize the cover and diversity of locally adapted natives in the final re-
established vegetation, consistent with the other revegetation objectives.

Planning Considerations
The State of Nevada requests that projects proposing the direct or indirect
alteration of existing vegetation, or creating an opportunity for invasion of

unwanted exotic species, fully evaluate the likely short- and long-term impacts to,

Page 2 ’ July 1, 1998
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RESPONSES TO GOVERNMENT AGENCY COMMENTS

and management needs of, vegetation in any accompanying environmental
documentation. The State further requests:

* That impacts to existing native vegetation be minimized or mitigated;

* that suitable topsoil and/or growth medium be stockpiled, managed, and
replaced; and

* that project proponents attempt to adhere to these guidelines as closely as
possible, particularly in implementing measures to avoid invasions of unwanted
exotic species.

When revegetation selections or practices less preferred by the State of Nevada
are proposed for a particular project, the State of Nevada requests that the
reasons supporting such choices be detailed in any accompanying
environmental documentation. :

Plant material cost and/or availability are often impediments to using otherwise-
desirable native plants. The State encourages agencies and project proponents
to develop pro-active cooperative efforts with suppliers of native plant materials
to address these issues.

Conversion Activities

Proposals for conversion should consider the impacts to all land users and uses
on and adjacent to the site. All conversion projects should be based on site
specific goals and objectives. Sites should be converted to an appropriate
desired plant community with a preference for native plant species, when
possible.

General Preferences for Selecting Plant Species

Below are listed the State of Nevada’s general preferences in selecting species

for revegetation. This listing identifies plant species selection criteria for -

revegetation in order of most preferred. The most preferred selection (or
combination of selections) practicable under the conditions of each specific site
and project, and capable of meeting the revegetation objectives, should be used.
Whenever practical and possible, revegetation activities should be conducted at
the time(s) of year best suited for establishment of native species, and any off-
site seed used should be certified weed-free.

NOTE: Species listed as noxious weeds under Nevada Administrative
Code Chapter §55.010 are prohibited and must be controlled

Page 3 July 1, 1998
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(Nevada Revised Statute Chapter §55.010).

1. Use unaided natural revegetation, where the size and condition of the site
make it unlikely that significant erosion, or invasion of unwanted species,
would occur during plant re-establishment.

2. Use locally collected and adapted natives.

3. Purchase and use off-site natives source-identified to Nevada.

4. Use non-persistent exotic annuals or perennials.

5. Use exotics indigenous to North America.

6. Use non-invasive exotics not indigenous to North America.

7. Use invasive exotics not indigenous to North America. Invasive exotics

should be used with extreme caution, and only to replace or suppress even
less-desirable invasive exotics.

Page 4 July 1, 1998 _ ‘
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MOHAVE COUNTY PUBLIC LAND USE COMMITTEE

P.0.Box 7000 ¢ n, Azoma 66402.7000
367SE. lennyes 4 (520)757-0903 ¢ FAX 757-3577 4 TDD (520)753-0726
6l Kondelis, Chalrman James Butcher, Vice Chaiman

NovemberS5, 1998

Terry Haussler

Federal Highway Administration
555 Zang Street, Suite 259
Lakewood, CO 80228

Subject: Comments on Hoover Dam Bypass Project DEIS
Dear Sir:

The Mohave County Public Land Use Committee expresses its regret at the dismissal of the altematives
A12 1 which would have diverted the truck and commercial traffic around Boulder City, Nevada. The same risks

of accidents involving trucks carrying flammable, hazardous and volatile loads crossing Hoover Dam also

exist with passage through the center of Boulder City. .

Based upon the three altemnatives being evaluated in the current Draft Environmenta! Impact Statement and
Section 4(f) Evaluation for the U.S. 93 Hoover Dam Bypass Project, the Mohave County Public Land Use
Committee recommends adoption of the Sugarloaf Alternative with the steel deck arch bridge and offers the
following rationale: .

1. Steel Deck Arch Bridge: This DEIS contains no analysis of earthquake frequency or probability.
The Colorado River is an earthquake zone and there are numerous faults running near the surface
and through Las Veges. It is our belief that the steel deck arch bridge is more flexible and will
sustain less damage from an earthquake than the more rigid steel cable stayed bridge or the cable
suspension bridge designs.

Cost: The Sugarloaf Alternative is less expensive than the Promontory Point Alternative by some
six mnillion dollars which is only a three percent difference in cost. We feel the nature and position
of the Promontory Point Alternative has a higher possibility of construction change orders and cost
overruns than the other alternatives.

3. Desert Tortoise: The Sugarloaf Alternative has the least impact in terms of acres of Desert Tortoise
habitat destruction. The tortoise numbers per 100 acres are so low there is no substantial difference
in the alternatives.

SUBCOMMITTEE CHAIRPERSONS:

Truman Puchbsuer Anite Waite  Jim Butcher Vacant Mike Kondells Bryan Corbin  Phil Strittmatter  Vacant Don Martin
Recreation Wikfensss

Timber .- Grazing Business & AlrQuality & Mining Transportstion  Water
Industry Hanardous Wikditfe &,
Materials Endangered

Soecles .
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Response to Comment A12-1

One of the primary purposes of the Hoover Dam bypass is to safeguard the
waters of Lake Mead, a major public drinking water source, from
hazardous spills at the present narrow, accident-prone crossing of the dam
(see Chapter 1 — Purpose and Need). Diverting truck and commercial
traffic around Boulder City, Nevada, is not part of the purpose and need for
the Hoover Dam bypass.

Response to Comment A12-2
See response to Comment A1-1 concerning the rationale for identifying the
Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative as the preferred alternative.

Either a concrete or steel arch or a cable-stayed bridge type (or other bridge
types that may be considered) on the Sugarloaf Mountain alignment can be
designed and built to meet current seismic standards.
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Desert Bighom Sheep: The Sugarloaf Alternative impacts the least number of acres of lambing
habitat. The one man-made water source, the sewageponds, would have to be moved. It is
probable the sheep will adapt to the new source and location if they are moved further south, as they
did to the present sewage ponds. If this is true, there may be no loss. Additionally, mitigating

measures such as a barrier fence should be provided to prevent the sheep from entering the roadway.

The Gold Strike Alternative has serious impact on the bighorn sheep water sources on the Nevada
side.

Visual Resources: As viewed from the dam, the Sugarloaf Alternative is more desirable than the
Promontory Point view. The Promontory Point view completely despoils enjoyment of the natural
landscape. There is no way to look upstream without the bridge structure dominating the view.
Looking downstream toward the Sugarloaf Altemative, one could view the water or photograph the
river downstream without the bridge being in the picture. The bridge and the water level would not
be seen at the same time.

Traffic Safety: In addition to the usual and accepted Highway Safety Design Standards, any
proposed view overlooks of Boulder Dam from downstream should not be accessible from any
portion of the new route, but only from existing Arizona Highway 93.

Other Criteria: The differences in the other evaluation criteria among the three altematives are
minor and do not present a significant difference in choice.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important project.
Sincerely,

Michael Kondelis, Chairrnan
Mohave County Public Land Use Committee

Mohave County Board of Supervisors
Chris Ballard, Planning & Zoning Director

SUBCOMMITTEE CHAIRPERSONS:
Truman Puchbauer Anita Waite  Jim Butcher Vacant Mike Kondells BryenCorbin  PhilStrittmatter Vecant Don Martin
Timber "Grating ... Business& AirQuality 8  Mining Recreation Transportstion  Waler Wilderness
Industry Hazardous Wildlife &,
Meterfols Endengered
 Sowckes,
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Concerning Comment Number 4, barrier fencing will be installed and
maintained to protect the desert bighorn sheep from traffic collisions (see
Section 3.3.3.1). Reclamation’s sewage evaporation ponds will be relocated
for construction of the preferred alternative; the new ponds will be
accessible to wildlife (see Section 3.3.3.2).

Conceming Comment Number 6, there was feedback from numerous
agencies and citizens about potential traffic and pedestrian safety hazards
related to providing viewing areas of the lake and dam on the new bridge.
The EIS (Sections 3.7 and 3.8) states that there will be no stopping for views
of the dam on the new bridge. Parking, pedestrians, and bicycles on the
bridge would create a safety hazard. This determination will stand for the
preferred alternative in the ROD.

However, in anticipation of great public desire for views of Hoover Dam
from the new bridge on the Sugarloaf Mountain alignment, FHWA will
study the technical feasibility of a separate viewing facility associated with
the bridge. Further details of such a facility cannot be determined until
design of the bridge and approaches is advanced beyond the current level.
Details of how people would be conveyed to the viewing facility and
evaluation of environmental impacts would be addressed in a separate
NEPA document if the construction scope exceeds the anticipated impacts
addressed in this EIS.
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AR1ZONA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Governor Jane Dee Hull Russell F. Rhoades, Director

Planning Section, 2nd Floor
1-800-234-3677 (Arnaa Only)
FAX(602)2074634

(602) 2074610

November 5, 1998

Mr. James W. Keeley, P.E.

Project Development Engineer

USDOT Federal Highway Administration
555 Zang Street (Room 259)

Lakewood, CO 80228

Re:

Hoover Dam by-pass on U.S. 93 draft Environmental Impact Statement (HPD-16)

Dear Mr. Keeley:

The Arizona Department of Environmental Quality, Division of Water Quality, Planning Section,
appreciates the opportunity to comment on the draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Hoover
Dam by-passon U.S. 93 (HPD-16). The Arizona Department of Environmental Quality offers the
following comments:

The Hoover Dam is in the Lake Mead U.S. Geologic Service Cataloging Unit (HUC
15010005). The watershed indicators scoresheet for the Lake Mead watershed suggests that
stressors include turbidity, which could be exacerbated by construction activities.

The no-build alternative would require vehicles to continue using a steep approach to the
dam with many switchbacks. The three build alternatives will require a new bridge be built
to provide a new approach with reduced slopes and switchbacks. The risk of car accidents
with their potential for contaminant releases into the environment will be reduced thereby.

The build altemnatives would disturb up to 143 acres of land and habitat, with resultant
temporary and potentially permanent water quality impacts. Two of the altematives would
require characterization and possible mitigation of hazardous waste sites. Habitat near the
project area potentially supports several species on various special-status state or federal
lists: two plants, three fish, one amphibian, three reptiles, peregrine falcon, bald eagle,
willow flycatcher, seven bat species and bighomn sheep. Options for mitigating the habitat
and other environmental impacts are provided in the EIS, but cannot be fully evaluated until
an altemative is selected and specific plans are developed.

3033 North Central Avenue, Phoenix, Arizona 85012, (602) 207-2300
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Response to Comment A13-1

FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative,
with the proposed mitigation measures, as the preferred alternative on the
basis of minimizing environmental impacts, engineering and operational
advantages, and lower construction cost. Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS
discusses the rationale for this decision.

Construction within the Lake Mead watershed would impact water quality.
The Promontory Point Alternative would involve disturbing the slopes
directly above Lake Mead during construction. Both during and after
construction, sediment and other pollutants would enter the lake,
increasing the turbidity levels. The amount of increase would depend on
factors such as type and amount of sediment and location of sampling
stations. The increase would be more noticeable on low-flow years for the
Colorado River.

Response to Comment A13-2

The existing steep approaches, switchbacks, and the narrow dam crossing
over Lake Mead and the Colorado River, with the resulting high potential
for accidents, is one of the principal reasons for alternative routes across the
Colorado River (see Chapter 1, Purpose and Need). The preferred
alternative resolves the negative impacts associated with the No Build
Alternative (e.g., the risk of truck accidents on the dam crossing
contaminating the waters of Lake Mead and the Colorado River).

Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS discusses the rationale for selection of the
preferred alternative.

Response to Comment A13-3

The preferred alternative will result in varying short- and long-term
impacts to water quality. The magnitude of these impacts will be a
function of factors such as slope and amount of area disturbed. Until the
actual design is underway, the potential impact to water quality and
recommended mitigation measures cannot fully be quantified. The FEIS
and ROD commits to specific mitigation measures identified in the USFWS
Biological Opinion (Appendix E) and NPDES permit requirements
developed during final design (see Section 3.4.3).
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The Arizona Department of Environmental Quality recommends that:

- L The Management Agency and or Owner/Operator should over-see construction to ensure that
TTTA13-4 discharges to all Waters of the State/Waters of the U.S. shall meet all applicable Water
Quality Standards;

2, Best Management Practices should be implemented during and after all construction phases,
T rre and throughout the life of the by-pass to protect watershed condition and riparian areas, to
maintain adequate vegetative cover, and to minimize the discharge of sediment, petroleum,
nutrients, bacteria and other pollutants to the watershed or to all Waters of the State/Waters
ofthe U.S,; )

Best Management Practices should be implemented for construction activities for mechanicai
equipment to minimize ground disturbance;

4. ' A monitoring program should be implemented to evaluate the effectiveness of Best

A137 Management Practices in protecting watershed condition and Waters of the State;
5. Be aware that portable sources of air pollution i.e. rock, sand, gravel and asphaltic concrete
. plants are required to be permitted by ADEQ prior to commencing operations. Contractors
TA13-8 and subcontractors working on this project may be required to comply with these regulations.

Contact Mr. Prabhat Bhargava at (602) 207-2329 with the Arizona Department of
Environmental Quality, Air Quality Permits Section;

______ 6. Where applicable the Management Agency and or Owner/Operator should demonstrate a
T TA13-9 knowledge of waste streams, permits and bazardous materials handling as well as indicate
the destination of each hazardous waste being disposed off-site; .

7. Public or semi-public water supply systems shall be developed to comply with Public and
Semi-Public Water Supply Systems Rules. ContactMr. Dale Ohnmelss at (602) 207 4648
with the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality, Program Development & Outreach
Unit, regarding assistance;

8. All underground storage tanks must be registered with ADEQ. Contact Mr. Staci Munday
U TA1e11 at (602) 2074329 with the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality, Inspection and
Compliance Unit, regarding assistance in registration;
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Response to Comment A13-4

Agency inspection during construction will be an important aspect of
ensuring waters of the State of Arizona and the U.S. meet appropriate
water quality discharge standards. Through terms and conditions in the
NPDES permit, both discharge limitations and water quality standards will
be implemented and enforced (see Section 3.4.3).

Response to Comment A13-5
BMPs are to be implemented before, during, and after construction to
preserve receiving water quality (Section 3.4.3).

Response to Comment A13-6
See response to Comment A13-5.

Response to Comment A13-7

Due to construction-related disturbance, steep terrain, limited vegetation,
and potential for high-intensity, short-duration precipitation events,
conventional BMPs will be evaluated to optimize their effectiveness at
preserving downstream water quality. Depending on the terms and -
conditions in the NPDES permit, procedures in the evaluation process may
include monitoring.

Response to Comment A13-8

The requirement that portable sources of air pollution (i.e., rock, sand,
gravel, and asphaltic concrete plants) require an ADEQ permit has been
added to the FEIS (Section 3.1.3.1 and Table 7-1).

Response to Comment A13-9
See response to Comment A6-11.

Response to Comment A13-10
No public or semipublic water supply systems will be developed for
construction or operation of the proposed project.

Response to Comment A13-11
No USTs will be required in Arizona.
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All solid wastes generated by the activity shall be transported to an ADEQ approved facility.
Waste stored on site for more than 90 days, or will be treated or disposed of on-site, may
require facility approval. Contact Mr. David Phillips at (602) 207-4122 with the Arizona
Department of Environmental Quality, Solid Waste Plan Review Unit, regarding assistance
in applying for this permit;

Sewage treatment facilities for human waste shall be planned and developed in such a'

manner to ensure protection of both surface and groundwater resources. An Aquifer
Protection Permit (APP) may be required for such facilities. Contact Mr. Charles Grafat
(602) 207-4661 with the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality, Aquifer Protectlon
Program Section, regarding assistance in applying for this permit;

Sanitary waste facilities provided during construction phases shall be planned and developed
in such a manner to ensure protection of both surface and groundwater resources;

An Aquifer Protection Permit (APP) may be required. Contact Mr. Troy Day at (602) 207-
4661 with the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality, Aquifer Protection Program
Section, regarding assistance in applying for this permit;

A Clean Water Act, Section 402, NPDES Pemit is required for all ground disturbing
activities which exceed 5 acres in impact. Contact Mr. Robert Wilson at (602) 207-4574
with the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality regarding assistance in applying for

_1 this federal permit;

| A Clean Water Act, Section 404 Permit may be required for the discharge of dredged or fill

material into the navigable waters. Contact Ms. Cindy Lester of the US Army Corp of
Engineers at (602) 640-5385 regarding a 404 Permit application. In addition a Section 401
Centification may be required and can be obtained from ADEQ. Contact Mr. Jayanta Das
at (602) 207-4502 with the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality, Engineering
Review and Pemmits, for assistance in obtaining certification;

Prescribed burns require that air quality concems and issues be addressed. Contact Mr.
Peter Lahm at (602) 207-2356 with the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality,
Evaluation Unit, regarding assistance in applying for this permit; and

Numeric water quality standards listed in A.A.C. R18-11-109.G. must be complied with. For
acopy ofthe A.A.C. R18-11-107, 108 and 109 water quality standards for navigable waters,
please contact the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality, Division of Water Quality
at (602) 207-4466.
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Response to Comment A13-12

Construction waste material will be classified, and any solid wastes
generated will be transported to an ADEQ-approved facility, selected at the
contractor’s option. Waste stored onsite for more than 90 days, or that is
treated or disposed of onsite, may require facility approval. This
stipulation is incorporated in the FEIS, Table 7-1.

Response to Comment A13-13
No sewage treatment facilities for human waste will be developed for
construction or operation of the proposed project.

Response to Comment A13-14

Temporary sanitary waste facilities will be designed and developed in a
manner that protects both surface and subsurface water resources. This
stipulation has been added to the FEIS Section 3.4.3.1.

Response to Comment A13-15
If required, an APP will be obtained for project construction and operation
in the State of Arizona. .

Response to Comment A13-16

A NPDES permit will be obtained for this project as the project design
nears completion (see response to Comments A13-4 and A13-7, and FEIS
Table 7-1).

Response to Comment A13-17

Section 404 and 401 permits will be obtained during completion of final
design of the bypass roadways, bridges, and ancillary facilities, when
impacts can be quantified and specific mitigation measures determined (see
response to Comments A4-1 and A5-2). See Table 7-1 for a complete listing
of these and other anticipated permits and approvals.

Response to Comment A13-18
No prescribed burns will be required for the proposed project.

Response to Comment A13-19

For portions of the projectimpacting the waters of the State of Arizona,
water quality standards listed in the Arizona Administrative Code will be
complied with under the Section 401 permit (see Table 7-1).
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November 5, 1998
Page 4

The Arizona Department of Environmental Quality would appreciate receiving inforraation on the
progress of this project. Thank you for your cooperation, should you have any questions, please
contact me at (602) 207-4535.

Sincerely,

Fem

Ren Northup, Watershed Coordinator

cc Russell Rhoades, ADEQ
Karen L. Smith, ADEQ
Jack Bale, ADEQ
Larry Stephenson, ADEQ
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DRAFT - EIS Dated: September 1998
By: Jim Hartzell, Maintenance Engineering, Code G5530, Desert Southwest Region, Phoenix
Arizona, Western Area Power Administration, US Dept. of Energy - Phone (602) 352-2763

Alternative: Promontory Point

1) At the beginning of the project, just east of the Gold Strike Casino (assuming they re-build it
after the fire), the route crosses two Western Area Power transmission lines (formerly LADWP
lines) and shows the construction of a bridge and tunnel very close to existing transmission
_____ Jstructures. Construction of bridges and tunnels will likely require blasting and this is of concem

A14-3]to Western due to the close proximity to the transmission structures. Highway construction of
any kind near energize 230-kV (230,000 volts) transmission lines is a potential safety concemn.
'Western inspectors will need to be on the job site any time work is being performed near our
transmission lines. Potential movement of structures or alignment of the tcansmission line will
require right-of-way issues to be addressed and associated clearances.

This location of the road will likely effect two structures. They may need to be replaced with
dlfferent structures if clearances above the new roadway is inadequate.

prior to reaching the warehouse area. Structures many needed to be replaced to allow adequate
ground clearance between the line and the road bed. The line may even need relocated since the
road looks like it may be right under the lines.

S|2) As the highway proceeds, paralleling the existing road, it again crosses these same two lines
_ __ ___13) Northeast of the warehouse, the road crosses under two more 230-kV lines (formerly MWD
A14-6]lines) and a 69-kV transmission line that provides emergency service to Kingman, Arizona.

Clearance again is of concemn.
) The road alignment next cuts right thru the abandoned 69-kV switchyard. Some of the

TTTAt14-7]structures in this vicinity are used with the 69-kV transmission line.

COMMENTS ON HOOVER DAM BYPASS PROJECT  November 10, 1998

Due to the very short review time [ have attempted to review the entire document in one day and
consider the possible impacts that may affect our electrical system or Hoover Dam power
operation. [tis somewhat appalled that Western Area Power Administration (WAPA) was not
. contacted sooner than a few days before the final comments are due on the review of the Draft
A4-1| EIS. From the list of report preparers I can see that Western was not invited to participate in the
drafting process. With so many electrical facilities in the air throughout these three altematives
one would think that the owners of the facilities may uave some input that might be helpful.
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RESPONSES TO GOVERNMENT AGENCY COMMENTS

Response to Comment A14-1

FHWA contacted WAPA engineers and began discussing the agency’s
interests and concerns about this project immediately after receipt of
WAPA'’s November 10, 1998, comments on the DEIS. This was followed up
with a formal letter dated November 20, 1998, from FHWA requesting
WAPA to become a cooperating agency on the EIS, in accordance with
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulation 1501.6. In a response
letter dated November 27, 1998, WAPA agreed to participate in the Hoover
Dam Bypass EIS process as a cooperating agency. FHWA has continued to
consult with WAPA during preparation of the FEIS. (See Appendix C,
Volume I, for copies of this correspondence.)

Response to Comment A14-2

To the extent that it is feasible, based on the limited level of engineering
design completed at this time, impacts to the WAPA power transmission
facilities have been identified in the FEIS (see Section 3.11.2.2). FHWA will
work with WAPA during final design of the project to select the most
beneficial solution when all project factors are considered. At the present
time, it appears that one, and possibly two, of the transmission lines can be
eliminated. There are numerous options and configurations to be
evaluated. The certain elimination of one, and possibly a second,
transmission crossing may result in an environmental enhancement to the
area.

Response to Comments A14-3 through A14-10

FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative
as the preferred alternative on the basis of minimizing environmental
impacts, engineering and operational advantages, and lower construction
cost. At the very conceptual design stage upon which the EIS build
alternatives are based, WAPA correctly states that the Promontory Point
Alternative would potentially impact some of the same towers affected by
the preferred alternative, as well as the abandoned 69-kV switchyard, but
there does not appear to be any adverse effect on transmission facilities on
the Arizona side. Much of the discussion in response to Comments A14-11
through A14-20, referring to the preferred alternative, would also apply to
the Promontory Point Alternative.
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A14-9

A14-10

A14-11

A14-12

A14-13

A14-14

A14-15

A14-8 I 5) Prior to crossing the lake, north of the dam, the road again crosses the 69-kV line.

6) The reminder of the roadway does not appear to have any adverse effect on transmission
facilities.

7) Pg. 3-109 - Though the switchyard is abandoned, there is a 69-kV transmission line that is still
used as an emergency feed to cities in Arizona between Hoover Dam and Kingman, and
transmission structures in the close proximity of this yard are part of the transmission line.

8) Pg. 3-115 paragraph beginning: “An electric transmission ...” - It should be added that
outages on transmission lines to facilitate highway construction may be limited to certain times

of the year due to critical power deliveries to customers. At other times outages may be limited -

to certain times of the day and for short periods of time.
Alternative: Sugarloaf Mountain

1) At the beginning of the project, just east of the Gold Strike Casino (assurning they re-build it
after the fire), the route crosses two Western Area Power transmission lines (formerly LADWP
lines) and shows the construction of a bridge and tunnel very close to existing transmission
structures. Construction of bridges and tunnels will likely require blasting and this is of concern
to Western due to the close proximity to the transmission structures. Highway construction of
any kind near energize 230-kV transmission lines is a potential safety concern. Western
inspectors will need to be on the job site any time work is being performed near our transmission
lines. Potential movement of structures or alignment of the transmission line will require right-
of-way issues to be addressed and associated clearances.

This location of the road will likely effect two structures. They may need to be replaced with
different structures if clearances above the new roadway is inadequate.

2) As the highway proceeds, paralleling the existing road, it again crosses these same two lines
prior to reaching the warehouse area. Structures many needed to be replaced to allow adequate
ground clearance between the line and the road bed. The line may even need relocated since the
road looks like it may be right under the lines.

3) Northeast of the warehouse the road curves from a northeasterly to a southeasterly direction.
At the apex of this curve the roadway could impact as many as 5 transmission structures
associated with three 230-kV transmission lines (two SCE lines and the Henderson line). New
structures and possibly new alignments may be required for clearance.

4) As the road proceeds in a southeasterly direction it crosses 6 additional lines ( the three former
LADWP lines, two MWD lines, and the Hoover-Mead line.) New structures may be required
for clearance. -

A14-18 I 5) Now it gets really concerning. The road cuts right across the southwest comer of the Hoover
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Response to Comment A14-11

Discussion concerning the preferred alternative’s impact on WAPA towers
and lines has been expanded in FEIS Section 3.11.2.2. Any necessary
rélocations, removals, and decommissioning of transmission lines will be
performed with direct oversight by WAPA. Meetings with WAPA
engineers indicate that the need for additional right-of-way is not a major
concern and will not likely cause indirect impacts outside the project limits
covered in this EIS. This was agreed upon during discussions between
FHWA and WAPA, and the FEIS (Section 3.11) has been amended to state:

“The ultimate configuration for removal and/or relocation of
towers and transmission lines will be determined during final
design. The right-of-way needs for the alternative configurations
are minor. A right-of-way and easement agreement will be
completed with Reclamation, NPS and/or the appropriate State
DOT.”

Response to Comment A14-12
See FEIS Section 3.11.2.2.

Response to Comment A14-13

The alternative configurations for removal of transmission lines will
eliminate vertical clearance concerns in most cases. It is possible that
during erection of the bridge, temporary facilities will have to be placed to
ensure adequate clearance during construction. See also the field
inspection report of April 7, 1999 (Appendix C), for further discussion on
this issue.

Response to Comment A14-14
See FEIS Section 3.11.2.2.

Response to Comment A14-15
See response to Comment A14-13.
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A14-16

A14-17

A14-18

A14-19

A14-20

A14-21

Arizona/Nevada 230-kV switchyard. In Section 2.6.2.1 this area of the alignment is referred to

as “a gap in the highrockridgethatparzllels the river”. This gap is the location of an energized
switchyard, and the transmission lines leading back to the generators at Hoover Dam.

The existing switchyard may have to be completely relocated, the transmission lines from the
Dam double circuited and moved in alignment to the north, and modify the transmission lines
leaving the existing switchyard. This would impact several acres of new ground.

6) The reminder of the roadway does not appear to have any adverse effect on transmission
facilities.

7) Chapter 3: Affected Environment ...

Ref. T pg. 3-50 : Related to Construction Impacts Under Biology, states “The Southem most
electrical power transmission switchyard would be indirectly affected” - There is no indirect
about it. It will be affected. It will probably require moving the switchyard to a new locahon,
leveling that site and building a new switchyard.

'8) Pg. 3-115

Comments:

a) I find it very hard to imagine that these 4 structures are the only structures needing
relocation.

b) It seems to be implied that nothing needs to be done about the location of the
switchyard,

c) The two circuits spanning the river cannot be just removed, but need relocated or
replaced with new structures in a new location. This may be possible if circuits are
double circuited and the switchyard is relocated. A temporary transmission line and
temporary structures will be needed during any relocation of the switchyard to minimize
power outages.

9) Power outages will be required during construction of any facilities and there are potential
revenue losses due to the outages or restrictions imposed. Certain times of the year outages may
be possible without penalty due to other scheduled maintenance activities.

10) A rough cost estimate for just the potential transmission and switchyard construction would
be 7-10 million dollars, which does not include any loss of revenue costs, should they apply.

Alternative: Gold Strike Canyon

1) At the beginning of the project, just east of the Gold Strike Casino (assuming they re-build it
after the fire), the route crosses six Western Area Power transmission lines and shows the
construction of three bridges very close to existing transmission structures. Construction of
bridges may require blasting and this is of concem to Western due to the close proximity to the
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Response to Comment A14-16

One of the reconfiguration alternatives under development by WAPA
includes the bypassing of the Arizona-Nevada Switchyard. This has many
uncertainties at this time. It may be evaluated further in conjunction with
the other alternatives as final design progresses; however, the Arizona-
Nevada Switchyard bypass would be a separate future project by WAPA.
In addition, this would require converting the line to the Mead Substation
from a single-circuit to a double-circuit line. This conversion would occur
within the rlght-of-way corridor using existing structures and/or
footprints.

Response to Comment A14-17

The discussion of potential effects to the Arizona-Nevada Switchyard
under EIS Section 3.5.2.4 (and elsewhere where this discussion occurs) for
the preferred alternative has been changed to state the “switchyard may be
directly impacted.” See also response to Comment A14-16.

Response to Comment A14-18

As noted in response to Comment A6-1, WAPA developed preliminary
layouts for several revised transmission line configurations. In each
configuration, an existing single-circuit line will be double circuited in a
manner similar to the other existing lines. This double circuiting, when
combined with removal of the existing line that is not in use, has the
potential to eliminate two existing crossings, thus eliminating the need for
any relocations. The conversion from single to double circuiting would be
completed at the southern Reclamation powerhouse at the base of the dam.

The need for temporary transmission structures is dependant on which
alternative is selected. A temporary transmission line and structures is not
anticipated at this time. If one becomes necessary to facilitate construction
activities, it will be constructed within the roadway right-of-way.
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transmission structures. Highway construction of any kind near energize 230-kV transmission
lines is a potential safety concern. Western inspectors will need to be on the job site any time
A14-21] work is being performed near our transmission lines. Potential movement of structures or
alignment of the transmission line will require right-of-way issues to be addressed and associated
clearances.

This location of the road may effect several transmission structures. They may need to be

A14.22 A
replaced with different structures if clearances above the new roadway is inadequate.

Al14-23 2) Pg. 3-116: Clearance above the road grade is a possible concern.  6-12 structures could be
effected and may need to be replaced with taller structures.
3) The reminder of the roadway does not appear to have any adverse effect on transmission
facilities.

‘| 4) This is the best alternative from an electrical power transmission standpoint. There
A14-24 ‘would be very minimal tower relocation outages compared to the other alternatives and
_minimized potential revenue losses. It would also be less effected by time of year for

construction.
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Response to Comment A14-19

All relocations, removals, and decommissioning of transmission lines will
be performed with direct oversight by WAPA. It is anticipated that these
activities will occur in advance of the road construction work in each area.
If necessary, road construction activities will be phased or restricted to
minimize disruptions to power delivery. Temporary backup lines may also
be installed as a precaution during times when threatening construction
activities are adjacent.

Response to Comment A14-20

The $198 million estimated cost for engineering and constructing the
preferred alternative includes approximately $1.65 million for relocation of
three to four power transmission towers. At this conceptual stage of
design, it is uncertain, but considered unlikely, that the Arizona-Nevada
Switchyard will require reconstruction. No loss of revenue cost is
anticipated (see response to Comment A14-19).

Response to Comments A14-21 through A14-24

FHWA has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative as the preferred
alternative on the basis of minimizing environmental impacts, engineering
and operational advantages, and lower construction cost. At the
conceptual design stage upon which the EIS build alternatives are based,
WAPA correctly observes (as shown in Figure 2-11) that the Gold Strike
Canyon Alternative would require construction in close proximity to
existing transmission structures and crossing under transmission lines (see
DEIS Section 3.11.2.3). Much of the discussion in response to

Comments A14-11 through A14-20, referring to the preferred alternative,
would also apply to the Gold Strike Canyon Alternative.

A4



“ATE:
[ _John Bridges, 11:35 AM 11/10/98, Comments on Hoover Bypass Draf ]

Return-Path: <BRIDGES@wapa.gov>

Date: Tue, 10 Nov 1998 11:35:23 -0700

From: John Bridges <BRIDGES@wapa.gov>

To: haussler@road.cflhd.gov

Subject: Comments on Hoover Bypass Draft EIS
Encoding: 48 Text

Below are my comments on the subject document. I did not have time to
review it

thoroughly, {(a result of my schedule and yours) but I do believe it is

—KﬂF1tmportant

A15-2

""Al5-3ltowers will be needed to construct any of the alternatives.

hat you get in touch with our engineers in Phoenix, AZ.

I hope this helps, if I can do more, let me know

J.M. Bridges (303)275-1712

Comments on Hoover Dam Bypass Project Draft EIS

J.M. Bridges, A3400, Western Area Power Administration, Golden, CO

A very brief review of the Environmental Consequences Chapter and
Cumulative
Impacts Chapter.

Construction Activities on Page 3-115-116 -- I would strongly urge you
to

contact Western's Assistant Regional Manager for Power System
|Maintenance in
Phoenix, AZ.
Environmental
Manager, Mr. John Holt 602/352-2592.
discussion on

these pages regarding the "relocation" and "removal" of electric
transmission

facilities that this action is either not well thought out or not well
understood. Removal and/or relocation of these facilities will
require a NEPA
ldocument for Western.
this

project, there may be some delay in your proposed action until we can
come up to

speed.

Mr. Bruce Berg, 602/352-2440, and Western's Regional

It is apparent from the

As we have not been asked to be a cooperatdr on

ithout a field check, I would guess that relocation of several
lattice steel

This will
require

outages on lines to customers that at certain times of the year cannot

[ Printed for Terry Haussler <haussler@road.cflhd.gov> 1]

RESPONSES TO GOVERNMENT AGENCY COMMENTS

Response to Comment A15-1

WAPA accepted FHWA's invitation to become a cooperating agency for the
Hoover Dam Bypass project by their letter dated November 27, 1998 (see
Appendix C). Since that time, FHWA has been working closely with
WAPA'’s Phoenix, Arizona, engineering staff to assess potential
transmission tower relocations for construction of the preferred bypass
alternative.

Response to Comment A15-2

See responses to Comment Letter A14 from WAPA. Section 3.11.2.2 of the
FEIS now includes discussion of impacts to electric transmission facilities
due to the relocation and/ or removal of such facilities for construction of
the preferred alternative. As part of the research of these impacts, WAPA'’s
staff has been contacted to discuss the location of and potential impacts to
the electrical transmission facilities. Based on several meetings with WAPA
engineering staff, it does not appear there would be indirect impacts from
tower relocations not covered in this EIS. A separate NEPA document will
not be required since WAPA has joined as a cooperating agency.

Response to Comment A15-3

Relocation of transmission towers for the preferred alternative is discussed
in the FEIS, Section 3.11.2.2. See response to Comment A14-19 regardmg
potential power outages.
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i ake

outages.

umulative Impacts Chapter -- There is no discussion here regarding
——Jthe impacts :
At5-4lof relocating electric transmission lines associated with construction

of
Jhighway bridges and tunnels.

[ Printed for Terry Haussler <hausslerfroad.cflhd.gov> 2 |
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Response to Comment A15-4

No cumulative or indirect impacts associated with the relocation of
electrical transmission facilities are anticipated. This is based on meetings
between FHWA and WAPA engineers since circulation of the DEIS.
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-1Jcamments on the Hoover Dam Bypass DEIS (September 1998) to be included

LAS VEGAS GROUP
P.O. Box 19777
Las Vegas, Nevada 89119

Bl

SIERRA CLUB

Tolyabe Chapter — Nevada and Eastern California
P.O. Box 8096, Reno, Nevada 89507

Sierra Club

LAS VEGAS GROUP
P.O. Box 19777

Las Vegas, Nv.89119
M, Terry Haussler (HPD-16)
Federal Highway Administration
555 2ang. Street, Room 259
Lakewoad, CO 80228

Nov. 4, 1998

Dear Mr. Haussler:
The Las Vegas Group, Toiyabe Chapter, Sierra Club, would like these
in the public record for the project.

We firmly believe the scope of this project, which is to relieve
congestion and reduce the threat of serious accidents at Hoover Dam, is
grossly inadequate. We disagree with the DEIS' statement that this
project can stand alone wit ut regard to adjacent US93 projects on the
Arizona side and through Boulder City on the Nevada side. It appears
clear to us that these adjacent projects are driven in large part by the

4proposed traffic improvements over ‘a bridge and that these projects,
i-2

though possibly incremental in time and extent, will as a result proceed

-2jto a level where the entire Kingman-to-Henderson (KH) segment of US 93

is improved to interstate freeway standards. All those concerned with
this, including the public, will by the present.limited scope of the
Joroject be’ inadequately forwarned of any unacceptable US93 KH
environmental, ocial and cost factors and their levels of mitigation
until after the construction of a bridge makes it impossible to change
course. The fact that different state and federal agencies may be
currently managing each of these projects or that each is financed from
a separate source does not alter these conclusions.

Cih the Arizona side of the dam, for instance, the environmental impacts
of a freeway through National Park Service (NPS) land and associated
bighorn sheep and desert tortoise habitats needs much discussion. How
will frontage roads or highway on/off ramps necessary to service
approximately six recreational access roads and trails within this 15
jmile segment of highway be designed and what will be the total impacts
of this highway complex? How will this segment's improvement add to the
cost of the entire US93 KH program? .

Jon the Nevada side of the dam, any of the bypass bridges will surely
result in Boulder City soon acquiring a freeway within its borders with
varying degrees of social and environmental impacts dependent on the

—=7-s|choice of routing. The city and its citizens need to know the effects of

this improved highway on noise, air pollution, flood control,
fragmentation of the city, visual elements and inducements to growth and
sprawl (prime concerms in Boulder City). The contribution of this
lsegment to total US93 KH program costs need to be analyzed.

To explore. enfoy, and protect the wild places of the eorth. . .

GREAT BASIN GROUP

P.0. Box 8096

Reno, Nevada 89507
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RESPONSES TO ORGANIZATIONS’ COMMENTS

Response to Comment B1-1

Comments received from circulation of the DEIS and public hearings are
included as part of the FEIS along with responses to these comments, which
become part of the public record for this project.

Response to Comment B1-2

As described in Chapter 1 of the EIS, the need for this project centers on
increasing roadway capacity at a bottleneck operating at LOS F, correcting
severe highway design and operational deficiencies concentrated within
approximately a 2-mile stretch of U.S. 93, alleviating a high accident rate
within a 1-mile segment of this same roadway that is over 3 times the State
of Nevada average, and relieving over 1,170 hours of daily travel-time
delay at this location. The only portion of U.S. 93 in the region with such
serious traffic problems is at the crossing of Hoover Dam — not through
Boulder City or on U.S. 93 to Kingman in Arizona. These traffic capacity
and safety problems, and the related adverse effects on dam operations and
the threat of a major hazardous material spill in the Lake Mead/Colorado
River water supply, exist today and are projected to substantially worsen
over the next 20 years. Thus, the proposed dam bypass in this section has
independent utility from other planned improvements along U.S. 93.

Improvements currently under construction by ADOT on SR 68 and in
planning by NDOT on U.S. 95 will result in a continuous four-lane divided
highway between Kingman and Henderson via Laughlin. However, this
improved highway will not be a fully access-controlled facility to interstate
freeway standards. Moreover, these improvements have been
programmed by the states based on present needs that do not include
rerouting all trucks from the Hoover Dam crossing, as envisioned in the
LBA. Without other improvements, such as pavement overlays for U.S. 95,
SR 163, and SR 68, a new 1-mile section of SR 163 and a runaway truck
ramp, and a new Colorado River Bridge, the programmed projects would
not likely accommodate the additional traffic demand projected with the
LBA.

As a result of the Purpose and Need evaluation in the EIS, the logical
termini for the proposed project are clearly definable as the 3.7-mile stretch
of U.S. 93 encompassing the narrow dam crossing and the steep switchback
approaches in Nevada and Arizona (see Section 2.8). The EPA commented
on the DEIS (see Comment A6) that “... the Purpose and Need statement
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The need to expand the scope of this project to include the entire US93
KH highway improvements of course required that the EIS include detailed
analysis of other feasible alternatives (besides a status quo analysis).
We believe the most logical of these is the one we have always
advocated, a KH bypass of Hoover Dam via AZ Rt 68/NV Rt 163/US95, the
DEIS' Laughlin-Bullhead City Alternative (LBA). This was given a cursory
analysis in Appendix B of the DEIS but needs considerable elaboration if
canparisons are to be valid. With a fair analysis of all relevant
factors for both KH routes, the LBA may well prove to be the route of

choice.

First of all, a more rational cost camparisan between the US93 KH
Alternative (93A) and the LBA can be obtained than that presented in the
DEIS, which campares LBA construction costs with that of the bridge

|segment alternatives only and concludes that they are in the same

ballpark. Comparing costs of the entire 93A and LBA will likely show
that the 93A would be very mich more costly to build.

those of the 93A, as included in the DEIS analysis, may be valid but
need to be cawpared with the impacts, favorable or not, envirommental
and econamic alike, potentially affecting cammunities along entire
routes. We understand that same or all camunities along the LBA favor
its selection. long term econamic considerations for these cammunities
(gains?) are as worthy of analysis as the long term econamics of a
longer LBAR are to the trucking industry or the private motorist
constituency (costs?). In any case, highways are to serve cammunities,

—B1-8

not the other way around.

The envirommental impacts mentioned earlier in this letter for 93A
highway improvements on the Arizona side of Hoover Dam would disappear.
While same continued improvements of traffic flow through Boulder City
on the Nevada side of the dam may necessitate improvements here in time,
a freeway and its impacts would be avoided. In fact, the selection of
the LBA should improve envirommental conditions on both sides of the dam
for at least same years to came.

Any one of the three bridge alternatives selected would occupy the
central segment of a 93A. The Goldstrike Alternative, well south of the
dam and the most costly to build, would not only impair the wild
character of narthern Black Canyon but also that of a scenic hiking
route down Goldstrike Canyon to popular hot springs near the river. The
Sugarloaf Altermative, however graceful a span, would campete with and
therefore degrade those otherwise incredible views fram either the dam
or visitor center. Such views are impartant for one to fully appreciate
the achievement in the construction of Hoover Dam. The Pruamontory Point
Alternative has least impact on one's views, whether up the lake fram

the dam or of the dam fram the lake surface, since the lake fills much

The increased inconvenience and longterm driving costs of the LBA over .
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outlined the issues very well ... containing the appropriate amount of supporting
documentation.”

Response to Comment B1-3

The Cumulative Impacts chapter in the FEIS (Chapter 5) has been
substantially rewritten in response to direction from EPA (see

Comment A6). It now includes more assessment of other programs and
projects affecting the area’s resources, including future U.S. 95 and U.S. 93
projects that are in the planning stages by NDOT and ADOT.

Response to Comment B1-4
See response to Comment B1-3.

In November 1999, NDOT began an environmental study for
improvements to the segment of U.S. 93 between the Wagonwheel
interchange and the Hacienda Hotel. In programming this project, NDOT
determined that the Boulder City/U.S. 93 Corridor is completely
independent from the Hoover Dam bypass in terms of its purpose and
need, as well as its potential social and environmental impacts. In
discussions with EPA concerning the cumulative impacts of the Hoover
Dam bypass, they concluded that the dam bypass does not result in direct,
indirect, or cumulative socioeconomic impacts related to Boulder City
(personal communication, Dave Carlson, EPA, February 11, 1999).

Traffic analysis conducted for the Hoover Dam Bypass indicates that, if
constructed on the proposed timeline, the new bridge crossing does not
generate additional traffic west of the dam. This is because there is not
currently a noteworthy volume of traffic utilizing an alternate route.

However, if the Hoover Dam Bypass were not constructed until 2027, the
project would result in a 24 percent increase in traffic west of the dam and
in Boulder City. This is because the gridlock at the dam will be so severe
that a substantial percentage of traffic would seek an alternate route simply
due to the extensive delays at the dam. Thus, if construction of the bypass
occurs in 2027, vehicles using an alternate route would return to the bypass,
resulting in an increase in traffic of approximately 24 percent (see
Appendix B).
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of the canyon and placidly laps high against the dam's upstream face. By
“H1-g camparison with any of these the LBA's additional low bridge across the

Colorado River near Laughlin would impose little more visual impact than
Ithe existing span connecting NV Rt 163 with AZ Rt 68.

‘|[we feel that a careful analysis of the impacts of a LBA on the

threatened desert tortoise in Eldorado Valley and Piute Valley would

show a positive effect, contrary to conclusions reached in the DEIS.

—Bi-jg|Mis would result fram both the more rigid control of traffic on a

freeway having limited access to adjacent tortoise habitat and the ease

f implementing tortoise fencing to essentially eliminate road kills.

horn sheep habitat would be little affected along the route of this
lternative.

reational access points to BIM and NPS lands on the west side of Lake

Mohave would be fewer and more spread out and thus less environmentally

.- . 4damaging than off of a 93A because most recreational vehicle trails and
111 rcads begin on NV Rts 164 or 165 or intersect power line corridor roads

that often are alligned nearly parallel to the route. These tend to -

serve as frontage roads for recreational access.

LBA would be far less visually obtrusive in the expansive valleys
I upied by US95 than would a freeway through the topographically
B1-1 fined and visually stunning NPS lands along the 93A. But the LBA
uld be scenically attractive for motorists in view of mountain

kdrops along its course.

Many of the envirommental factors mentioned provided the rationale for
handling Sec 4(f) lands in the US Dept of Transportation Act of 1966 (49
USC P 303), as quoted in the DEIS, P 2-7. It seems hard to reconcile
he relatively large acreage of the 4(f) lands actually impacted by a
93A and the requirement which “dictates that alternatives requiring
substantially less land subject to 4(f) protection be selected." There

are a mere 36 acres of 4(f) lands along the LBA and these are located
""" Bi-13jclose to the already disturbed southern boundary of Lake Mead NRA

to 73 acres for the bridge segments alone, depending on choice of
idge, and as yet undetermined much larger acreage along the 15-
mile segment within IMNRA. All of the LMNRA 4(f) lands impacted involve
major scenic and wildlife habitat segments. The scenic impacts due to
the 93A would extend far beyond the actual disturbed acreage, however,
[due to the degraded sense of wildness that would result for visitors to
surrounding IMNRA lands or the BIM's nearby Mt. Wilson Wilderness.

'The DEIS analysis attempts to show that goals of reduced accident hazard
and congestion on Hoover Dam .would not be fully met by simply directing
camercial truck traffic to a LBA since most motorists would opt for the
cross—dam US 93 route anyway and increased traffic with time would wipe
out the gains of a LBA. We do not believe this to be the case, provided
- ]save imaginative traffic control methods such as a toll for crossing the

B1v14]dam were incorporated. A visit to the dam without crossing it and thus
without incurring a toll would be readily possible for those motorists
who ‘want to return the way they had came (fram either north or south).
For dam visitors continuing through from north or south, a toll could be
avoided with madest inconvenience by a detour of about eleven miles from
the LBA at the US95/US93 junction in Boulder City to parking facilities
on the Nevada side of the dam. The relatively few motorists caming fram

-3 -

(IM®RA). By canwparison, acreage associated with the 93A ranges fram 50 -
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The severe congestion at the dam would also likely cause a reduction in
tourist traffic traveling through Boulder City to Hoover Dam and Lake
Mead, which could have an adverse economic impact on Boulder City
businesses. The new bridge crossing would improve the LOS west of the
dam from the current LOS E to LOS C in forecast year 2027, due to reduced
congestion (see EIS Appendix A).

Response to Comment B1-5

Additional analysis of the Laughlin-Bullhead City Alternative (LBA) was
included in the DEIS at the request of the Sierra Club (per their

February 3, 1998 letter, see Appendix C), and the Laughlin Town Advisory
Board. The resulting report, with updates since the DEIS, concludes that
over a 20-year period, additional user costs totaling $1.4 billion would
result from the extra 23 miles of travel required for the LBA (see

EIS Appendix B). These high operating costs are associated with
approximately 30 million auto trips and 24 million truck trips that would
be diverted an additional 23 miles over the 20-year period.

In addition to the extra 23 miles of distance, this route would have 17 more
miles of steep grades (greater than 3 percent) than the U.S. 93 route via
Hoover Dam, adversely affecting a projected 3,600 additional trucks per
day that are predicted to use the LBA route in year 2027. It may result in
proportionately higher traffic accident and fatality rates. It would have
substantial impacts to critical desert tortoise habitat (according to May 4,
1998, USFWS letter, Appendix C) and would spread traffic-related air
pollution over a larger area. The study also concluded that a substantial
amount of through traffic would continue to use the U.S. 93 route over
Hoover Dam. Thus, even with all trucks diverted through Laughlin, in less
than 20 years the road across the dam would again function at an
unacceptable LOS. This does not meet the purpose and need of the project.

Response to Comment B1-6
As discussed in the response to Comments B1-2 and B1-4, the Hoover Dam
bypass is an independent, stand-alone project with a unique purpose and
need relating to alleviating severe traffic safety and operations problems
only experienced in the dam crossing area. Thus, future highway
improvement projects on U.S. 93 between Henderson, Nevada, and
Kingman, Arizona, must be evaluated on their own merits, including
construction costs.
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the Nevada side wishing recreation or having other business on the
Arizona side of the dam or Lake Mead north of, say, a toll station
located between the Dolan Springs/Pearce Ferry turnoff and the Chloride
turnoff could be allowed to cross the dam toll free if they remained in
northwest Arizona for more than a prescribed number of hours befare
exiting the area through either the Arizona or Nevada-side toll
stations. Times of entry and exit would be on a toll ticket
received at the Nevada-side toll station. Similarly, traffic passing the
aforementioned toll station in Arizona fram the south could cross the
dam toll free with the requisite number of hours spent, for whatever
reason, south of the dam. Of course, motorists fram Kingman entering
Nevada for whatever reason and not seeking this pause between toll
stations would normally drive via the toll free LBA. People living off
lof US93 between the A2 toll station and the dam could be given permanent
free passage over the dam for whatever needs have in Nevada. These
arrangements would provide for all those unfairly inconvenienced by the
long drive via the LBA/Arizona US93 circuit that would be required to

ﬂtime. Other refinements or alternatives to this scenario may be
considered to the same end of encouraging travel via the LBA and thus
jreducing Hoover Dam traffic and congestion to acceptable limits. The
amount of the toll could be adjusted to achieve the desired goals.

hould be perfectly feasible to redirect the US93/NAFTA KH segment to
ollow the LBA with little overall impact on the efficiency and cost of
aveling major segments of the entire NAFTA route.

ﬁile we understand the designation of US93 as a NAFTA trade route, it

y of the points raised in this letter were also included in our
cooments during the scoping process. Same other points we have raised
that we believe were not addressed in the DEIS include: 1.) The relative
93A and LBA costs of bridge and highway maintenance over the long run

7 B14g

and possible vehicle costs if these are paid for through initiation of a
vehicle bridge toll, 2.) the relative time/distance risks for water
polluting accidents on the respective 93A and LBA bridge spans, and 3.)
the relative 93A and LBA project cowpletion time estimates and their
respective effects on the speed and the magnitude of relief fraom
congestion on the Boulder City and dam segments of US93.

In sumary, we wish to emphasize the main thrust of these camrents: The
bridge bypass project DOES NOT stand alone but drives the magnitude and
therefore the considerable cost, envirormental and social impacts of the
adjacent Arizona and Nevada segments of the US93 Kingman-to-Henderson
route. The total end point to end point costs and effects are what
should be analyzed in ocamparison with those of any reasonahle
alternatives. The LBA is the most reascnable alternative and a
canparison of the envirommental and econamic factors of the LBA and 93A
will likely show the LBA to be the preferred altermative. There are
likely no real obstacles to designating the LBA to serve the goals of a
jdam bypass and residual cross-dam traffic occuring subsequent to
jcompletion of the LBA can be regulated to achieve needed goals by use of

imaginative methods such as manipulating a cross-dam toll fee.

-4 -

avoid a toll that for same persons could be repetitive over a year's
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Response to Comment B1-7

The LBA might have economic benefits for communities along this route;
however, this is not part of the purpose and need for the Hoover Dam
bypass (see response to Comments B1-2 and B1-5). Furthermore, no
comments on the DEIS were received from communities along the LBA
supporting this alternative. In addition, any long-term economic gains
these communities might receive would be offset by long-term negative
community impacts from substantial additional truck and automobile
traffic (e.g., noise and air pollution).

Response to Comment B1-8
See response to Comments B1-3, B1-4, and B1-5.

Response to Comment B1-9
See response to Comments C3-1 and C3-7 pertaining to the Gold Strike
Canyon Alternative.

The EIS concludes that the new bridge on the Sugarloaf Mountain
alignment, the preferred alternative, would dramatically alter the view of
Black Canyon from the dam (Section 3.7.2.2). However, this view is already
disturbed by the numerous electrical transmission towers and lines
crossing the canyon immediately south of the dam (see EIS Figures 3-9 and
3-10). Depending on the bridge type selected, the impact on views from the
dam can be mitigated by coloring the concrete or painting the steel to blend
with the surrounding environment.

Response to Comment B1-10
See response to Comment B1-5.

Response to Comment B1-11
Improvements to U.S. 93 south of Hoover Dam in Arizona or to U.S. 95,

State Route (SR) 164, and SR 165 in Nevada, including provision of
recreational access points, are not related to or part of the proposed project.

Response to Comment B1-12
According to NPS, a new bridge between Laughlin and Bullhead City

would have a significant impact on Mohave County Park and, specifically,
Davis Camp, which is included in the LMNRA (Appendix B, Section 7.1).
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~ “Hijg]We believe the DEIS should be reissued for public camment reflecting -an
expanded scope and more camplete analyses of both the LBA and 93A.

We appreciate the work the Project Management Team has acocamplished on
this project even as we disagree with the DEIS on impartant points. We
are also appreciative of this opportunity to camment.

Sincerely,

Chairman, Hoover Dam
Bypass Camiittee

SCO/LAW2664.00C/003672584
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Response to Comment B1-13

None of the alternatives meeting the project purpose and need affect
substantially less land subject to Section 4(f) protection than the preferred
alternative. As discussed in response to comments B1-2 and B1-5, the LBA
was eliminated from consideration because it can be clearly shown to not
meet the project purpose and need and, therefore, is not a reasonable
alternative as defined in the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
regulations.

Response to Comment B1-14

NDOT and ADOT conducted a financial feasibility study to determine
viable funding sources for the Hoover Dam bypass (June 2000). The study
assessed toll crossings among other options (see response to

Comment C3-2). The scope of the study focused on the viability of tolling a
new bridge crossing near the dam, rather than on the dam itself.

Serious present and projected congestion levels and delay time experienced
for several miles near the dam would argue strongly against placing a toll
crossing on existing U.S. 93 over the dam (see response to Comment B1-2).

Furthermore, to charge a toll to promote drivers to use the Laughlin-
Bullhead City route would encourage people to drive a road with inferior
roadway geometrics (horizontal and vertical alignments) and reduced
travel speeds, consume more fuel, and generate more air pollution.
Additionally, instituting a toll at the dam to encourage travelers to use the
LBA would create a bureaucracy that may not generate enough revenue to
pay for itself. This would not be consistent with the mission of FHW A or
NDOT and ADOT, which is to enhance the operation and efficiency of the
transportation system in the U.S.

Response to Comment B1-15

One of the primary purposes of the project is to remove a major bottleneck
to interstate and international commerce and travel by reducing traffic
congestion and accidents in this segment of the major commercial route
between Phoenix and Las Vegas. A related purpose is to reduce travel time
in the vicinity of the dam (Section 1.5). As discussed in response to
comment B1-5, these goals cannot be met by the LBA.

Response to Comment B1-16
A Kingman, Arizona, to Henderson, Nevada, U.S. 93 Alternative would not
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| meet the identified purpose and need for the Hoover Dam bypass and is,

- ' therefore, not considered for comparative purposes (see also response to
. RlZONK : : Comment B1-6). However, concerning the comment about time/distance
P J/1OTGR_TRANSPORT ASSOCIATION risks for water polluting accidents on the respective bridges, more
] X = important factors influencing accident rates are roadway geometry
QoY (horizontal and vertical alignments), site distance, turning movements, and

roadway cross section. The Laughlin bridge requires steep grades on the
approaches and has two major adjacent signalized intersections.

Response to Comment B1-17

November 3, 1998 See combined responses to Comment Letter B1 above.
The Federal Highway Administration Response to Comment B1-18

555 Zang Street .

Room 289 : See combined responses to Comment Letter Bl above.

Lakewood, Colorado 80228
Attention: Terry Haussler

Attached is a copy of the Resolution passed by the Arizona Motor Transport

— gz |ssociation’s Executive Committee and Board of Directors on October 30™, 1998. Response to Comment B2-1

The attached Resolution passed by the Arizona Motor Transport

The resolution, 1 believe, is self-explanatory. Therefore, 1 would appreciate your

making it a part of the official public hearing record. Association’s Executive Committee and Board of Directors has been made
If you need additional information, or have any questions, please do not hesitate to part of the public record for the project.

contact me.

Sincerely,

ive Vice President

TS/mw

THE vOICE OF ‘
THE TAUCKRING |
INDUSTAY |
IN ARIZONA |

602-252-1559 2111 WEST McOOLWELL RORD  PHOEMIX, RRIZONR 85009
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ARIZONN

R TRANSPORT ASSOCIATION

RESOLUTION

HOOVER DAM BYPASS

WHEREAS US93 S THE MAIN HIGHWAY BETWEEN ARIZONA AND NEVADA AND IS A
TWO-LANE HIGHWAY WHICH CROSSES HOOVER DAM; AND

WHEREAS US93AS PRESENTLY LOCATED, CAN NOLONGERADEQUATELY HANDLE
THE 14,000 VEHICLES, INCLUDING AUTOMOBLLES, RECREATIONAL VEHICLES
AND COMMERCIAL VERICLES, WHICH CROSS HOOVER DAM EACH DAY,

DOUBLE THE VOLUME OF FIFTEEN YEARS AGO; AND

WHEREAS THIS SECTION OF HIGEWAY IS NARROW, WINDING AND STEEP,
INADEQUATE AND UNSAFE FOR THE CURRENT VOLUME OF TRAFFIC; AND

WHEREAS US 93 IS A SIGNIFICANT SEGMENT OF A MAJOR NORTH AMERICAN
FREE TRADE AGREEMENT (NAFTA) ROUTE BETWEEN MEXICO AND CANADA
AND A MAJOR COMMERCIAL ROUTE BETWEEN THE STATES OF
ARIZONA,NEVADA AND UTAH; AND

WHEREAS THERE IS NO OTHER ROUTE IN THE WESTERN UNITED STATES TRAT
CAN EFFICIENTLY AND SAFELY ACCOMMODATE THIS TRAFFIC; AND

WHEREAS AN ALTERNATE CROSSING OF THE HOOVERDAM HAS BEEN IN
THE PLANNING STAGES FOR MORE THAN THIRTY YEARS;

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED BY THE ARIZONA MOTOR
TRANSPORT ASSOCIATION THAT THE HOOVER DAM BYPASS PROJECT,
DESIGNED TO RESOLVE THE MOBILITY AND SAFETY PROBLEMS
ASSOCIATED WITH THE PRESENT LOCATION OF US 93, BE ADVANCED
AS A FEDERAL HIGH PRIORITY PROJECT, AND

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED BY THE ARIZONA MOTOR TRANSPORT
ASSOCIATION THAT THE HOOVER DAM BYPASS PROJECT IS
PRIMARILY A FEDERAL RESPONSIBILITY AND SHOULD NOT COMPETE
FOR FUNDING WITH OTHER STATE PROJECTS AND THAT THE FUTURE
COSTS TO COMPLETE THE PROJECT SHOULD COME FROM THE
“NATIONAL CORRIDOR AND DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM” AND THE
“FEDERAL LANDS HIGHWAY PROGRAM"” FUNDS.

ADOPTED THIS 30™ DAY OF OCTOBER, 1998,

RV RIS
£ SECRETA INCUSTAY

IN ARIZONA

602-252-7559 211 cOQUELL ROAC  PHOEMIX, ARIZONA 85009

SCO/LAW2664.00C/003672584
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NEVADA MOTOR TRANSPORT ASSOCIATION, INC.
TION)

(WON-PROFIT ORGANZA'

APPRIATED WITH

DAL & CARSRO
WANAGING GIREZTOR

B3-

P.0.BOX 31660, SPARKS, NV 60438 ® 2215 GREEN VISTA DR., SUITE 304, SPARKS, NV 83431 @ (762) 673-8111 @ FAX (702) 673-1700

October 15, 1998

Terry Haussler (HPD-16)
Project Management Team/Hoover Dam Bypass
Federal Highway Administration

Re:  Comments regarding Draft Environmental Impact Statement
on the Hoover Dam Bypass.

Good evening. For the record, my name is Georgi Cody and I am here tonight on
behalf of the Nevada Motor Transport Association, a statewide membership
organization representing the motor carrier industry in Nevada.

1 would like to begin by commending the Project Management Team for their
excellent Draft Environmental Impact Study. The DEIS provides a clear and
concise picture of the problems associated with the cusrent route over the Hoover
Dam. Problems, I might add, the trucking industry has long been aware of. US93 is
a major commercial route between Arizona, Nevada and Utah. It is also a
significant segment of a major NAFTA route between Mexico and Canada. The
trucking industry faces this narrow, winding, steep, congested section of US93 daily
and knows first-hand its dangers and potential for disaster.

We have carefully reviewed the information provided in the DEIS and agree with
the Team's conclusion that each of the three recommended Build Altematives —
Promontory Point, Sugarloaf Mountain, and Gold Strike Canyon are viable options.

——| The No Build Altemative is, in our estimation, not an alternative at all, Ignoring a

[\

problem of the magnitude of that which currently exists would be beyond merely
foolhardy or unwise - it would be courting disaster. The problems associated with
the current Hoover Dam crossing will not go away, they will only increase over
time.

We were glad to read in the DEIS that the Laughlin-Bullhead City option had been
studied and rejected as a Build Alternative. The trucking industry opposes this route

=] because of the high cost associated with diverting truck traffic 23 miles and

concerns over road safety. The DEIS rightly concludes this route does not address
the critical needs of the Hoover Dam Bypass Project. Simply put — it would
|provide a poor alternative, not a solution. '

173 E.RENOAVE., SUITE C-9, LAS VEGAS, NV 89110 ® (702) 202-8685 ® F AX (702) 2629068
E-MAIL ADDRESS: NVIRNS@AOLCOM © WEBSITE ADDRESS: WWW.NMTA.COM .

1
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Response to Comment B3-1
See response to Comments Al-1 and C3-2.

Response to Comment B3-2
The LBA does not meet the project’s purpose and need (see responses to

Comment B1).
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NEVADA MOTOR TRANSPORT ASSOCIATION, INC.
(MONLSHDFTY CROANZA TION)

Response to Comment B3-3

Based on the information contained in the DEIS, The Nevada Motor Transport . ofs . .

Association has concluded the Sugarloaf Mountain Altenative to be the most FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative,

attractive of the three Build Altematives. This decision is based on road geometrics, : e . : n
—g3a| o5t noise impacts, and other factors. We are, however, cognizant of the potential with the proposed nutlg.atlon meaSl}reS' as the pf'eferl:ed alternative .0 the

problems each of the alteratives presents to wildlife and cultural resources in the basis of minimizing environmental impacts, engineering and operatlonal

area. We await further details on the full impact of whichever of the Build : . .

Altematives is selected. We hope any adverse impacts may be avoided or | advantages, and lower construction cost. Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS

minimized. ' discusses the rationale for its selection.

US93, as currently located, can no longer adequately handle the 14,000 vehicles,
including automobiles, recreational vehicles and commercial vehicles which cross
the Hoover Dam each day. The Hoover Dam reached its traffic capacity seven years
ago. The route is congested, dangerous, and vulnerable to damage. It is time to
move ahead, to find solutions, and to work together to meet the challenges of
providing an alternative to the US93 Hoover Dam crossing.

ithscopy of he oOVER Dot EvAds REsoion adopied by he evada o Response to Comment B3-4

with a copy of the adopted by the Nevada Motor . .

~B5a Transport Association on October 5, 1998. This resolution has been sent to each The attaChed ReSOIlltIOI\ passed bY the N evada Motor Tl’anSPOI't
member of the Nevada Congressional Delegation and to Nevada’s Govemnor Bob Association has been made part Of t}le public record for t}le project.

Miller. The resolution supports the advancement of the Hoover Dam Bypass as a
Federal High Priority Project, with future costs coming from the National Corridor
Planning and Development Programs and the Federal Lands Highway Program.

I would like to thank you all for this opportunity to provide our comments to you
here tonight. I am happy to answer any questions you may have.

Respectfully Submitted,
Georgi Cody
Industry & Government Relations

B-9
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- - RESOLUTION
HOOVER DAM BYPASS

WHEREAS US 93 s the main highway between Arizona and Nevada and Is a two-lane
highway which crosses Hoover Dam, and

WHEREAS US 93 as presently located, can no longer adequately handle the 14,000
vehicles, including automabiles, recreational vehicles and commercial vehicles,
which cross Hoover Dam each day, double the volume of ftfteen years ago; and

WHEREAS this section of highway is narrow, winding and steep, inadequate and
unsafe for the current volume of traffic; and

WHEREAS US 93 is a significant segment of a major North American Free Trade
Agreement (NAFTA) route between Mexico and Canada and a major
commercial route between the states of Ariaona, Neveda and Utah; and

WHEREAS there Is no other route in the Westemn United States that can efficlently and
safely accommodate this traffic; and

WHEREAS an altemate crossing of the Hoover Dam has been in the planning stages
for more than thirty years;

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by The Nevada Motor Transpadrt Association
that the Hoover Dam Bypass Project, designed to resolve the mobility and
safety problems associated with the present location of US 93, be advanced as
a Federal High Priority Project; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by The Nevada Motor Transport Association that the
Hoover Dam Bypass Projectis primarily a Federal responsibility and should not
compete for funding with other state projects and that the future costs to
complete the project should come from the “National Corridor Planning and
Development Program® and the “Federal Lands Highway Program” funds.

Adopted this _S™_day of _October, 1998

A0 ECput

Daryl E. Capumo 4
Managing Director

B-10
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" B4-2

B4-1

B4

PAHRUMP PAIUTE TRIBE

January 6, 1999

Mr. Terry Haussler, Project Manager
Federal Highway Administration

555 Zang Street, Room 259
Lakewood, Colorado 80228

RE: Hoover Dam Bypass
Dear Mr. Haussler:

Today, I learned that you have made a definitive decision to select the proposed Sugarioaf
Alternative as the preferred route for the Hoover Dam Bypass Project. This decision concems me
and our tribal members greatly not to mention the numerous other Southem Paiutea tribes who
express similar discord. .

I regret thata decision was made to select the Sugarioaf Altemative and that the Federal Highway

Administration has ignored the cultural concerns of our elders. I believe that our elders have spoken

with great clarity about the importance of the cultural landscape and the adverse impacts to Sugarloaf
Mountain, as it is known as a "Healing Mountain" among the Souther Paiutes. No other cultural
landscape is known to exist that contains the vast amount of important cultural resources that are
needed by Indian doctors.

Your decision appears to be made before any consideration for the cultural landscape to be
nominated under Bulletin 30 Guidelines for Evahatting and Documenting Rural Historic Landscapes
as mandated under the National Historic Preservation Act. Nor was this important area considered
for nomination under Bulletin 38 Guidelines for Evaluating and Documenting Traditional Cultural
Properties of the same act Equally important is the disregasd for evaluating the impacts to our rights
of access to this sacred site as promulgated under Presidential Executive Order 13007, Access to
Sacred Sites.

Clearly, it appears that this decision was made in error and should be immediately reconsidered.
Based upon our earlier conversations, it was my understanding that you would make no seicction
until such time as all studies were complete and properly evaluated. I would urgeyou to review the
merits of our concermns before making any hasty decisions.

Righard W. AFfi0|
Tribal Chairman

" P.O. Box 1411 « Pahrump, Nevada 89041

SCO/LAW2664.D0C/003672584

RESPONSES TO ORGANIZATIONS' COMMENTS

Response to Comments B4-1 and B4-2

See the following FHWA Central Federal Lands Highway Division letters
(dated January 15, 1999, January 25, 1999, and February 22, 1999, from

Mr. Terry K. Haussler). The letter dated February 22, 1999, was specifically
in response to comment letter BS, dated January 12, 1999, from the Las
Vegas Paiute Tribe.
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RESPONSES TO ORGANIZATIONS' COMMENTS

e

Federal Lands
ekl Hny Ol ol CO 30228
. i .
Administration
JAN 15 1999
In Reply Refer To:
HPD-16
Mr. Earl Havatone
Tribal Chair
Hualapai Tribe
POBox 179

Peach Springs, AZ 86434
Dear Mr. Havatone:

Enclosed is your copy of the final ethnographic report for the Hoover Dam Bypass project. We
very much appreciate your participation in this important project.

During the coming months, we will compile and respond to the comments that we have received
on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. We will also use the information received during
the ethnographic interviews, following the guidelines in National Register Bulletin #38,

ideli i i jti jes. TheFinal
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) will be completed this summer and the Record of
Decision will follow shortly thereafter.

As you may have heard, the intesagency project team has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain
alignment as the preferred alternative based on technical considerations and public comments.
However, the final selection of an altenative (Promontory Point, Sugarloaf Mountain, Gold
Strike Canyon, or the No-Build) will not occur until the Record of Decision is issued this
summer.

If you have any questions or comments, feel fres to contact me at (303) 716-2116.
Sincerely yours,

/s/

Terry K. Haussler
Project Manager

Enclosure

cc (without enclosure): i

Mr. Jeff Bingham, CH2M HILL, PO Box 241325, Denver, CO 80224-9325

Dr. Richard Stofile, Burean of Applicd Research in Anthropology, Anthropology
Building 317 A, University of Arizona, Tucson, AZ 85721-0300

B-12
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RESPONSES TO ORGANIZATIONS' COMMENTS

SCO/LAW2664.00C/003672584

Qe

Depormmens Central Federal Land! §552a
},‘.Smm Highway Division * uma.s c':';" =
Fedaral
ametvemon !
JIAN 2 5 1001
In Reply Refer To:
HPD-16
Mr. Allen Gross
Hallock and Gross
517 W. University Dr.
Tempe, AZ 85281

Dear Mr. Gross:

I am enclosing a copy ofthe Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Hoover Dam
Bypass Project on U.S. 93. Based on our discussion and on my discussion with Gary Goforth,
Tribal Administrator, at Fort Mohave, it appears that this project is considerably north of where
Fort Mohave concerns may be. Although the formal comment period expired in November, we
still welcome your comments and concerns on behalf ofthe Fort Mohave Tribe.

We would appreciate receiving your written comments by February 26. Please contact me at
(303) 716-2t16 ifyou need additional information. .

Sincerely yours,

El

Terry K. Haussler, P.E.
Project Manager

Enclosure

cc (w/o enclosure):
Ms. Nora Helton, Chairperson, Fort Mohave Indian Tribe, 500 Merriman Avenue,
Needles, CA 92363
bc (w/o enclosure):
T. Haussler
JeffBingham, CH2M HILL, 3 Hutton Center Drive, Suite 200, Santa Ana, CA 92707
yc: reading file
THAUSSLER:jm:1/25/99:L\design\hoover\mohave.wpd
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RESPONSES TO ORGANIZATIONS' COMMENTS

!

e Vi O Catowocs, 00 80228
Federal Highway
Administration
JAN 2 5 1999
In Reply Refer To:
HPD-16

Mr. Steve Parker

Acting Environmental Director

Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community
10005 E. Osborne Road

Scottsdale, AZ 85256

Dear Mr. Parker:

Per our discussion, I am enclosing a copy o f'the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
and a copy of the Summary DEIS for the Hoover Dam Bypass Project on U.S. 93. Although the
official comment period expired in November, we still welcome your comments and concerns on
behalf of the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community.

We would appreciate receiving your written comments by February 26. Please contact me at
(303) 716-2116 ifyou need additional information.

\

Sincerely yours,

Is/

Terry K. Haussler, PE.
Project Manager

Enclosures

cc (w/o enclosures):
Mr. Ivan Makil, President, Pima-Maricopa Indian Tribal Council, 10005 E. Osborne Road,

Scottsdale, AZ 85256
be (w/o enclosures):

T. Haussler

Jeff Bingham, CH2MHILL, 3 Hutton Center Drive, Suite 200, Santa Ana, CA 92707
yc: reading file
THAUSSLER:jm:1/25/99:L\design\hoover\maricopa.wpd

B-14
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RESPONSES TO ORGANIZATIONS' COMMENTS

e <

CenralF edaraiLand 2a
i, S iyt
Federal Highway
Administration
JAN 25 1999
In Reply Refer To:
HPD-16

Ms. Pauline Owl

Cultural Commission

Fort Yuma Quechan Tribal Council
PO Box 282

Winterhaven, CA 92283

Dear Ms. Owl:

Per our discussion, I am enclosing a copy of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
for the Hoover Dam Bypass Project on U.S. 93. Although the official comment period has
expired, we still welcome your comments and concems.

We would appreciate receiving your written comments by February 26. Please contact me at
(303) 716-2116 if you need additional information.

Sincerely yours,

L lin

Terry K. Haussler, P.E.
Project Manager

Enclosure

cc (w/o enclosure):

Mr. Michael Jackson, President, Fort Yuma Quechan Tribal Council, PO Box 11352,

Yuma, AZ 85366-9352 )

be (w/o enclosure):

T. Haussler

Jeff Bingham, CH2M HILL, 3 Hutton Center Drive, Suite 200, Santa Ana, CA 92707
yc: reading file .
THAUSSLER:jm:1/25/99:L\design\hoover\quechan.wpd
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RESPONSES TO ORGANIZATIONS’ COMMENTS

Identical letter to:

Mr. Richard Amold
Tribal Chairman

The Pahrump Paiute Tribe
PO Box 3411

Pahrump, NV 89041

Mr. Phil Swane

Tribal Chair

The Moapa Paiute Tribe
PO Box340

Moapa, NV 89025

Ms. Geneal Anderson

Tribal Chair

The Paiute Indian Tribes of Utah
440 North Paiute Drive

Cedar City, UT 84720

Mr. Daniel Eddy

Tribal Chair

The Colorado River Indian Tribes
Rt. 1, Box23-B

Parker, AZ 85344

Ms. Vivienne-Caron Jake

Director of Eavironmental Program
The Kaibab Paiute Tribe

HC 65, Box 2

Pipe Springs, AZ 86022

Mr. Richard Amold
Executive Director

The Las Vegas Indian Center
2300 West Bonanza Road
Las Vegas, NV 89106

Ms. Vivian Clark

The Chemehuevi Tribe
PO Box 1976

Havasu Lake, CA 92363

Ms, Alfreda Mitre

Tribal Chair

The Las Vegas Paiute Tribe
# 1 Paiute

Las Vegas, NV 89106

yc: reading file
THAUSSLER:jm: 1/15/99:L:Design\Hoover\tribes.cov
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RESPONSES TO ORGANIZATIONS' COMMENTS

Qe

US.Department Central Federat Lands 655 2ang Street, Room 239
of Tronsporiation Highway Division Lakewood, CO 80228
Federol
mm;m
FEB 1 8 1999
In Reply Refer To:
HPD-16

Ms. Elda Butler

Cultural Resource Management
Fort Mohave Tribe

1909 Smokestack Drive
Needles, CA 92363

Dear Ms. Butler:

I enjoyed talking with you yesterday about the proposed Hoover Dam Bypass Project on U.S. 93.
As [ mentioned, the archeologists with the National Park Service, Western Areca Power
Administration, and the Bureau of Reclamation indicated that you are the primary cultural
contact for the Fort Mohave Tribe.

As we discussed, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) initially notified the Fort
Mohave Tribe about this project in a letter dated February 16, 1998. The letter was from
CH2M HILL, FHWA'’s consultant. The tribe did not respond and the ethnographic interviews
were conducted without participation from Fort Mohave. In late January of this year, I talked
with Gary Goforth, Tribal Administrator, and with your consulting firm, Hallock and Gross. A
oopy of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) was sent to Mr. Allen Gross on
January 25. We requested written comments/concems on behalf of the Fort Mohave Tribe by

February 26.

Now we are enclosing a copy of the DEIS for your review. Although you may not be able to
meet our February 26 deadline, please coordinate your comments with Hallock and Gross so that
all Fort Mohave comments are consolidated. We would appreciate your written comments by
March 12. After we receive your comments, we will determine whether additional meetings
and/or ethnographic interviews are required.

Thank you for your valuable time and effort on this important project. Please feel free to contact
me at (303) 716-2116 if you have any questions. ’

Sincerely yours,
w1

Terry K. Haussler, P.E.
Project Manager

Enclosure

SCO/LAW2664.D0C/003672584
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RESPONSES TO ORGANIZATIONS' COMMENTS

cc (w/o enclosure):
Mr. Allen Gross, Hallock and Gross, 517 W, University Dr., Tempe, AZ 85281
Ms. Nora Helton, Chairperson, Fort Mohave Indian Tribe, 500 Merriman Avenue,
Needles, CA 92363

be (w/o enclosure):
Mr. Jeff Bingham, CH2M HILL, 3 Hutton Center Drive, Suite 200, Santa Ana, CA 92707
T. Haussler- :

yc: reading file

TKHAUSSLER:jm:2/18/99:L\design\hoover\butler.wpd

B-18
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figllock /Gross inc

planning m land design m environment a tourlsm
602.967.4356 m fax602.967.2878 m halgros@amug.org

02.22.99

Terry K. Haussler, P.E., Project Manager
US Department of Transportation
Federal Highway Administration

Central Federal Lands Highway Division
555 Zang Street, Room 259

Lakewood, Colorado 80228

HPD-16: Hoover Dam Bypasa Project on US 93

Dear Mr. Haussler:

| have receivaed my copy of your letter to Mrs. Eida Butler, Fort Mojave Cultural
Resource Management. | will contact Mrs. Butler to asslist in combining the
Tribal comments and the Cuitural Resource Department commants into one
letter. Thank you for the extension to allow a complete review of the project.

Pleass teel free to call if we may help in any additional way. Mrs. Butler is
cerlainly the person who should lead the review and comment on the project.

Best regards,
Hallock/Gross, inc.

Eo& Mojave_Tribal Planners
."Gross, Preside

517 West University Drive m Tempe, Arizona 85281

SCO/LAW2664.00C/003672584
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RESPONSES TO ORGANIZATIONS’ COMMENTS

Las Vegas Paiute Tribe

Curtis Anderson
Tribal Chairman

January 12, 1999

Mr. Terry Haussler, Project Manager
FederalHighway Administration

555 Zang Street, Room 259
Lakewood, CO 80228

RE: Hoover Dam Bypass
Dear Mr. Haussler:

The Las Vegas Paiute Tribe has been informed that you have made a decision to select the
proposed Sugarloaf Altemative as the preferred route for the Hoover Dam Bypass Project. This
decision is of great concem to our tribe and other Southem Paiutes tribes.

We are disturbed that a decision was made to select the Sugarloaf Altemative and that the
Federal Highway Administration has not listened to the concems of our elders. Sugarlcaf
B5-1 | Mountain is known to contain numerous resources that are not found in other locations making it
eligible as a sacred site and Traditional Cultural Property. This area is known as a healing spot
that fells within a very important cultural landscape.

Your decision appears to be made without any consideration for the cullural landscape to be
nominated under Bulletin 30 Guidelines for Evalusting and Documenting Rural Histonc
Landscapes nor was consideration given lo nominating Sugarioaf Mountain as a Traditional
Cultural Property as defined under Bulletin 38 Guidelines for Evaluating and Documenting Cultural
B5-2 Properties of the National Historic Preservation Act Executive Order 13007 Access to Sacred
Sites requires federal agencies to meke provisions to allow access to areas such as the Sugarnoaf
Mountain area. We have not seen nor participated in any assessments evaluating the impacts to
‘our rights of access to this important sacred site.

n closing, | would urge you to reconsider this option and view the merits of our concerns before
making any hasty decisions.

it e

Curti§ Anderson
Tribal Chairman

Number One Paiute Drive ¢ Las Vegas, Nevada 89106-3261 ¢ (702) 386-3926 * Fax (702) 383-4019

9500-020-7+93

555 Zang Steet. Room 258

USDeparment Cenlral Federal Lands
of Tansporkavon Highway Division Lakewood, CO 80228
Federal Highway
Administration
FEB 22 1995
In Reply Refer To:
HPD-16
Mr. Curtis Anderson
Tribal Chair
The Las Vegas Paiute Tribe
#1 Paiute Drive
Las Vegas, NV 89106

Dear Mr. Anderson:

We have received your letter dated January 12, 1999, regarding our selection of a preferred
alternative on the Hoover Dam Bypass project. The Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative was
selected because it meets the purpose of the project, while minimizing environmental impacts.
Much of the corridor has already been disturbed with roads, transmission lines, and other Hoover
Dam appurtenances. .

We acknowlege your concemns with the Sugarloaf Mountain Altemative, as well as with the other
two “build” altemstives. The guidelines in NPS Bulletin 38, Guidelines for Evaluating and
Documenting Tradltional Cultural Properties, ate being followed to evaluate potential
Traditional Cultural Properties (TCP’s). Thetequirements in Executive Order 13007, Access fo
Sacred Sites, will also be met so that access to sacred areas is accommodated.

The Federal Highway Administration will initiate the Section 106 consultation process with the
State Historic Preservation Offices in Arizona and Nevada sometime within the next six weeks.
This consultation will include our eligibility recommendations for traditional cultural properties,
as well as for historic and prehistoric features. In the meantime, we are proceeding with the Final
EIS with Sugarloaf Mountain as the preferred altemnative. Please keep in mind that the final
decision will not be made until the Record of Decision is issued this fall.

We appreciate your comments and concems on this important project. If you have any questions
or concems, feel free to contact me at (303) 716-2116.

Sincerely yours,

: S

P
Terry K. Haussler
Project Manager

SCO/LAW2664.00C/003672584
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Las Vegas Indian Center, Inc.

“\\\ January 7, 1999

Mr. Terry Haussler, Project Manager
Federal Highway Ad inistration

555 Zang Street, Room 259
Lakewood, Colorado 80228

RE: Hoover Dam Bypass
Dear Mr. Haussler:

Our organiaation has been informed that a decision has been raade regarding the Hoover Dam Bypass
Project. It is our understanding that the proposed Sugarloaf Alternative has been selected as the
preferred route for the Hoover Dam Bypass Project. Our office represents over 15,000 American
Indians who have presented a unified voice through the Las Vegas Indian Center. It is the position
of our constituency that you have errored tremendously by roaking this designation.

The Las Vegas Indian Center has been actively involved in numerous cultural résources programs for
the past twenty years. I personally participated in the studies facilitated through the University of
Arizona-Tucson, The Sugarloaf Mountain area is considered to be a very spiritual place that was
unanimously confirmed by the various tribal elders. To consider this area as the preferred route,
would be a grave istake and be analogous to desecrating a holy place or similar shrine.

I monitoring this program, I am extre ely concemed about the disregard for the Indian opinions

expressed and the failure to nominate Sugarloaf Mountain as both a “Cultural Landscape™ and
Traditional Cultural Property" as provided in the National Historic Preservation Act.

I am hopeful that your decision to select the Sugarloaf Alternative is not based upon emroneous
information and most importantly in contrast with federal mandates. It is the position of the Las
Vegas Indian Center to request your careful deliberation on the complex issues before you. Any
impacts to this area will be considered a desecration of one of the few remaining sacred sites in our
area that is so highly revered.

Sincerely,

Don Cloquet, Member

Board of Directors
2=mprf/- Ctehamus @aot.com

2300 WEST BONANZA ROAD + LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89106 « (702) 647-5842 + FAX (702) 647.2647 @

SCO/LAW2664.00C/003672584

Response to Comments B6-1 and B6-2

RESPONSES TO ORGANIZATIONS' COMMENTS

See the FHWA Central Federal Lands Highway Division letter (dated
February 22, 1999, from Mr. Terry K. Haussler) in response to comment
letter B5, dated January 12, 1999, from the Las Vegas Paiute Tribe.
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COLORADO RIVER INDIAN TRIBES

Colorado River Indian Reservation

ROUTE 1 BOX 2)-B
PARKER, ARIZONA 85344
TELEPHONE (520) 669-9211

Jaguary 14, 1999
Mr. Terry Haussler, Project Manager
Federal Highway Administration
555, Zang Street, Roam 259
Lakewood, Colorado 80228

RE: Hoover Dam Bypass
Dear Mr. Haussler:

The Colorado River Indian Tribes has beea informed of a decisian that was made by the
Fedeml Highway A dministration on the propased project for the Hoover Dam Bypass. Of the
three altenative bridge construction gifes, the Sugadoaf Mountain altsnative was the FHA's
choice.

We feel this choice ia of concem as the area is impartar to the affiliated tribes involved in
the “American Indian Ptimogrephic Studies Regarding the Hoover Dam Bypasa Project”
--- | completad and documanted in May, 1998. Tribal experts farmiliar with cultural landscapes and
B7-1 mmhwmmwmmmmmdmmm
such as Sugarioef Mouninin, for posterity and for the eligibility of anination as a Traditional
Cultural Proparty (TCF) under the National Histaric Pressrvation Act. In the past, native people
_ ] have imhabited the whaole carridar of the Colarado River and are yet fimiliar with ancestral ties to
umﬂmmmmMmemlaommwwsmmum
B7-2 agencies to make provizions (o allow native people accensability to such aites and allow through

proper cansultation the pressrvation of such sites ttrough formal recommendatiana,
ethmogmaphical studies and assessments. Thess measures need to be carefully adhered to to assure

~~~~~ Therefore, we feel the Federal Highway Admimistration needs to reevaluate the decision for
the culturally sensitive Sugaricaf Mountain We request cantimied coasultation of this matter and
B7-3 aﬂbmmhmﬁbm&nhumm&nawmphm We look farward to

USDepariment Central Federal Lands 855 Zang Strest, Room 289
of Bansporation Highway Division Lakewood, CO 680228
Federal Mighway
Administration
FEB 2 2 1995
In Reply Refer To:
HPD-16
Mr. Daniel Eddy Jr.
Chairman
Colorado River Indian Tribes

Route 1, Box 23-B
Parker, AZ 85344

Dear Mr. Eddy:

We have received your letter dated January 14, 1999, regarding o ur selection of a preferred
alternative on the Hoover Dam Bypass project. The Sugaxloaf Mountain Altemative was
selected because it meets the purpose of the project, while minimizing environmental impacts.
Much of the corridor has already been disturbed with roads, transmission lines, and other Hoover
Dam appurtenances.

We acknowlege your concemns with the Sugarloaf Mountain Altemative, as well as with the other
two “build” alternatives. The guidelines in NPS Bulletin 38, Guidelines for Evaluating and
Documenting Traditional Cultural Properties, are being followed to evaluate potential
Traditional Cultural Properties (TCP’s). The requirements in Executive Order 13007, Access to
Sacred Sites, will also be met so that access to sacred areas is accommodated.

The Federal Highway Administration will initiate the Section 106 consultation process with the
State Historic Preservation Offices in Arizona and Nevada sometime within the next six weeks.
This consultation will include our eligibility recommendations for traditional cultural properties,
as well as for historic and prehistoric features. In the meantime, we are proceeding with the Final
EIS with Sugarloaf Mountain as the preferred altemative. Please keep in mind that the final
decision will not be made until the Record of Décision is issued this fall.

W e appreciate your comments and concems on this important project. 1fyou have any questions
or concemns, feel free to contact me at (303) 716-2116.

your comments. Sincerely yours,
Sincerely,
. /s/
Dln.inl Eddy Jr. Terry K. Haussler
Chairman Project Manager
B-2
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Enclosures

cc:  Rosie Pepito
National Park Service
Dr. Richard Stoffle
Bureau of Applied Research in Anthropology
Richard Arnold
Las Vegas Indian Center
James Garrison
Arizana State Histosic Preservatian Office

Ron James
Nevada State Histonic Prescrvation Office

SCO/LAW2684.00C/003672584
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Resolution Ne B-313-83

RESOLUTION
COLORADO RIVER TRIBAL COUNCIL

AResolullonto _Asser im_its sacred trust to respect and protect -
traditional lands. DI

8¢ It resolved by the Tribal Councll of the Colorado River Indian 'I'rll‘n‘l. in-cagular ‘meeting
A o sor T OQUISE mee!
bled April 9, 1983 -

" WHEREAS,  Indian nations have occupied ‘and exercised Stwardshfp'-pv'er.iha
lan:ds throughout the North American continent since time immemorial:
anc . .

WHEREAS,  the people of these Indian. nations have ‘always been aware of their -
unique and sacred relationship to these lands; and

WHEREAS, these lands and the relationship of the Indfan people to them
have been the princ‘lqﬂv material heritage and spiritual inspiration
of all American people; and

WHEREAS, nany of these lands have been ceded by Indian nations to the non-Indi|
peoples, while othar of these lands have been taken and-are no longer
considered to be owned by the Indian nations; and

WHEREAS, it is the sacred obligation of the Indian peoples to‘,pro\'ride
stewardship for their traditional lands; and

WHEREAS,  these lands from time-to-time are considared for use-as.)ocations
for power transmission lines, highways, gas pipelines:hazardous

wa:;e disposal sites, power plants and other similar-davelopments;

id ; :

‘ﬂu'eugolng.a lution wos on April 9, 1983 duly 'PP!C.'."‘}.:Y;G vote'of
8 for and 0 - ogainst, by the Tribol Council of the Colofdi River Indlan

Tribes, pursuont 1o outhority vested In it by S I'Y' . Artiele. VE.. icteu-Of the

Constitution and By lows of the Tribes. ratified by the Tribes on March 1, 1978-end.opproved by, the

Sacretary of the Interior on May 29. 1975, pursuant 10 Sectlon 18 of the Act of Jine 18, 1934, (48 Stat.”
- 984). This resolution is effective as of the date of its adoption.

)

COLO;!ADO RIVERTRIBAL COUNCIL

SCO/LAW2664.00C/003672584 B-24




RESQL
APagk. 9

PAGE"-2
HHEREAS,

NOW, THEREFS

-

some developments

developments has

0N NO. __R-33-83
9, 1983

and activities may-be consi sfentwit;lth
of our stewardship responsibilities, while the: ¢onstl uction/
in the past caused the damag'e‘lndvdes't?uct‘

religious and cultural values relative to the 1and; as well-a¥":the

fand itself; and

the protection an

_ heritage depends

American people,
Ind{an nations;

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that .
. easement over all off-reservation trud‘ltigr_m,g,,lwgs-j,fiqr_ thesp

of fulfilling their sacred trust with respect=toysuc A1andsy:
put not limited to, the right to preserve and pr
spiritual significance; .

governments

o er Organizations and agencies, whenever: .the:

d preiervntion of t ese lands ,which constituts .our
upon the Judicious, coordinated efforts of' the
governments _And commercial concerns-with the

BE [T FURTHER RESOLVED that the Tribes request the suppqr:i_.gf_’.‘-",i;he_gﬁf;ﬁ
f nEents . fangiy
BEfLions 0

ederal, state and l0cal gove

governments and organizations are {in accor Mt

responsibilities

8E IT FURTHER RESOLVED that
i

n their efforts
lands.

, to preserve our trid’it’lod_ﬂ-;hﬁ_d.‘s‘;‘

the Tribes wil1 aid ot er viibaligovernnaits:o.
to similarly preserve and prottctitha'lr'-t_!:,ahcy._ﬂ ona

1 not be deemed or construed to.be in deroga

right to property

to any of their

ownershi and - sovereignty that
traditional tribal lands.

otect areas o

RE, BE 1T RESOLVED that the Colorado River Indfan Tribes hereby .. ot
edicate themselves to the protection and preservation of thein. .~
traditional lands; . :
the Tribes hereby assert:and claim 2 rgsery;éﬁ-i-;t;,_‘.,,. :
a%gas;u
ng: i
1

Ad
24

g

SOrSs LRl

kY

B IT FURTHER AND FINALLY RESOLVED that the foregoing claim of reservedpaserier
shal tion of 8ifly" [

. gres
the Tribes’may
i

SCO/LAW2664.00C/003672584
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S .« .+ ' RESOLUTION G
e :otounomvumutcoungu' S e

AReselutlon to ake ;
areas of the Mohave and other Tribas

8¢ It resolved by the Tribal Council of the Colorado River Indion Tribes, in !nm'lmullng.

essembledon __December 7, 1979‘

v

support cultural area praservation for Native Americans;through
the following legislation existing: American. Indian ReVigicdus
*  Freedom Act, P.L. 95-341; National Environmental Policy.Acty .
" P.L. 91-190; Joint Resolution American Indian Religicus‘Freedom
S.J. Res. 102; An Act for.the preservation of'Amer{carantiquities,
. June 8, 1906 (34 Stat, 225}. Public Law No. 2093 Aréhuo]‘eg‘lcnl
—_— —— Resources Protection Act of 1979, P.L..96-95: and Californiz ‘legis-

H'HEliEAS. the present administrations of both Federal and Statijglterhimlit.

signed into law, September 29, 1976 and 'Ias‘lshtion to ‘protect the
Native American interest on Public Lands (Public Resources Code,
.Div. §, Chapter 1.75, as revised) and Arizona Antiquities Act of
;252 amendigg Title 41, -Chapter 4, Article 4, Arizona Ravised
atues, an . e .

NHEREAS, there are areas on and contfguous to the Colorado River Indfan
. Reservation extending to remote areas which are stil11 the ancestral
and traditiaral use areas.of the Mohave and Chemehuevi of ‘the
Colorado River Indian Tribes, and

ﬂl.o foregoing resolution wason December 7, 1979 ) ' duly approved by avets of

5 forand . gainst. by the Tribal Council of the Colorado River Indian
i tdﬁu.pdnucnnu hority vested in it-by Secti {r) Article__V] of the

«  Constitution ond By lows of the Tribes, ratitfed by the Tribes on March 1. 1975 end epproved by the
" Secretary of the Interior on Moy 29. 1975, pursuant 10 Section 16 of the Act of Jurie 18. 1934, (48 Stot.
. 984).This resolutlon is etfective as of the dote of its adeption. . s

. . :
0 L.t . . '
’ ‘ .

.

|- COLORADO RIVER TRIBAL COUNCIL

latfon establishing the Native ‘Amsrican Herftage Comuission, AB - 4239

-t
.
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) ._‘z, PR I T L LY . .
Aoder 7, 1979 '
S

;MERE.AS. these lands will continue to be the subject for i’urthu:
. development, use plans and/or preservation.

BE IT RESOLVED that the Mohave and other Tribes whose interests are

! - effected bé consulted immediately prior to and during any
discussions regarding the respective -Indian cultural concerns
involving the disposition of lands, ’

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that all final decisions peimittin
Indian cultural areas contain a written consent

’rg:n ;m_ of .
-the, re-

HD
e

spective Tribe or Tribes setting forth stipulations for the

project,

BE IT FINALLY RESOLVED that copies of this resolutions be sent to all
the President, Senator Kennedy, state Delegations, the Gover-
nors of Arizona and Californfa, Bureau of Indfan Affairs and °
its subagencies, southern California and Arizona Indian rpser-
vations, Bureau of Land Management, California Haritage Coamission,
Native American Museums Association, Public- Service Companies,
Papago Freeway Highway Commission, Natfonal Cangress of American
Indians, National Tribal Chairmen's Association and others.
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P ’ RESOLUTION
g ) COLCRADO RIVER TRIBAL COUNCIL
. State the positton o! ‘the Coloudo fiver. Indian Tribes regazdin:
‘A Resolution to . n:i.;ux;au SRSNRRARS. X ARhAN. sxadicional. Ianian. uaa..aECRS. 0N
¢ land 3

Be it vuolvad by the Tribal Council of the Colorado River Indian Tribes, in .regulor meeting

‘ossembled on Mazsh 16, .1979

WHEREAS,” there are Indian artifacts found on public land and other land
. . presently under federal juriadiction, and .
WHEREAS,” said laid s a traditignal use ares of the Tribés of' the’ Colorzdo-
Rivar Indian Reservation, end .
”-imw\s, artifacts found wera originally made, used, and owned by the
* ancestors of said Tribes, lnd

“WHEREAS, these artifacts were never nld or otherwise transferred !.n - -
: ownership, and R .

WHEREAS, some of thesc artifacts un}l the area’ from which they esme zay be
coasidered by the Tribes as sacred,

The foregoing resolution wos on viarsh. 16,0072 duly caproved by a vote of

.......... S £22 61 ceeers R sgsing:, o it Trizal’ Tauncll of the Celaroc... River Indicn:, |
Tnbes, pursuant to cuthority vested in it iy Seetion e AN Diceven Articlp cpntEicem.. of the |
Constitution (or By-Lews) of the Tribes, rotified by thl Tribes on :ﬁﬂ;'ﬂ-'i!ﬁ, and opproved

. ' by the Sacretery of the Interior on f.‘.:—.-:f 1371832, pursuant to Section 16 of the Act-of June
18, 1934, (48 Stot. 984). This resolution is effective os of the date of its adoption.

COLORADO RIVER TRIBAL COUNCIL

- Appraved: *

Super . .

SCO/LAW2664.00C/003672584 B-28

—




MARCH 16, 1979 ' . .
- PACE 2 , - ’ o
./’ .. .
uw, TUEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED chat interestad Tribes of the colondo m.:
udun Resorvation considor themsylves the vightful ovricEs of {thn
arcifacts acquired from traditional usa and sscred lrou. AR *
thase Tvives through the Teival Council wish to resetva tho riight .
to ulticataly detormine the disposition of both sites and u:!.!ne::
under eonude:ltton. 3 '
o . .
H . . i
“ . o Vet U ; - N trLte, r o te-t
\ .
- .
N a . ..- - . * . .
. . L .

SCO/LAW2664.00C/003672584

RESPONSES TO ORGANIZATIONS' COMMENTS

B-29



RESPONSES TO ORGANIZATIONS’ COMMENTS

Resolution No. ......B:M:.?.?'........"-

RESOLUTION

COLORADO RIVER TRIBAL COUNCIL

R State the positfon of the Colorado River Indian Tribes coneerning
4 Resolution ¢ ...um.-...',!c.vunmmc,..md...cs.ma...mn.n.um.r...md.axl.mm:.l’lmurmh
are traditional use areas by izcarested members of the Txibes of

d
Be 1t reolved by nf:‘ °nﬁ§’.:’|°égm‘-’cd‘%¥"eﬁ.18" oié'd}‘o!&i}"ﬁ.‘.ﬁ'én Tribes, in regulor meeting’
bled on ... Maxeh 16, 1979
WREREAS, duveloument or use of traditional lands both new and in the future

eay have impact on the Colorado River Indian Reservation and ica
people, and

WHEREAS, ctradizional. use araas and secred arees of the Tribes of the Colorado
River Indian Reservation are not all contained within the exterual
houndaries of the Colorado River Indian Reservation, and

WIEREAS, :raditfonal Indian lands undet consideration may also be sacred, and

WHERFAS, these sacred and :i-d!.clonal use areas hold continued importance to
tie Tribes and their descendents, end

WHEREAS, Yribal government is sovereign, aad

WUEREAS, cthe Congress of the United States in recognition of Tribal Sovereignty
&nd tradition through an Aet have established the righe :! Native
: Zng to practice thair igion (P.L. No. 95-34l1), end

Ths foregoing resclurion wee cn o Aar, G.:"l. lzwuls’; s duly opproved by @ vote of

...... Pereees B2 ONG oot agoinst, by the Tribal Cuncll of the Colorado River Indion

Tribes, pursucnt to authority vested in it by Section .....MLy)\..... Article ... Y. ..... of the

Censtitution icr By-Lows) of the Tr[l;g‘sl mm"mi”“ Tribes m“ﬁ&u'l&&;amﬂ approved

by the Secrera'v of tin Interior on Anlgust” 33 4 + Pursuont to Section 16 of the Act of June

18, 1934, (<8 Srot. $34). This resolution is effactive os of the date of its adoption, .

COLORACY) RIVER TRIBAL COUNCIL

Approveéd:

Superintendent
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DR ST P T M

/ RESQLUTION KO, R-16-79
7 wamcH 16, 19797
/ PAGE 2

WHUEREAS, thg State of California has established legislation to protéct the
Native Anorican interests on Public J.ands (Public Resourcas Code,
Pivision S, Chapter 1,75, as revised),

- NOW, THERLFORZ, BE IT RESOLVED that the Tribal Govermmant will seek to sacure
for Lty pcople the right of access and review of use end development
to detarmninc if such use is compatible with traditionsl usage.
Trihal Sovernment will not abrogata the. Indian peopla from these,
rights but will seek to perpetuate the traditional and sacred use
of traditioinal lands.
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(Kaibab Band of Paiute Indians

January 21, 1999

Mr. Terry Haussler, Project Manager
Federal Highway Administration

555 Zang Street, Room 259
Lakewood, Colorado 80228 .

Re: Hoover Dam Bypass

Dear Mr. Haussler:

The decision regarding the proposed Sugar Loaf Alternative for the Hoover Dam Bypass
Project is a decision of great concem for us of the Kaibab Paiute Tribe.

To begin, we look upon the Sugar Loaf Mountain as a sacred entity. An entity that should

not be impacted upon by traffic, people, noise, litter, and so forth. Additionally,

consideration for the site as a Traditional Cultural Property hasn't been given. It appears

B8-1 | that other considerations for following through the mandates of federal statutes, policy,
and regulations also are not being met. What agency assessments regarding this action has
been completed for meeting the National Historic Preservation Act, Executive Order
13007, and Bulletin 38 Guidelines?

It is very important that you reconsider the decision you are making in this regard. We
await your reply.

Sincerely,

CARMEN M. BRAD:!
Chairperson

CMB.v¢gj
cc: KPT Tribal Manager
So. Paiute Consortium File

Tribal Affairs Building
HC 65 Box 2 Phone (520)643-7245
Pipe Spring, Arizona 86022 Fax (520)643-7260

ot Highay Doion Cabewost, GO 30228
Federal Highway
Administration
FEB 2 3 1999
In Reply Refer To:
HPD-16

Ms. Carmen M. Bradley
Chairperson

Kaibab Band of Paiute Indians
HC 65, Box 2

Pipe Spring, AZ 86022

Dear Ms. Bradley:

Just yesterday I received your letter dated January 21, 1999, concerning the Hoover Dam Bypass
Project. I cannot explain the reason for the delay in my receiving the letter. If the delay occurred
at this end, I apologize for not responding earlier.

We acknowledge your concemns with the Sugarloaf Mountain Altemative. We are proceeding
with Sugarloaf Mountain as our preferred alternative because it meets the purpose of the project,
while minimizing environmental impacts. Much of the corridor has already been disturbed with
roads, transmission lines, and other Hoover Dam appurtenances.

The guidelines in NPS Bulletin 38, Guidelines for Evaluating and Documenting Traditional
Cultural Properties, are being followed to evaluate potential Traditional Cultural Properties
(TCP’s). The requirements in Executive Order 13007, Access fo Sacred Sites, will also be met so
that access to sacred areas is accommodated.

The Federal Highway Administration will initiate the Section 106 consultation process with the
State Historic Preservation Offices in Arizona and Nevada sometime within the next six weeks.
This consultation will include our eligibility recommendations for traditional cultural properties,
as well as for historic and prehistoric features. In the meantime, we are proceeding with the Final
EIS with Sugarloaf Mountain as the preferred altemative. Please keep in mind that the final
decision will not be made until the Record of Decision is issued this fall.

We appreciate your comments and concerns on this important project. If you have any questions
or concerns, feel free to contact me at (303) 716-2116.

Sincerely yours,
Terry K. Haussler
Project Manager

B-32
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February 10, 1999

Mr. Terry K. Haussler, P.E.

Project Manager - Hoover Dam Bypass
555 Zang Street, Room 259
Lakewood, Colorado 80228

Dear Mr. Haussler:

Thank you for the opportunity to meet bothyou and James Roller to discuss the proposed Hoover
Dam Bypass Project. I believe that our meeting was very productive and provided an opportunity
to further explain the Rapid Cultural Assessment that was conducted in collaboration with the
University of Arizona-Tucson.

I am pleased to leam of your commitment to working closely with the culturally affiliated tribes and
organizations in tbis effort. As you have no doubt now found out, the project is full of a host of
complex issues, especially those surrounding the Amersican Indian perspective. The Sugarloaf
Alternadive that has been designased as the prefeared alternative will significantly impact an extremely
== ~---- || senditive and significant site that has immense cultural implications. Based upon the discussions with
numerous tribal representatives, there appears to be adequate information to designate Sugarioaf
B9-1 | Mountain as both a eacred site and a Traditional Cultural Property (TCP), as defined in National

- | Register Bulletin No. 38. AsI shared with you during our recent meeting, Bulletin 38 establishes the
criteria for designation, of a TCP. These guidelines should not be interpreted as limiting the size of
area, but rather to identify a well defined unit that can be clearly substantiated.

~— | I am glad to leam that your office had made contact with the Fort Mojave Tribe in Needles,
Califomnia. It is my understanding that based upon the correspondence that you received, they chose
B9-2 | not to participate. Your efforts in this regard are commendable and should satisfactorily address any
future concerns that may erise. With respect to this letter, I would appreciate you sending me a copy
so that I can include it as part of our Hoover Dam Bypass Project files.

In closing, | wish to again express my gratitude for taking the time to meet and discuss some of the
cultural concerns surrounding this project. 1look forward to working closely with your office and
assisting in the development of acceptable mitigation measures.

S

Executive Director )
2300 WEST BONANZA ROAD « LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89106 + (702) 647-5842 + FAX (702) 647-2647

Las Vegas Indian Center, Inc.

&

Deparmrent Central Federni La Zang Street,
?mm Highway DNvision e LS::m?d. c'::"ngzz";" e
Pederad
Rmadaranon "
FEB 22 1999
In Reply Refer To:
HPD-16

Mr. Richard Amold
Executive Director

Las Vegas Indian Center, Inc.
2300 West Bonanza Road
Las Vegas, NV 89106

Dear Mr. Amold:

Thank you for meeting with Mr. Jim Rollerand myself in your office on February 9. It was
interesting to leamn more about the Las Vegas Indian Center, as well as some of the Native
American history along the Colorado River.

After our meeting, we received your letter dated February 10. In your letter, you referred to the
additional coordination that we have initiated with the Fort Mohave Tribe. Your understanding
was that they chose not to participate in the Hoover Dam Bypass studies. That is not necessarily
the case. We have sent them additional information and have requested their written comments.

We have also received your letter on behalf of the Pahrump Paiute Tribe, dated January 6, and
the letter from the Las Vegas Indian Center, dated January 7. These letters were regarding our
selection of the Sugarloaf Mountain Altemnative as the preferred altemnative in the Final EIS. The
selection of the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative was based on minimizing environmental
impacts, especially since the corridor has been previously disturbed with roads and transmission

Now that a preferred alternative has been identified, our office will initiate the Section 106
consultation process with the State Historic Preservation Offices in Arizona and Nevada. This
consultation will include our eligibility recommendations for traditional cultural properties
(TCP), as well as for historic and prehistoric features. The TCP analysis will use NPS Bulletin
38 as a guide. The requirements in Executive Order 13007, Access to Sucred Sites, will be met
so that access to sacred areas is accommodated.

SCO/LAW2664.D0C/003672564
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We are proceeding with the Final EIS with Sugarloaf Mountain as the preferred altemative.
Please keep in mind that the final decision will not be made until the Record of Decision is

issued this fall.
We appreciate your comments and concerns on this important project. Please feel free to contact -
me at (303) 716-2116.

Sincerely yours,

. s/
m

Terry K. Haussler, P.E.

Project Manager
be: T. Haussler

J. Bingham, CH2M HILL, 3 Hutton Center Drive, Suite 200, Santa Ana, CA 92707
yc: reading file .
TKHAUSSLER: jm:2/19/99:L\design\hoover\amold.wpd
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B10-2

American Indian Chamber of Commerce * 1404 Colorado Street
of Nevada T B10 Boulder City, NV 89005
(702) 2934051

17 February 1999

Terry Haussler, Project Director
Fedetal Hlﬂway Administration

d/CO 80228

of this letter is to express the that American Indian Chamber of C ¢ of
has regarding the proposed bridge across the Colarado River below Hoover Dam:

oppose the construction of roads or bridges on sacred Indian ground.

recommend ideration of the following altemative to building a bridge over the
ver: Allow only automobile traffic on Highway 93 between Boulder City and Kingman.
traffic between Boulder City and Kingman through Searchlight via Highway 95 and
Further, use a portion of the funds earmarked for the proposed bridge to widen
; eenlnmlmandﬂtghway%toum&mhnu possibly sjx Ianes,smuthu

hvoid construction 6n sacred Indian ground.
stop trucks from traveling over the Hoox

This study should invite public opinion and

Why wamn’t an altemative route stadied for cost~comparison?
. Was the cost of destruction of sacred: 1 land considered at all? :
. Was the cost of improving the roads er side of the Dam considered? .
. What other hidden costs, financial or not, arc a potential threat to Boulder Cny, Lake Mead
.. National Park and the Indian community?

e

Department Cantral Federal Lands 555 Zang Steel, Room 259
&s ! Highway Division Lakewood, CO 60228
Federol Highway

Administration

March 12, 1999 In Reply Refer To:

HPD-16

‘Mr. Larry Morales, President

American Indian Chamber of Commerce of Nevada
1404 Colorado Street
Boulder City, NV 89005

Dear Mr. Morales:

We have received your letter dated February 17, 1999, regarding our selection of a preferred alternative on
the Hoover Dam Bypass project. The Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative was selected because it meets the
purpose of the project, while minimizing environmental impacts. Much of the corridor has already been
disturbed with roads, transmission lines, and other Hoover Dam appurtenances.

Your letter addressed four specific concems. Following is a response to each:

1. Concerns with impacts to sacred Indian ground
The guidelines in NPS Bulletin 38, Guldelines for Evaluating and D g Traditional Cultural
Properties, are being followed to evaluate potential Traditional Cultural Pmpernea (TCP’s). The

mquuementl in Executive Order 13007, Accm to Sacred Sites, will also be met so that access to
sacred areas is accommodated.

2. Recommendation to require truckers to use the U.S. 95 and I-40 corridors

This alternative was considered and dismissed in Chapter 2 of the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS). Per your request, a copy of the DEIS is enclosed. A similar altemative, the
Laughlin-Bullhead City Altemative, was studied in more detail and dismissed for similar The
Laughlin-Bullhead City study is included in the DEIS as Appendix 2. These alternatives were
dismissed for two primary reasons:

¢ They do not meet a primary objective of the Hoover Dam Bypass Project, which is to remove
through traffic from Hoover Dam. Although trucks could be restricted from crossing at Hoover
Dam (if a reasonable alternative was available), vehicular through traffic would continue to use
the Hoover Dam crossing.

s The U.S. 93 route is 23 miles shorter than the Laughlin-Bullhead City route and 70 miles shorter
than the U.S. 95/1-40 route. The indirect costs associated with this additional distance are
enonmnous - approximately $770 million over a 20-year period for the Laughlin-Bullhead City
route alone. The indirect costs of the U.S. 95/1-40 route have not been computed, but would be
proportionately higher than the Laugblin-Bullhead City route. These indirect costs are based on
typical operating, vehicle, and maintenance costs - $0.32 per mile for cars and $1.00 per mile for
trucks. Also, there would be costs and impacts associated with the additional accidents that
would result and from the additional air pollution that would be generated because of the

SCO/LAW2664.00C/003672584
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additional distance. These costs have not been computed.

American Indian Chamber of Commerce 3. Understanding that BIA funds were used to conduct the bridge study

of Nevada

Therehave not been BIA funds used for any of the studies. The studies have been finded by the
Page Two Bureau of Reclamation, the FHWA, and the two state highway departments.

. ) 4. Recommend an addendum to the bridge study and additional public lnput
Please don’t take these concems lightly. We are aware that other groups have similar coacerns and hope ) . . . .
that you unde we all want what is best for all people. Additionally, we would appreciate if you A. Other altemat!ve routes have already been studied and were dropped from further consideration.
would send us the Environmeatal Impact Study and the related Hoover Dam Bypass updato letters. . B. The cost ofthe impacts to lands considered sacred by Native Americans has not been computed.
Respectfully submitted, This would be very difficult, if not impossible, to quantify.
. C. The cost of improving the roads adjacent to the Hoover Dam Bypass project has not been

% ol considered, since a new bridge crossing does not necessitate the improvement of these roads.
President D. We do not believe there are “hidden” costs or impacts associated with this project. Certainly there

Cc:  Richard Amold, Las Vegas Indian Center are indirect and cumulative impacts. These are addressed in Chapter 5 ofthe DEIS.

Fred Dexter, Sierra Club

Nevada Indian Environmental Coalition The Federnl Highway Administration will initiate the Section 106 consultation process with the State

Historic Preservation Offices in Arizona and Nevada within the next six weeks. This consultation will
include our eligibility recommendations for traditional cultural properties, as well as for historic and
prehistoric features. In the meantime, we are proceeding with the Final EIS with Sugarloaf Mountain as
the prefemed altemative. Please keep in mind that the final decision will not be made until the Record of
Decision is issued this fall.

Per your request, we are enclosing a copy of the five project newsletters thathave been slent outduringthe
last year and a half. You are also being added to our mailing list to receive copies of future newsletters. If
you have any additional questions or concems, feel free to contact me at (303) 716-2116.

Sincerely yours,

73/

Terry K. Haussler, P.E.
EIS Manager

Enclosures
be: T. Haussler

Mr. Jeff Bingham, CH2M HILL, 3 Hutton Center Drive, Suite 200, Santa Ana, CA 92707
THAUSSLER:3/12/99:L:Design\Hoover\tribesd.wpd
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Indian (;.I'ELnber ofVCommerce

B11

14 April 1999

Mr. Arthur E. Hamilton, P. E.
Program Manager, Federal Lands Highway
1404 Colorado Street U. S. Department of Transportation
Boulder City, NV 89003 |  Federal Highway Administration
400 Seventh StreetS. W.
Phone; (702) 293-4051 N
Fax: (702) 293.5851 W shington, D. C. 20590

Dear Mr. Hamilton:

This is in response to your letter dated 5 April 1999. Mr. Larry Morales recently resigned

as President of the American Indian Chamber of Commerce of Nevada to devote more
Boardof Directors time to assisting needy Indians with their legal difficulties. As the new President, [ want Response to Comment B11
S>> | to Uunk you for your expeditious reply-to Senator Bryan's request to review Mr. See the FHWA Central Federal Lands Highway Division letter (dated -
Morales’ letter, and to Mr. Terry Haussler, CFLHD, Denver for his earlier response to .
Larey Mamsies Mr. Morales® letter cxpressing concems about the Hoover Dam Bypass Project. It March 12, 1999, from Mr. Terry K. Haussler) in response to comment letter
Integrity Dod appears your agency has conducted a very thorough study an minimized adverse . .
e B‘!" impact to the environment and culture. 1am particularly pleased that you have consulted BlO, dated February 17, 1999, from the American Indian Chamber of
Kxﬁm } many tribes or tribal organizations and that you are continuing to do so in an effort to Commerce Of Neva da.

Arrowhesd Technologies, Inc. ;  §MiNimize construction on sacred Indian ground.

Kari Our Board of Directors has been briefed on the responses we received from you and Mr.
a Simecka Keen .. D . .
Haussler and is in agreement that this & a closed issue as far a8 we are concerned. Again,

Arrowbesd Technologla,Ine.
thank you for providing us the facts.
J“&mns: ) e
sTP ;:.:..::. Respectfully submitted, S

Dirsstor ;
Lois Greene - / .
BaakW:
- / 44/ 2 L

l.lﬂﬂ:‘fny Karll D. Simecka
Amerindisn President Y
Bﬂ%’n:' Cc:  TheHonorable Richard H.. Bryan
Arrowhesd Technologies United States Senate
o Terry Haussler, Project Director
Federal Highway Administration
Founding Members ’
P !
Small BEviiness Admirdsirotion
BakWest ol Nevods | ,
STP Davetopascat i

Arrowhesd Technologhes, Ine. |
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B12-1

B12-2

B12-4

B12-5

B12

April 26, 1999 Reference: HPD-16

Terry K. Haussler, P.E.

U.S. Dept. of Transportation
Federal Highway Administration
555 Zang Street, Room 259
Lakewood, CO 80228

Dear Mr. Haussler:

Thank you for the subject material regarding the Hoover Dam Bypass Proposal for
construction of an additional bridge over the Colorado River to allcviate the heavy vehicle
traffic flow and influx of tourist at the Dam. We appreciate the contact and solicitation for
tribal input from the AHAMAKAV CULTURAL SOCIETY

Of utmost concern regarding the project is the possible negative impact on future burial
sites. We are aware human remains and associated funérary objecis have been unearthed
at Willow Beach and nearby locations through archacological surveys, floodwaters,
excavations and probably also through some inadvertent discoveries.

The Mojave People of the lower Colorado River began their existence on earth in the
Black Canyon/Spirit Mountain locale -- where still is witnessed the caves, rock shelters,
petroglyphs, trails, and wherein lie the source of Mojave legends and songs. These
traditional lands extend to the present Blythe, CA area.

Although the Mojave has always cremated their dead, including associated funerary,
religious and ceremonial objects, there remains a deep concern for possible future
discoveries. Therefore, we strongly urge P.L. 106 compliance in addition to: a) Prohibiting

" photography for public use in any manner, b) Divulgence of burial sites, c) If tribal

permission allows analysis procedure of remains, that no destructive material be utilized in
the performance, d) Completion of the analysis in a timely manner, €) Retum of remains,
et al, to initial site for reinternment if area safe, f) Contact of proper affiliated tribe,
otherwise, for other arrangements.

An additional concem is for the endangered wildlife species in the project area; namely,
the tortoise and the eagle. What protection/preservation measures would be provided?
Might future removal to other sites be considered if necessary?

Irregardless of the route and bridge site selected by FHWA, Federal Highways
Administration, Traditional Cultural Properties would be affected to some degree.

)

US.Deportment Cenual Federal Lands 655 Zang Street, Room 258
of Tonsportation Highway Division Lakewood, CO 80228
Federal Highwo
Administralion Y
May 21, 1999 In Reply Refer To:
: HFL-16

Ms. Elda Butler

Director

AHAMAKAYV CULTURAL SOCIETY
P.O. Box 5990

Mohave Valley, AZ 86440

Dear Ms. Butler:

Thank you for your letter dated April 26, 1999, with your comments and concemns about the
Hoover Dam Bypass project. Your concerns are similar to those we heard from other tribes
during the ethnographic interviews last year.

Much of your letter was concerning the possibility of encountering burial sitcs during
construction. During our cultural resource surveys, we did not find any burial sites along any of
the proposed corridors. Because the terrain is very steep and rocky throughout most of the
project area, we do not anticipate encountering any sites during construction either; however, if
any are encountered, you can be assured that construction will be temporarily stopped in that
area, Appropriate procedures will be followed, including the notification of tribal
representatives.

During the biological surveys, no bald eagle roosting sitcs were found in the project area.
Additional surveys will be done prior to construction. If any perch sites or roosting sitcs are
found, consultation will be re-initiated with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. We are now
consulting with them to develop a mitigation plan to minimize impacts to the desert tortoisc.
Mitigation is likely to include measures such as having a qualified biologist on site during
construction and relocating any tortoises that are encountered during construction.

In late December 1998, after evaluating comments from the public, agencies, and other
organizations, we decided to proceed with the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative as the prefcrred
altemative. During our telephone conversation this week, you indicated that you prefer the
Promontory Point Alternative over the Sugarloaf Mountain Altemative. As we discussed, both
of these altematives have less environmental impacts than the Gold Strike Canyon Alternative.
Both alternatives are located less than 1/3 mile from the dam and both use corridors that are
already largely disturbed. Mostagencies and organizations prefer the Sugarloaf Mountain
Alternative because it has the least environmental impacts, the best roadway geometiy, and
because it would distract less from the views from the top of Hoover Dam. The Promontory
Point Alternative requires the longest bridge of the three “build” alternatives, bccause it spans
across Lake Mead. Even though we are proposing a “containment” system to capture any
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RESPONSES TO ORGANIZATIONS’ COMMENTS

Thank you. Please notify us of future undenakings which may be of concemn to the
Mojave.

Sincerely yours,

Elda Butler, Director

AHAMAKAV CULTURAL SOCIETY
P.O. Box 5990

Mohave Valley, AZ 86440

EB:ldo

cc: Mr. Allzn Gross, Hallock and Gross, 517 W. University Dr., Tempe, AZ 85281

bazardous material spills on the bridge, we have received several comments with concerns about
the possibility of contaminating Lake Mead - a major source of drinking water for southem
Nevada.

Even though we are proceeding with the Sugarloaf Mountaix; Altemative, a final decision will
not be made until the Record of Decision is issued next year. Our schedule is as follows:

July 1999 - Begin consultation with State Historic Preservation Office
Aug. 1999 - Begin additional tribal coordination

Dec. 1999 - Distribute Final EIS for comments

Jan. 2000 - Issue Record of Decision

Thanks again for taking the time to review the Draft EIS and to provide your comments to us.
We will be contacting you later this summer as we continue to coordinate with interested tribcs.
If you wish to discuss our selection of the Sugarloaf Mountain Altemative, or if you have any
other questions or comments, please feel free to contact me at (303) 716-2116 or Jim Roller,
Project Manager, at (303) 716-2009.

Sincerely yours,

Zoy A Aearnin

Terry K. Haussler, P.E.
EIS Manager

SCO/LAW2664.00C/003672584
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RESPONSES TO THE GENERAL PUBLIC'S COMMENTS

Response to Comment C1-1

FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative,
with the proposed mitigation measures, as the preferred alternative on the
basis of minimizing environmental impacts, engineering and operational
advantages, and lower construction cost. Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS
discusses the rationale for its selection.

Response to Comment C1-2
The author has been added to the permanent mailing list for the Hoover
Dam Bypass Project.

C1




RESPONSES TO THE GENERAL PUBLIC'S COMMENTS

[ BBBBERDINEQaocl.com, 09:42 PM 10/14/98, Dam Bypass

Return~Path: <BBBBERDINE@aol.com>
From: BBBBERDINE@aol.com

Date: Wed, 14 Oct 1998 21:42:02 EDT
To: haussler@road.cflhd.gov
Subject: Dam Bypass

Response to Comment C2-1

acoidene noeds to be bullt as scon as possible. The chance of an Before construction can begin, the FEIS and a ROD must be approved. In

Glosing down the highway increases with each passing truck over the ' doing so, public safety is a requirement that the U.S. 93 bypass and new
“Gaqphoutd not take any thought process at all to figure out that if this bridge must meet, as this is one of the screening criteria used in

o 33 Lot the visitors st the dan coud be put tn s very persiess | development of the preferred alternative (Chapter 2, Table 2-1). The EIS

Thank you, _ process will help ensure that the newly constructed crossing meets traffic

and pedestrian safety requirements and greatly reduces the numerous
accidents at the dam.

[ Printed for Terry Haussler <hausslerfroad.cflhd.gov> 1]
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Memorandum

To: Terry Haussler, Federal Highway Administration

From: Richard J. Bravo

Date: 10/25/98

Re: Hoover Dam Bypass draft Environmenlal impact Statement and Section 4(f)

Evaluation Dated 9/14/98

Se———mmmemsome e

Teny.

It was a pleasure lalking with you al the 10/14/98 public meeling in Boulder City. At thal
time, 1 had prepared a table of reasons to stop considering the Gold Strike Canyon
Alternative and | placed a copy In the suggestion box at that meeting. | have since revised,
and added to, that table and a copy of the new version, dated 10/25/98, is enclosed.

c.ﬁ”] My motive is clear: keep the highway and bridge away from Gold Strike Canyon.

There are afew other matters that did not seem to belong in the table and they follow.

1. About funding this project, | have long felt that the palitically powerful people
of Southem Califomia should be involved In getting Congress to find the
needed money. ItIs Southem Califomia that takes most of the power from
Hoover Dam and without the dam to regulate the Colorado River flow, the .
heavily farmed Imperial Valley could not exist. Should the No Build
Altemative win by default for lack of funding, the risk of a truck accident on or
near the dam would continue to be high. Such an accident could affect Ihe
dam’s power generating capability or, even worse, result In contaminating the
waters of Lake Mead and the Colorado River. Either of these catastrophes
would affect us all, but there are many, many more people in Southem
California than In Southem Nevada and Arizona. The FHWA projectteam
should take a lead role in explaining this situation and obtaining the full
support of the Califomia people (and especially their Congress-persons) In
making sure that this project Is adequately funded, and soon. Itis clearyin
their best Interests to do so.

Along thisline, you may recallthat some trucks carrying radioactive materials
arrived at the Nevada Test Site last year which were leaking hot material.
These trucks crossed Hoover Dam on their way to the NTS. | spend some
time as a volunteer at the Hoover Dam Visitor Center and there is almost no

SCO/LAW2665.00C/ 003672585
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RESPONSES TO THE GENERAL PUBLIC'S COMMENTS

Response to Comment C3-1

FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative
as the preferred alternative over the Gold Strike Canyon Alternative in
large part due to the severe environmental impacts associated with the

latter alternative.

Response to Comment C3-2

NDOT and ADOT conducted a financial feasibility study to determine
viable funding sources for the Hoover Dam bypass (June 2000). The study
assessed toll crossings and other financing options. The results of that
study are reflected in the FEIS for this project (see EIS, Section 2.9).

Assuming the project is funded, the preferred alternative resolves the
negative impacts associated with the No Build Alternative (e.g., the risk of
truck accidents on the dam crossing contaminating the waters of Lake
Mead and the Colorado River). Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS discusses the
rationale for selection of the preferred alternative.

See also response to Comment A10-2.

C-3




Best regards,

October 25, 1998

time when a large truck Is not on the dam. Just one human error Is all it
takes.

If you have any questions or would like to discuss any of this material, please call me or send a fax,
letter or e-mail transmission to me.

RESPONSES TO THE GENERAL PUBLIC'S COMMENTS

Response to Comment C3-3
See response to Comment C3-2.

There is some discussion on page ES-7 about the possibility of charging a
tolifor using the bridge. | have beentold by a formerBureau of Reclamation Response to Comment C3'4
senior manager that Arizona Is historically opposed to road or bridge tolls, . : il: :
and 50 am | The purpose of the bridge i not just to allow faster nerth-south The NDOT/ADOT financial feasibility study was released in June 2000 (see
C3-3 transit to help the NAFTA but to protect the Hoover Dam facllity. This :
protection benefits us all, not just the crossers of the bridge. Therefore, we, EIS Section 2.9).
the people ofthe United States, should all share in the cost ofthe project. It
would also be a mistake to discourage use of the new bridge by applying a Response to Comment C3_5
fee only to commercial vehicles.
p 5a- No date Is given for completion of the NDOT/ADOT *financing study" and for NPS’ I.I'l a _]e“er to F HWA.dated Novell.'lb?r 11' 1998’ Stated that t.hat .
the solicitation of public Input. Is there a schedule? organization would refrain from identifying a preferred alternative until all
it appears from page 3-62 and from my di ion with the National Park : 3 :
T Service representative at the 10/14/98 meeting that the NPS is strongly - EIS and related pl'OCESSES have been ﬁnahzed' However, they dld note that
s 0pposed o the Gotd Strike Canyon Altemative. That mekes a greal deal of more public hearing participants supported the Sugarloaf Mountain
A minor point, but | do not believe that the Lake Mead shoreline is 822 miles Altematlve than bOth the GOId Stnke and Promontory Pomt Altematlves
“Gaa long (page 3-36). | think that it Is closer to 540 miles long (about the same as 1
c38 the distance from me to you), but this Is an easy thing to check out. Comb]ned'

Response to Comment C3-6

According to NPS staff, the'Lake Mead shoreline length depends upon the
elevation of the lake itself. The figure the NPS uses most often is based on
the average lake elevation of 1,200 feet, resulting in a shoreline 714 miles

long. If shoreline for Lake Mohave is also included, the length is

N0

chard J. Bravo

approximately 953 miles long. The FEIS has been revised to include this

1573 Bermuda Dunes Drive updated information.

Boulder City, NV 89005-3649
Voice: 702/293-1580
Facsimile: 702/293-6655

E-mail: rbravo@anv.net
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THE REASONS TO DISCONTINUE CONSIDERATION OF THE GOLD STRIKE
CANYON ALTERNATIVE FOR THE HOOVER DAM BYPASS

A Targeted Review of the Hoover Dam Bypass Draft Environmental Impact

Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation Dated 9/14/98

Prepared by Richard J. Bravo

rbravo@anv.net
ITEM REFERENCE PAGE COMMENT
Project Cost ’ ES-2 The Gold Strike Canyon Alternative (GSCA) cost
ES-3 estimate is 5.4% higher than that for the
3-15 Promontory Point Altemative (PPA) and 8.6%
3-40 higher than the Sugaroaf Mountain Alternative
6-25 (SMA) estimate. The DEIS is not clear on
whether the GSCA cost includes the
recommended $1 million 5,170- or 7000-foot
(depending on the DEIS page) sound barriers
and whether the PPA estimate inciudes the extra
cost of the recommended accelerated bridge
building schedule.
Project Table 3-22 2-17 Although the GSCA construction requires as
Construc- 2-31 much as 6 years, all three altematives are
tion Period 2-32 planned for completion in 2007. GSCA is not
3-114 | likely to be completed before 2008. The Table
3-22 figures on page 3-114 do not seem to be
consistent with the 5 and 5-8 year figures used
elsewhere.
Noise Table ES-1 ES-4 Only the GSCA causes a substantial increase
Table 6-1 3-1 in operational noise level (more than 15dBA)
3-14 under FHWA, NDOT and ADOT noise abatement
441 polides. This noise level exceeds standards.
6-7
6-18
8-25
Habitat Table 3-13 3.27 GSCA disturbs 3.4 times as much previously

Previously undisturbed habitat as does PPA and 3.8 times

Undisturbed | - as much as does SMA.

Cliff Habitat Table 3-13 3-27 GSCA affects 3.0 times as much critical cliff
habitat as does PPA and 9.1 times as much as
does SMA. This GSCA cliff loss is mostly in an
isolated area and it creates a possible impact
on the mountain lion population, which does
occur with either PPA or SMA.

Biological Table ES-1 ES-4 The GSCA disturbs 18 times as much desert

Resources Table 3-13 3-27 wash habitat as does the PPA and 37 times as
much as does SMA.

Biological Table ES-1 ES-4 The GSCA causes the loss of 1.5% more

Resources Table 3-14 3-29 marginal desert tortoise habitat than does PPA
and 9.2% more than does SMA.

SCO/LAW2865.00C/ 003672565

RESPONSES TO THE GENERAL PUBLIC'S COMMENTS

Response to Comment C3-7

The author’s list of reasons for discontinuing consideration of the Gold
Strike Canyon Alternative is consistent with the analysis in this EIS and
with the rationale used in identifying the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative
as the preferred alternative. See Chapter 3 of the EIS for detailed
comparison and analysis of the impacts associated with the Gold Strike

Canyon Alternative.
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ITEM REFERENCE PAGE COMMENT
Biological Table ES-1 ES-4 The GSCA impacls 2.2 times as much desert
Resources Table 3-14 3-29 bighom sheep lambing habitat as does PPA and
Table 3-15 3-30 2.76 times as much as does SMA. At least

twice as many sheep water resources are
disrupted by GSCA as by either other altemative.
Biological Table ES-1 ES-4 There are also large numbers of Double-Crested
Resources Table 3-14 3-29 Cormorants and Great Blue Herons residing in
this area, particularly down river from the dam.
There are also Ospreys, Golden Eagles and a
wide variety of waterfowl in this area. These
species should be protected by the same
mitigation measures as are those listed in the

referenced tables.
General Table 3-13 3-27 The general quality of the habitat affected by
Habitat GSCA is much higherthan that affected by
Concerns either PPA or SMA.
Developed Table 3-18 3-60 The total developed acreage is 16% less for
Acreage GSCA than for PPA and 7% less than SMA.

This would seem to favor the GSCA, however the
quality of the GSCA acreage Is much higher (see

above).
Water Table ES-1 ES-4 GSCA has the greatest potential for
Resources construction impacts.
Visual 3-61 Gold Strike Canyon should be added to the list of
Character primary forms in the proposed project area.
Cultural Table ES-1 ES-5 Five historic features eligible for, or listed in, the
Resources NRHP are potentially impacted by GSCA versus
four for either PPA or SMA.
Section 4(f) Table ES-1 ES-5 1.46 times as much 4(f) land is impacted by
Table 6-1 6-7 GSCA asis by PPA. 1.22 times as much 4(f)
land is impacted by GSCA as is by SMA.
Comparison of Table 2-1 2-9 A careful analysis of the reasons for eliminating
Altematives 2-10 13 altematives from the DEIS shows that the
Considered GSCA meets less of the un-welighted

screening criteria than do 8 of the 13 that
were eliminated. The DEIS shows that GSCA
falls to minimize the use of Section 4(f) fends,
has a severe impact on an extensive arva of
pristine habitat, has a severe impact on wildiife
and has excessive costs. These are Screening
Criteria 2, 3, 4, and S, respectively. There were
good reasons to bring GSCA this far but there
are none to justify giving it any further
consideration.

Visual Table ES-1 ES-5 Only the GSCA would forever alter the view of
Resources 6-19 Gold Strike Canyon. There are no other geo-
thermally active canyons like Gold Strike below
the Grand Canyon. and maybe above it as well. 1
Recreation Table ES-1 ES-5 Only the GSCA would close the Gold Strike
Resources 6-19 Canyon hiking trail for -6 years. It would also
result in a bridge that, in itself, is not likely to be a
tourist attraction.
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ITEM

REFERENCE

PAGE

COMMENT

Cultural
Resources

Table ES-1

€S-5
3-42
348
3-49
3-68
Figure 2-
1"

3-88
3-90
6-17
6-19

Both PPA and SMA are claimed to have adverse
effects on the historical visual setiing of Hoover
Dam, while GSCA does not. There are no view
simulations for GSCA taken from Hoover Dam to
substantiate this claim. Using Figure 2-11 and
taking a line-of-sight down river from the
approximate location of the Visitor Center, it
looks like the west end of the riverbridge and
possibly a part ofthe access highway will, In fact,
be visible. The SHPO “suggestion” and “opinion”
on pages 3-49 and 3-50 are incorrect and the
GSCA wilt have some adverse effect on the
historical visual setting of Hoover Dam under
36 CFR 800.9.

The DEIS states that only the SMA visual Impact
can be mitigated by the use of suitable design
and materials. it seems obvlous that the PPA
visualimpact can be mitigated by ttie same
techniques that would be used for the SMA.

These visual effect opinions were given more
than five years ago and they should be critically
re-evaluated. Then or now, there is no way to
mitigate the visual effect that the GSCA would
have on Gold Sliike Canyon. Gold Strike
Canyon may not be a National Historic Landmark
but it Is certainly a unique resource that cannot
be replaced. Regardless ofthe altemative
selected, the new facilitles will be visible from at
least one viewpoint. It makes more sense to
keep the human-made structures grouped
together, by keeping the bridge close to the
dam, than it does to spread them over an
even broader area than they now impact

Fills In Waters
ofthe U.S.

Table 3-16

The required temporary and p t fills for
GSCA are much higher than for either PPA or

Roadway
Protiles

SMA.

Only 298% of the GSCA roadway has a grade
less than 3%, compared to 80 to 90% for PPA
and SMA. The GSCA road grade profile
displayed at the 10/14/88 public meeting in
Boulder City showed that roughly 50% (about
1.65 miles) of the GSCA highway approach is
ata 8% grade and about 16% Is at a 6.3%
grada. Compared to either PPA or SMA, these
grades will certainly be much more dangerous
downbill for heavy trucks and slower and more
expensive for them uphill. Steep roads are also
more difficult to build and they typically cause
increased erosion rates.

SCO/LAW2665.00C/ 003672585
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ITEM REFERENCE PAGE COMMENT
Bridge Figure 2-4 2-13 (est.) | GSCA requires the construction of 11
Requirements Figure 2-8 2-22 (est) | bridges, compared to 2 for PPA and 3 for SMA.
Figure 2-11 2-34 (est.) | There appear to be some pagination problems In
this section ofthe DEIS.
Water Quality 3.37 Because of the steep slopes Involved, GSCA is
3-38 feit to have the greatest potential for
impacting live water quality from erosion both
during construction and under operational
conditions.
Archeological 3-50 Both the PPA and SMA APEs have two
Sites 4-2 archeological sites, the GSCA APE has none.
Unavoidable adverse impacts will occur at these
sites.
Cultural Table ES-3 ES-10 | There are five historic featunis endangered by
Resource the construction of the GSCA, and four each
Effects, for PPA and SMA. Some mitigation of this
Mitigation danger, other than SHPO consuftation, needs to
Measures be implemented.
Air Quality Table ES-3 ES-8 It would seem likely that adherence to Mojave
Effects, County dust abatement permit restrictions and
Mitigation Arizona requirements would also be required.
Measures
Land Table ES-3 ES-8 Only GSCA requires the installation of a 10-
Use/section ES-11 foot high noise barrier to even approach
4(f) Effects, 3-15 compliance with federal and state noise
Mitigation 6-25 abatement policies. The barrier Is either 5,170
Measures feet long (page 6-25) or 7,000 feet long (page
ES-8). Itis not clear whether the estimated
$1,048,000 cost of this barrier Is included in the
$215 million cost estimate for GSCA.
Visual Table ES-3 ES-11 From page 6-19, "...the natural views and rugged
Resource 6-19 appeal of this pristine canyon setling would be
Effects, permanently replaced with concrete columns and
Mitigation rhead bridges crl ing the canyon for
Measures most of its length. This condition would
substantially diminish the utility of this natural trait
access to the river.” No colofing of concrete or
steel Wil allovs the highway to blend in with the
natural scenic beatty of Gold Strike Canyon.
- T0/Z5/96/RIB

c8
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Boulder City, Nevada
November 7, 1998

Mr. Terry Haussler (HPD-16)

Federal Highway Administration
555 Zaog Street, Room 259

Lakewood CO 80228

Dear Mr. Haussler:

This letter presents my comments to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the

I recognize the need for the removal of the commercial and transient traffic over Hoover
e [Dam and strongly support a replacement bridge crossing over the Colorado River. Iam
Ca very disappointed that the DEIS did not address a crossing in the vicinity of Willow Beach
equally with the other alternatives. I consider this omission a fatal flaw in the document.

The purported rationale that the 4(f) prohibitions administratively eliminated the Willow
__ _|Beach altemative flies in the face of the admission that the other alternatives do have 4(f)
Ca-2limpacts. Do high fills and severe cutsinto the craggy mountainous canyoas in the vicinity
of Hoover Dam exhibit less esthetic impact than a roadway across a desert terrain that
xtends almost endlessly?

The statement that the proposed alternatives are less expensive is unsupported, but the
~Ga. illow Beach route is acknowledged to be two to three miles shorter. Two or three miles

can amount to a significant savings in time, and reduced maintenance costs and emission

pollution, given the stated traffic expectations over the route.

The document makes many unsupported subjective statements which should be backed up,

but which I will not address for the sake of brevity.

C4-4 [demonstrate that it is not viable, but it should be presented in the EIS for the benefit of the

. llt may well be that an equal analysis of the Willow Beach altemative will clearly
decision makers on the final altemative.

proposed highway replacement and bridge crossing of the Colorado River at Hoover Dam.

SCOMLAW2665.00C/ 003672585

RESPONSES TO THE GENERAL PUBLIC'S COMMENTS

Response to Comment C4-1

The Willow Beach Alternative is addressed in the DEIS in the Executive
Summary (Areas of Controversy) and Section 2.5 and was analyzed in
previous documents, as discussed in Section 1.3. Analysis conducted as far
back as 1966 showed that the downstream crossing near Willow Beach was
not considered economically justified because of higher costs related to
construction of about 19 miles of new roadways and bridges. As discussed
in Section 2.5 and Table 2-1, the Willow Beach Alternative has been
eliminated from further consideration for the following reasons: (1) the
Willow Beach crossing would affect the most Section 4(f) lands of any
alternative; (2) it would pass through extensive pristine habitat; (3) it would
impact known peregrine falcon breeding areas, bighorn sheep habitat and
movement corridors, and desert tortoise habitat; (4) the cost of constructing
this alternative would be higher because longer sections of new highway
and bridges would be required; and (5) it would result in operating and
maintaining extensive lengths of duplicate highway routes.

Response to Comment C4-2

Section 4(f) requires that the selected alternative must be a feasible and
prudent alternative with the least harm on Section 4(f) resources (as
discussed in Sections 2.5 and 6.6 of the EIS); hence, this was a major reason
for elimination of Willow Beach and other alignments affecting
substantially greater Section 4(f) acreage.

Additionally, construction through 3.3 miles of mountainous terrain
adjacent to Hoover Dam compared to 22.3 miles of open desert is not an
issue of esthetic impact, but rather of wildlife impact. Constructing a new
19-mile roadway across desert terrain, rather than near the dam, would
substantially impact known peregrine falcon breeding areas, bighorn sheep
habitat and movement corridors, desert tortoise habitat, and other wildlife.

Response to Comment C4-3

In a 1994 study, NDOT determined that the Willow Beach Alternative
would cost approximately $100 million more to construct than the
Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative (U.S. 93 Colorado River Crossing Corridor
Study, 1994). For an equitable comparison with the Willow Beach
Alternative, NDOT added the costs of a Boulder City Corridor project and a

C-9



he last significant issue that bothers me is the format of the “public meeting”. I believe
that the expectation in the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act was that
public meetings would allow the interested public to openty express their views before an
C4-5 Jassembly of other interested peaple, and that this sharing of ideas would produce a clear
demonstration of the various views of the public. The format used in this instance
precluded any public discussion. It may remain to be seen if the format you chose will
meet the requirements of NEPA.

I do not expect an individual response to this letter unless there is some way that you feel
that I can assist in the fulfillment of this project which, as I said, I heartily endorse. 1

Ca.g [Would much rather your time be used in clearing up the issues stated above which I fed -
are severe. Ido expect to see some general publication demonstrating how you addressed
the issues from all the commenters on the DEIS, especially following the format of the
public meeting.

Very truly yours,

Robert C. Brose

1426 Bronco Road
Boulder City, NV 89005
(702) 293-0594

email: broses@aol.com

SCO/LAW2665.00C/ 003672585

RESPONSES TO THE GENERAL PUBLIC'S COMMENTS

two-lane widening of Arizona U.S. 93 (in the LMNRA) in the total estimate
to construct the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative.

It is acknowledged that the Willow Beach Alternative would have the
advantage of lower operating costs over a 20-year period compared to the
preferred alternative, since it is a shorter route. Although, the fact that

10 miles out of the 19-mile total length of Willow Beach have a 5 percent or
steeper grade may negate any benefits of the shorter distance. Hence, the
construction cost advantage of staying in the existing U.S. 93 corridor may
be negated by the user cost savings of the shorter route. However, the
substantially greater Section 4(f) impacts of the Willow Beach Alternative
require selection of a reasonable harm-minimizing alternative, which is
accomplished with the Sugarloaf Mountain route.

Response to Comment C4-4

The Willow Beach alternative was presented and analyzed in the DEIS and
eliminated from further detailed consideration, as discussed in response to
Comment C4-2. It was equally analyzed, along with 16 build and traffic
systems management (TSM) alternatives, under a consistent set of

9 screening criteria described in Section 2.5.

Response to Comment C4-5

NEPA requires that a lead agency make diligent efforts to involve the
public in preparing an EIS. The agency must provide public notice of
NEPA-related hearings, public meetings, and the availability of
environmental documents to inform interested persons and agencies.
Public hearings were held for this project in accordance with NEPA
regulations (40 CFR 1506). The regulations do not dictate the format of the
hearing. The purpose is to gather public input regarding the proposed
project and its alternatives. The purpose is not to hold a public debate or
discussion. The public was provided with ample opportunities to record
their comments via a court reporter and comment sheets and to have their
questions answered by project management and technical staff.

Response to Comment C4-6
The FEIS for this project responds to all the public and agency comments
received on the DEIS and at the public hearings. A copy of the FEIS was
provided to the commenter.
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THE HEARTBEAT
OF QUARTZSITE

FM 16031 Camel Drive. P.O. Box 1 BEAUTIFUL MUSIC
Quantzsite. Arizona 85346
|-520 (567 927-5111 )
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION ‘9513 77&;

555 ZANG ST. room 259
LAKEWOOD, CO. 80228 N 1998

Attn. Terry Haussler ( HPD-16 )

Dear Mr. Haussler,

As a former BLM Advisory Committee Member, I am submitting this

letter as a public comment on the Hoover Dam bypass Project.

After studying the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, I would

. T.“CS-? Suggest the # 2 Sugarloaf Mountain as the preferred Alternative

Bypass at Hoover Dam.

Sincerely, Buck Burdette M W

SCO/LAW2665.D0C/ 003872585

Response to Comment C5-1
See response to Comment C1-1.
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Cc-1



RESPONSES TO THE GENERAL PUBLIC'S COMMENTS

c6

[ Betty Byford, 08:46 PM 10/8/98 , HOOVER DAM BYPASS ]

Return-Path: <jake@kingman.com>

From: "Betty Byford" <jake@kingman.com>

To: <haussler@road.cflhd.gov>

Subject: HOOVER DAM BYPASS

Date: Thu, 8 Oct 1998 20:46:34 -0700
X-Msmail-Priority: Normal

X~Mimeole: Produced By Microsoft MimeOLE V4.72.2106.4

______ I FEEL THAT THE SUGARLOAF ALTERNATIVE WOULD BE THE BEST WAY Response to Comment C6-1
C64|TO GO. IT'S THE CHEAPEST AND A MORE DIRECT ROUTE AND THE VIEW See response to Comments A12-2 and C1-1.
OF THE DAM WOULD BE OUTSTANDING. .
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<META content='"MSHTML 4.72.2106.6"' name=GENERATOR>

</HEAD>

<BODY bgColor=#ffffff>

<DIV><FONT color=#000000 size=2>1 FEEL THAT THE SUGARLOAF ALTERNATIVE
WOULD BE

THE BEST WAY</FONT></DIV>

<DIV><FONT size=2>TO GO. IT'S THE CHEAPEST AND A MORE DIRECT
ROUTE&nbsp; AND

</FONT><FONT size=2>THE VIEW</FONT></DIV>

<DIV><FONT size=2>OF THE DAM WOULD BE
OUTSTANDING.</FONT></DIV></BODY></HTML>

[ Printed for Terry Haussler <haussier@road.cflhd.gov> 1 ]
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c7
10-27.98
Ty Haussler GregCampbell
8784518 (Tues-Wed)
702-208-6016

tsent thus ketter out to kocal newspapers to gather support for closing Hoover Dam to trucks ona temporary
basis. | am requesting that you include these responses from concemed citizens in the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement. | realize that the Laughlin route is not a perfect solution, but it will work on a temporary
basis. Please do not underestimate the public suppont for detouring the trucks through Laughlin, It could
be a very coslly public relations 1nistake that could be embarrassing to you and your department. These

l cidzens will b more organized in their efforts to be heard It would be in your best interests
= ; g:‘ir]r:ake every &ffort to use the Laughlin route on a temporary basis unril the Hoover Dam Bypass bridge is

o)

In the past. you have been very negatve towards Laughlin. The CBS television show =60 Minutes™ is
currently gathering mtonnation te de u storv on the Hoover Dam Bypass. [t vou were te support the
temporury Laughlin route, it would make you look like a common sense problem solver, and st the same
ume you could sihow them the pressing nzed to get the trucks off the dam. This could go a long way in
gathening public suppoit in speeding up this whols project.

Good luek to you in vour difficudt decisions that lie ahead

Sincerely,

P

. . ’
. S /. e
- - /
/ !-/ //‘{} -
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RESPONSES TO THE GENERAL PUBLIC'S COMMENTS

Response to Comment C7-1
See response to Comment C7-12.

Response to Comment C7-2

Analysis conducted in Appendix B of the DEIS was undertaken because the
PMT was requested to do so through the public outreach process and by
the Laughlin Town Advisory Board. This analysis concludes that the LBA
does not meet the purpose and need of the Hoover Dam Bypass Project.
Additionally, the traffic analysis shows that even with the implementation
of the LBA, traffic congestion at Hoover Dam would continue at
unacceptable levels. In failing to improve the level of service, the LBA does
nothing to address the critical needs of the Hoover Dam Bypass Project:
correcting inadequate roadway capacity in the vicinity of the dam and
reducing the potential for accidents or interference in dam operation. The
additional 23 miles in travel distance would increase, rather than decrease,
travel times. The extra distance would also lead to an increase in traffic
accidents in this major commercial traffic corridor.

For specific details on the elimination of this alternative, see response to
Comment Letter B1, EIS Chapters 1 and 2, and Appendix B.
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HOOVER DAM BYPASS

[ am aying tc svive the problem vl those trucks crossing Hoover Dain. | am workang on a plan to detour
these 15.000 rucks through Laughtin tor the nexa five vears, on a “temporary™ basis. The Buresu of i
Reckanation still wants Tuck tmaflic <liminated actess Hoover Dain, but the new bridge cannot be bult for j
at [2asr five vears. The Bureau has the authority 10 close the dun © tuck watlic, but will not do dus without

public suppen. Alsc. the Naticnal Park Service will not charge a user fee without public support. |

Seater Rid, Represenrative Ensigr. NDOT Diraetor Tom Stephens, the Federal Highway Administration,
and e Burzug of R zciatnaton ail upree that the Hoover Das route is unsate for truck natlic. Why won't
any ofthese pecol2 in positions of power demand that the bndge be immediately closed to tck traffic? 1
haliava tha answear is that nonz of these leaders are willing te taks this pesition witheut public suppen.

[ ave been wirculating pettions in Laughlin. Bullhead City, Searchlight. and Boulder City. My goal is to get
260 rasponses. wihuch will be a part ofthe pennanent racord of the Envi J Impact S
conczming the Hoover Dam Bypas: Ros. Onee these sovemment agenciss see the
for Laughlin as & tamporary toute, they will have (o clos2 Hoover Dam to tuck vaffic. Laughlin wil ‘benefi
bacaus: thers will have to be a second bridge ouilt. and Hignways 68 and 95 wall have 10 b2 improved to
—r towr lanes. NDOT has an extro S5 million dollars a veur for the nextsix vears. and it will only cost about
Seu3 million 1o impronc2 Highway 95, <o they cannet say thc-: 1€ no money tor tlus proveet. Highway9s is |
on thay pricits. st for tmprovament. and b oo ACOT hes funded |
righvwa. S8 unprovements. bur is now Watng 10 s22 wnerz the new bndge “JJ be budlt bziors unproving |
Higinvay ok 1o a four-kane ghway

q

[1'> tne o stop making 2xcuses and stan solving cur irafs problems.

Cruzens, dus is our just ciunee [ veice our concents W keew the aucks otf Hoover Dam.  Your vorce
counts. but orly ifyou rake acuon. Tzil Reid and Ensign rhat you wanr the dam clesed to truck trattic wntil
& new bndge s budlt. {f'you need a pettion te sign. please call 2 at 1-702-298-6016. The pelitions must be
postnurked noater thun Novernoer 10, 199S. You can aiso wnte a letrer and send it directy to the Hoover
Dt Bypuss Munagar:

Temy Haussler (HPD-10)

Federal Highway Adnumnstration

555 Zang St. Rm 239

Lakewoed Cele80208

Thak you fur your suppon.

Sincerely.
)
A /.
[
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RESPONSES TO THE GENERAL PUBLIC'S COMMENTS

10-12-98
Laughlin Community Leaders Gireg Campbell Response to Comment C7-3
Someone in 3 powverful position is deliberately rving to eliminate Laught ; The LBA was eliminated from consideration only after considerable
for the Hoover Dam Bypass. The Environmental Im S Pghlin a3 2 vishie roure
Jove . Eny cn pact Statement (EIS ed fe i i i
Federal Highway Deparment has just been released, and the ETS iy 'ffw; o the analysis of the alternative. The.purpose anq need for the': project has been
ito ;r::t:;x; a P'g'\‘, Objcc{m Z!:ling that the chosen route shall: “maintajn the dlrect developed after years of analysis, as shown in Table 1-1 in Section 1.3 of the
yeen cgas. Nev. d Kingm o " . e :
7.3 | hich virualy eliminastcs L‘af.;'m; nmt EIS :':nu;xceds to ;::'p:;::;c;:’i:’“';f" ’ . EIS, and as a result of severe roadway and safety deficiencies on U.S. 93
- R;:J;;‘J“;:‘“::;“‘f:"i ::: n‘;lc ':; m?n: arg:lnncnu ;or the Laughlin Bypass - from the Hacienda Hotel in Nevada to Milepost 1 in Arizona. These
! " " cnurss, ¢d road co! als . e . . .
Torssc. sl sl v conchisions. Pt read the EIS st (e Lo, e Dosert deficiencies not only create travel delays, but also contribute to accidents
you il scc that the information contained in my report can be substantiatcd, and vehicle conflicts. It should also be noted that minimizing out-of-
c7-4 'nud cemmunity of Laughlin deserves to have four lane highways and 3 second bridge. We direction travel is not listed in EIS Section 1.4, Need for the Project or in
need 3 team of community Jeaders to voice their protests at the meeting on W-ednesd: : ' i i
]fz)clohel:":& fi m \5"8 PM, on the campus of the Community Colltge.gf‘;mu::::: N:-:::nh Section 1.5, Purpqse of Pro]ect.
. wam 100, at "yoming St., Boulder City, and Octlobe: at S-! in Ru: i . ep e .
) the Clark Coumty Govemmeent Center, ;00 S) G:and E:nlrrlllsl;a:;:.aa\P;IigI;‘:-;'la o The same methOdOIOgy for ldenh‘fymg road costs and environmental
1 vou T 10 act o, g il b Bypassed, and e will ose b impacts was used for all project alternatives, thereby providing a means of
v C TS v hypasse we will lose between S50 milli . . .
cr-s, SI00 millin oty from s 1000 tchers and tours ps day sho srould :‘,‘r"'f;,";;,:"“ comparison. The source of information about the presence of the desert
S1op n {auvhhn, . o ol o N . N . . .
P in Laughlin. if they only had the chanc. A tortoise near the proposed project is the USFWS (1997a), stating that the
I you have any questions voncerming this repory, please call me at 298-6016, LBA would affect critical habitat for the desert tortoise and increased traffic

in the area would result in substantial direct and indirect impacts to the
tortoise. These potential impacts include road kills, increased risks of
human-caused fires, vandalism, and poaching.

Sincendly, LT

Response to Comment C7-4
The transportation infrastructure needs in Laughlin, Nevada, are not
related to the purpose and need of the Hoover Dam bypass.

Response to Comment C7-5
See response to Comment B1-7.

SCO/LAW2665.D0C/ 003672585 C-15




C7-6

C7-7

'HOOVER DAM BYPASS THROUGH LAUGHLIN

The =nclosed informanion is 1 list of reasons why the Hoover Dam Bypass should go
through Laughlin Many of these ideas have been collected from various individuals
working on practical, cost effective solutions to the Hoover Dam tratfic problem. From
these ideas, we may find an even better solution to the complex problems involving the
Hoover Dam Bypass.

The Hoover Dam Bypass Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) has just been released. -
and this report will challenge these findings and prove that the EIS is in error and severely
biased concemning the Hoover Dam Bypass through Laughlin. .After finding ‘out that
Laughlin was not going to be included in the EIS, the Sicrra Club submittcd a letter.

" requesting that the Laughlin route be included in the EIS as an alternative route. This upset

the people who wantcd the trucks to stay on 2 routs passing by the Railroad Pass Casino
and the Gold Suike Casino. and NDOT, because of casts related to upmding Highway
163 and Hishway 9%. So thcruleswers changed, and subsequently a newv "primary

oo_;ecuw“ of the Hoowr Dnm B\pass sunng th:l the choser route shal] mnmmn_lhg

trave]” was creatcd as a ng_ pnman obJe.m.t Because of this now pnm.u) objective,
the EIS is tlawed and biased against the Laughlin alternative.

This report will show why the Laughlin Bypass Alternative is the best choice. and how the
EIS has sct out to destroy any chancs for the route to go through Laughlin.

DENTIYTNG THE PROBLEMS

The most serious traffic problem is the winding narrow. hairpin road on cach side of
Hoover Dam. There are three times more accidents per mile on this sretch of rcad than
any other nwo lane road in Nevada. If a catastrophic accident invohing a truck carrying
toxic or nuclear tvaste wvas to spill into Lake Mead or Lake Mohave, there is very litle that
could be dore 1o correct the environmental damage, and the water could ke unﬁt for
humans and wildiife for years to come. If a truck went through the bridge raif and sank to
the bottom of Lake Mohave, i would be extremely difficult, if not impossible to clean up

"* fthe mess. A recentstudy concluded that if a gasoline truck spilled its fucl on Hoover Dam.

the fuel would run down Hoover Dam and land on the Powcrhouse roof. If the fucl
ignited. the Powerhouse would be desiroyed. and power from Hoover Dam would be
disrupted for scveral months. Nothing in the EIS is sald about a possible terrérist attack,

where a truck loaded with toxic. nuclear. or tlammable waste could be deliberatety

exploded or run through the guard rail and into Lake Mohave, Considering the fact that
tourists can no longer take the Hoover Dam tour inside the dar and inside the Powerhouse
because of possible terrorist attack. vy was this possiblility omitted from this study’?
Environmentalists do not want any new romls cut through the Lake Mead National
Recreation Arce, including lands sur g Lake Mead and Lake Mohave. Boulder City

-8 residents want the trucks away from their city streets. Laughlin residents want the trucks
“"|and tourists to sustain their declining local economy. Laughlin and Bulthead City residenrs

want 4 second bridge to allcviate traffic on the I.aughlm Bndm. Searchlight residents want

Killor Hininway: Q% impmived 10 o faur lunv divided hish want the chuanuet

SCO/LAW2665.D0C/ 003672585
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Response to Comment C7-6
See response to Comment A10-2.

The possibility of chemical spills affecting water quality is discussed in
Sections 3.4.2.2 and 3.4.3.2 of the EIS. The three build alternatives,
including the preferred alternative, would include strategically located
trapping basins, which function as chemical spill containment structures.
The bridges associated with the build alternatives will have a spill
containment system incorporated into the infrastructure. Runoff from the
bridge roadways (and any chemical spill material) would collect in settling
basins. All bridges over live water would have the containment capacity to
collect the “first flush” runoff volume from the bridge, as well as the spill
volume that might be generated from a semi-truck tanker spill.

In the event of a spill, the material would be collected and conveyed away
from the bridge and, more importantly, the river. If the vehicle exited the

bridge and landed in the Colorado River, the level of effort to retrieve the

vehicle and mitigate the spill would be directly proportional to the terrain
difficulty and immediate access to the area.

There is a high possibility of an accident involving a hazardous spill into
Lake Mead or the Colorado River with the present roadway alignment on
the dam. The proposed build alternatives, including the preferred
alternative, reduce that potential considerably by improving roadway
geometrics and traffic capacity. As a result, the potential for a spill will be
dramatically reduced. However, because traffic must cross the river, the
potential for an accident on the bridge will always be present.

Response to Comment C7-7
The potential for terrorist attacks on Hoover Dam and its facilities are a

serious concern to Reclamation. This is a national security issue that cannot
be discussed in this public document.

Response to Comment C7-8
See response to Comment Letter B1.
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and most cost effective alternative. Nevada and .\rizona tvant to use as little of their
highway fiinds as poasible, and have the federal government pay as much of this hightvay
funding as possible.

THE OBVIOUS SOLUTION

The obvious solution fo all of ihsse problums listed above is to build a second bridge just
north of the Laughlin Bridge, and have traffic flow from Kingman through Laughlin to Las
Vegas.

So, how can we accomplish all of the objectives listed above? L

The ncw bridge would be four lanes, westbound only, using two lanes as the Bullhzad
City-Laughlin loop, and the Laughiin Bridge would be four lanes, eastbound only, using
two lancs as the Laughlin-Bullhcad City loop. The two traffic lights on each side of the
Laughlin Bridge would be removed. so there would be no stopping of raffic nearthe
bridge. The new bridge would be approximately 700 feet in Iength, and just 50 fest above
the river. In the cvent of a catastrophic accident cccurring on the river bed, water flowing
from Davis Dam would be restricted, and the toxic spill could be much more easly
contained and clcaned up in the shallow siver bed at this site than at any site on Lake Mead
or Lake Mohave. In the cvent of a terrorist act, or if a truck went through the bridge rail

c7-9} and sank to the bottom of the river, the truck and its contents could be retreived and its

contents contained and cleaned up much easicr in the shallow river than Lake Mohave. In
addition, a river lock could be constructed dosvnriver at a later date, which could contain
any contaminant until puriicd or removed. The onlv new roads would consist of widcning
Arizona Highway 68 to a four lane highway, and widening Highway 95 in Nevada to a
four lane highwvay. It should be noted that Arizona has funds available for widening
Highway 68 to the Nevada line. and Nevada has listed Highway 95 on its priocity list. but
curently has no funding for this projezt. These new roads would have a minimal <ffect on
wildlite disruption, as these roads will be located as closc as possible to the existing roads.
The cnst of constructing 55 miles of Highway 95 is predicted to cost $47.767 million. and
the new bridge would be approXimately $9.84 million. But the chart in Section B page 8
ofthe EIS concludes that thero would b an additional mobilization cost of 8%, a
contingzncy cost of 5%, 8 design and monagement cost 0 £ 25% and an inflation vost of
16%. running the total costs to $192.362 million! Enclosed is a chart prepared by the
Bureau of Reclamation Project Mmagement Team showing that the Laughlin Bypass
Alternative would cost only $107.3 millivn, and that included 13 miles of Arizona Highway
68 in the study, which has now been funded by Arizona. If you look at the chart, you will
see that the other three bridge alicrnatives have gone up only about 102 in cust since this
propesal was madc, but the Laughlin Bypass Alternative costs have gone up 35, with 15
miles less to pave. These new figurcs have been antificially inflated to approach the other

.J bridge costs, in order to make the Faughlin route the less obwious choice.

Any of the other three bypass altemnatives wvould cost at least S200 miften. Arizera has
alrcady been given S41 million. Funding of thghway 25 il iite new hridge could e
raised through the sale of Nevada bands. with a payhick ihrough a hridge toll. colizcted

RESPONSES TO THE GENERAL PUBLIC'S COMMENTS

Response to Comment C7-9
See response to Comment Letter B1.

A spill anywhere in the Colorado River would be a potential environmental
disaster. In the event a spill entered Lake Havasu from an accident on a
Laughlin crossing, there is potentially a greater chance of creating a larger
impact to drinking water and the public in general than if the spill was
located further upstream in Lake Mohave. As noted, Lake Havasu is
relatively shallow and, consequently, has limited storage volume

(619,400 acre feet) when compared to upstream reservoirs. If a spill were to
enter this section of the Colorado River, the material could potentially
travel relatively quickly through this reservoir compared to upstream. The
Central Arizona Project (CAP) and the Colorado Aqueduct originate on this
stretch of the river, and both are major water suppliers to metropolitan
areas in southern Arizona and southern California. With a spill in

Lake Havasu, the potential to affect millions of people is much greater than
a similar incident further upstream.

If a spill occurred upstream in Lake Mohave (1,820,000 acre feet of storage),
the travel time downstream would be slower and, consequently, would
allow for contingency plans to be effectively activated for the cl.eanup. The
distance to the above aqueducts from the preferred alternative is
approximately twice that as from Lake Havasu. Davis Dam, wl.uch f:reates
Lake Mohave, in essence functions as the river lock mentioned in this
comment: it slows the water movement so that the spilled material could
potentially be contained. Although there would be a greater contarr.linated
water volume due to the larger storage capacity in Lake Mohave, this
would be less likely to have a major impact on drinking water

The 1996 NDOT cost estimates presented at the Senate Concurr.ent
Resolution 60 public meetings for both the PMT Build Alternatives and the
LBA were reassessed for the 1998 DEIS. Since all of the preliminary
estimates were old and done with different assumptions for contingencies,
engineering costs, and inflation factors, an equitable comparison was made
by using the same percentages and by inflating all costs to the year 2002.
As a result, the cost of the 3.3-mile Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative was

SCONAW2665.D0C/ 003672585
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west of Laughlin. Arizona is allowed to borrow funds for highway improvements, and
could collect toll moncy to repay the loan. Nevada and Arizans would have to chinge the

w at their next legislathve sessions to be able to collect a toll. It should be noted that the
federal government will not fund 10054 of amy Hoover Dam Bypass project, and that toll
fces would be required to finance any of these proposed bypass bridge projects.

NEVADA HAS THE OBVIOU'S SOLUTION .
1If Nevada would allocate just S1S million cach year for the next four years, we could
widen 14 miles each vear, and we would not need a toll bridge. 'm sure the federal
Jgovernment would fund the second bridge if Nevada would commit to funding the S60
million needed for Highway 95 improvements. Because Congress passed the Intermodal
c7-10§Surface Transportation Act, Nevada is now receiving an additional $56 million each year
for the next six years. Surely this bypass project has enough priority for $15 million for the
next four years. If Nevada Department of Transportation would corumit to the Laughlin
Bypass joutc and pledge S60 million for Highway 95 improvements, we would have a
solurion to our problems. If Nevada svants to collcct its money by collecting a tofl, we
ouldcollect $9 million per year, net income, based un $2 per truck, and S1 per car, and in
7 years the debt would be repaid. It would take over 25 years to repay a $200 million dcbe.

Highway officials have voiced their concemns that the Laughlin routc is 23 miles farther
than the other Ioover Dam Bypass routes, and that even if the new highway was better,
drivcrs would not use the Laughlin route. So, how can we compensate the truck drivers
and tourists for taking the Laughtin route? First, the Bureau of Reclamation controls

C7-11}Hoover Dam. The recent rallic study of the Hoover Dam mess concludes that it is just a
matter of time until a caustrophic accident will occur at the dom crossing. So, after the
second bridge and Highway 95 is fully improved, all the Burcau of Reclamation has to do
is closc all truck traffic crossing Hoover Dam, and that will force trucks to cross at

aughlin,

On June l9, 1995, the Nevada Senate Concurrent Resolution 60 was passed, authorizing
NDOT to conduct a study prohibiting trucks from crossing Hogver Dam (Section 1 pg-
€7-1220). Has it been completcd, and whatwere the results? If the Hoover Dam crossing will
be closed to trucks, then the argument that trucks will not voluntarily use the Laughlin
¥ pass because of the extra 23 miles is simply not valid. Is NDOT withholding the results
of this studv? The results of this study wcre not included in the EIS, but there are scveral
indications that the dam will be severely restricted or closed to truck traftic. These
indications include an enclosed survey questionnaire conducted by the enclosed NDOT
. study, the recent traffic study concerning the Hoover Dam Bypass, which declares the dam
L A msa!‘e for truck traffic, and comments made in the EIS (Section.2 pg-5). Alsa. the Clark
" County General Plan reads as follows:
) L Promote public health, safety, and welfare.
L 2. Promote gfficient use of public services.
3. Promote development compatible with the natural environment.
For safety, terrorist, and environmental reasons. the dam must be closed to truck traffic.

SCO/LAW2665.00C/ 003672585
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increased 62 percent (from $122.5 million to $198 million) and the cost for
the LBA went up 102 percent (from $107.5 million to $217.0 million). (See
Appendix B, Table B-3.) The estimate for the preferred alternative does not
include the cost of constructing 2 additional lanes on the 15-mile section of
Arizona US. 93 in the LMNRA. However, the original cost estimate for the
LBA did not include the additional pavement required to support all of the
trucks to be moved onto U.S. 95 from U.S. 93. This additional pavement
cost is over $80 million alone (including overlaying 30 miles of 4-lane road
along SR 68, 20 miles of existing 4-lane road along SR 163, and overlaying
55 miles of existing 2-lane road along U.S. 95). Part of the overall

102 percent increase in cost for the LBA (reported as $192 million in the
DEIS) resulted from a re-estimate of the new pavement (6-inch vs. 5.5-inch
AC and 23-inch vs. 6-inch aggregate base) requirements.

Response to Comment C7-10

NDOT and ADOT conducted a financial feasibility study to determine
viable funding sources for the Hoover Dam bypass (June 2000). The study
assessed toll crossings and other financing options. A toll facility would
require legislative action by both states. The results of that study are
reflected in the FEIS for this project.

Response to Comment C7-11
See response to Comment C7-12.

Response to Comment C7-12

As discussed in Section 2.5 of the EIS, closing the dam to commercial truck
traffic is subject to FHWA approval under the provisions of Title 23 of the
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR). 23 CFR Section 658.11 pertains to
additions and deletions of roads on the National Network of Highways, of
which U.S. 93 is a part. NDOT prepared a preliminary evaluation of
criteria for network deletion of U.S. 93, as specified by 23 CFR 658, and
concluded it would not be feasible to remove the route from the National
Network of Highways because there is no existing practical alternative
crossing. Furthermore, forcing truck drivers to take a Laughlin-Bullhead
City route would be inconsistent with the purpose and need of the U.S. 93
Hoover Dam Bypass Project.
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Scsond. et us consicder what we can do for the truck driver that now has to drive 23 miles
farther. Laughlin casinos and Incal business owwners would offer roam and food discounts,
and other truck driver specials. that would hclp to offser the estimared S24 lost on truck
maintenance and additional fuel costs. But if tve look at these truck costs more closely,
then we can sce that by purchasing the additional fuel to travel 23 miles. Nevada could gain
c7-13 between S6 million and 510 million in additionil fuel tax revenues per year. And if

"“INevada wants to be more competitive with .Arizona, and reduce its diesel fuel fax by 6-10
Jcents per gallon at stations along the bypass route on large purchases of 50 gallons or more,
this could increase tuel sales. and give snmething back to the truck driver. These are only a
couple of ideas thatwould help compensate the displaced truck drivers, apdI'm surc we
can think of many other ways to help them.

Another complaint trom highway officials is the steep grade of Highwayv 68 and Highway
163 along the Laughlin Bypass routc. Yes. the grade Is steeper than most of Arizona
Highway 93. except by Hoover Dam. but therc are hundreds of trucks travelling along
Highway 68 and Highway 163 sach and svery day. The enclosed study compiled by
NDOT shows that HIGHWAY 93 IS S TIMES SAFER than the current dam crossing. Uf
we calculate the projected accident rates of the improved Highways 68, 163, and 95, we
find that the accident rate is 0.40, coinpared io L38 at Hoover Dan, which is three and a
halfiimes safer than the current route. If Nevala Highway 1635 isn't safe for ruchs, then
Nevada should be making cvery effost (v make the highway safc. If there is no
maintenance tunding available for the Luughlin Bypass because part ol the route is not
designated as a tederal highway, then Highways 68, and 165 could be re-designated as
Highway 93. and federal money would then be available [tom NAFT A funds.

C7-14

The Sierra Club has listed several environmental concerns that would prohibit using any of
the three bridge altemnatives near Ioover Dam. 1t should be noted that in the EIS it is

7 '5H starcd that Highway 93 runs through a high density population of Desert Torteises. so this

“"“lroute is not acceptable. This is pure hogwash. Enclosed is a toroise study that shows that

= {torivises do'nol live within 1,500 feet of major highways, because the noise created by
trucks vibrates inside their underground burrows. If there was ever a place to buiida
highway, it would be right niext to an existing hightay, on the eaisting right-ul-way, which
* fis exactly what we are propusing. ‘The EIS is absolutely' wrong on ius issue.

Under normal circumstances, with a viable Laughlin Bypass Alternative route. the

Transportation Secretary would huve a most Jiflicult time issuing a permit for any of the

three bridge alternatives near Hoover Dam, becausc the propnsed nidge would traverse
™ excossive park, rexreational, wildlits, and waterfond habitat. Quoting from 3ection 2 pg-7

"Scution 4 (t) US Department of Transportation Act of 1966 declares that it is the policy of

the U'S Gavernment that special 2ffort should be made to preserve the natural beauty of the

countryside and public park and recreational land. wildlife, and watertowl reluges, and

. historic sites.” :

The Secretary of Transportation may approve o iransporiation program or project resguiring
the e of (£ land i£
I. ‘Therc is no prudent and Leasiivic altemative to using that land: and

avia
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Response to Comment C7-13
See response to Comment B1-7.

Furthermore, it is not within the authority of the lead or cooperating

agencies for the Hoover Dam bypass to recommend that Laughlin casinos

and local business owners offer discount rooms and food to tru;l;lc:;,i‘:ers in

order to encourage them to drive through Laughlin. Si.milarly, \
cannot influence states to reduce diesel fuel taxes anywhere, including

along the bypass route.

Response to Comment C7-14
See response to Comments B1-5 and C7-2.

The purpose and need for the Hoover Dam bypass does not ir.lcl'ude
improving Nevada Highway 163 for truck operations or providing

maintenance funding for a Laughlin bypass.

Response to Comment C7-15 . o
See response to Comments B1-5 and C7-3 regarding potential impacts to

desert tortoise from the LBA.

SCO/LAW2665.D0C/ 003672585
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2. The program or proje::i includes all possible planming to minimize i to the park.
recreation area. wildlife and waterfon refuge. or histuric site resulling from the use,

This larter requircment dictates that alernatives requiring substantially less land subject to
Section 4 (1) protection he sclccted._ -

c7-16I:incc the Laughlin Bypass Altemative uses only 36 acres of Section () land, it would

But because the “primary objective” of maintaining a direct route between Las Vegas,
C7-17}Nevada and Kingman. and minimizie out ot direction travel has been a requirement of the
reparers of the EIS. Laughlin has been conveniently climinated as an alternative choice.
[Now it seems that a new Boulder City Bypass is being offered asa way to perswade
oulder City residents to support the bridge chaicus near Hoover Dam.  Even though there
is no funding for this bypass, Boulder City residents are supposed to belicve dhat S100
miltion will mirsculously appear fror congress to build their bypass. A study completed in
1965 concluded that the Hoover Dam Bypass wvould have to be built, and it took 33 yeans
o et S41 million for sorne improvemens and srudics. Why wasts another $100 million.
n the Boulider City Bypass when that same S10) million could be spent on the Laughlin
vpass, and sotve all of the prablems at once.

C7-4

. .

ie teason may be that there are two casinos that would Jose tourist bustness if ihe trucks
re routed through [aughlin. These casinos are the Gold Strike Inn. and the Railroad Pass.
tis no secret that in Nevada., casinos rus: the state, gencrate huge tax revenues, are the
ingest smpluvers. and help ekt the Representanives. Senators. commissioners, and
overnar. who is in charge of NDOT. Could it be that Laughlin is being sacrificed to save
ihese awvo casinos? It should be noted thax in any cvent. traffic will still pass by Railroad
ass, but imder the Laughlin Bypass, the Gold Stcke Inn would suffer a reduction in

atfic,

IT'S TDME FORNEVADA TO LEAD THE WaAY )

The Laughlin By pass has the suppost of Laughlin, Bulthead Citv, Searchlight. Boulder
City, environmentalists, and just makes sense. Tt & rime for NDOT officials to take a stand
on this issue and select the Laughlin Bynass as the prelerred route. Once Nevada has
committed to the Laughlin Bypass route. then we can challenge Terry Hausslor and the
Federl Highway Administratinn to commic 10 the Laughlin Bynass. [.et's stap wasting
time and start solving our tratfic problems.

Siixccrcly.

Bl ps

ecome the highest priority choice of the Secretary of Transportation for permit issuance. ‘

SCO/LAW2665.00C/ 003672585
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Response to Comment C7-16
See response to Comment B1-13.

Response to Comment C7-17 . o
While one of the main objectives of the purpose and need of this project is
to reduce travel time, this was not the only reason for eliminating the LBA.
As discussed in Section 2.5 of the EIS, it is clear that this alternative fails
under other crucial screening criteria as well (see Table 2-1). Minimizing
out-of-direction travel is not a factor considered in the purpose and need
for the Hoover Dam bypass (see Sections 1.4 and 1.5).

See response to Comment Letter B1 for detailed discussion of the reasons
for elimination of the LBA.

Response to Comment C7-18 . .
See discussion of the Boulder City /U.S. 93 Corridor Study in response to
Camments B1-2 and B1-4.
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RESPONSES TO THE GENERAL PUBLIC'S COMMENTS

- OVERVIEW
o Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 60, passed by the 1995 Legislature, directs the
Nevada Department of Transportation to study “the feasibility of prohibiting all commercial
trucks which enter this State from Arizona from traveling on US Highway No. 93 between
Hoover Dam and Boulder City.” The resolution also directs NDOT to submit the results of
this study to the direcvor of the Legislative Counsel Bureau for transmirtal to the next session

of the Legislature.

As part of its study, NDOT has conducted numerous traffic studies on US 93, US 95,
and SR 163 to determine existing waffic volumes, quck volumes, hazardous materials
movements, and preliminary waffic crash statistics (all atached) to evaluate the impact of

diverting truck traffic to existing alternate routes. O

From late 1989 to mid-1993, a Colorado River Bridge Management Team established
“ by the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation studied the potential for a new Colorado River bridge
crossing. After study, the team focused on three routes, Promontory Point, Sugerloaf
Mounuin, and Gold Strike Canyon. identified as corridors A, B, and C in the attached maps

and tables.

The Nevada Department of Transportation also studied the Willow Beach South route
and a Boulder City bypass route, identified as corridors D and E in the attached maps and
tables. Cost estimates and other pertinent information on these routes, as well as alternate
el routes through Laughlin and Needles (identified as corridors F and G), are included in the

attached tables.

Federal and state laws also have been researched to ascertain what actions must be
taken to comply with the directive. ’

DISCUSSION OF THE POTENTIAL TO RESTRICT TRUCK
TRAFFIC FROM UTILIZING US 93 NORTHWEST OF HOOVER DAM

" State law gives broad powers to the director of the Deparument of Transportation and
thé State Transportation Board. but also insists on compliance with federal law so as not to
jeopardize federal funding or obstruct interstate commerce. The pertinent federal laws are
Title 23 and Title 49 of the Code of Federal Regulations.

- Title 23 CFR states, “The purpose of the regulation is to identify a national network of
highways available to vehicles authorized by provisions of the Surface Transportation
Assistance Act of 1982 (STAA) as amended. and to prescribe national policies that govern
ruck and bus size and weight.” Title-23 CFR further states, “The Federal Highway
Administration's policy is to provide a safe and efficient national network of highways that can
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follows:

2,

5.
6.

Ll ol ol

safely and efficiently accommodate the large vehicles authorized by the STAA. This network
includes the Interstate system plus other qualifying federal-aid primary system highways.” US
93 between Boulder City and Hoover Dam is designated as part of the national network of
highways.

Deletion of US 93 from the national network could allow the State to prohibit most
truck traffic on the route (hazardous material trucks can only be prohibited after compliance
with criteria in Title 49). The criteria for deletion of US 93 from the national network are as

Did the route segment prior to designation carry combination vehicles or 102-
inch buses?

Were truck restrictions in effect on the segment on January 6, 1983? If so,
what types of restrictions”?

What is the safety record of the segment, including current or anticipated safety
problems? Specifically, is the route experiencing above normal accident rates
and/or accident severities? Does analysis of the accident problem indicate that
the addition of larger trucks have aggravated existing accident problems?

What are the geometric, structural or traffic operations features that might
preclude safe, efficient operation? Specifically describe lane widths, sight
distance, severity and length of grades, horizontal curvature, shoulder width,
narrow bridges, bridge clearances and load limits, traffic volumes and vehicle
mix, intersection geometrics and vulnerability of roadside hardware.

Is there a reasonable alternate route available?

Are there operational restrictions that might be implemented in lieu of deletion?

The current status of evaluation of these criteria are as follows:

Yes

No

Currently being evaluated.

Currently being evaluated.

The definition of “reasonable alternate route” will be determined based on
alternatives being considered. impact to existing routes, and public comments
solicited at public hearings in August and September, 1996.

Yes

éW _ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANTS

Ths desert tortoise populations in the immediate vicinity of the private land sre very low. As
s matter of standard procedures, SWCA surveyed the land adjecent to the proposed project
and established that the tortoise densitios were depressed in the habitais immedietely adjacent
~— =10 the highway. Our findings were consistent with those of Nicholson (1928) where It has
beon ostablisthed that the influence of major highways on tortloise populations is severe up to
i mile away from the road. Nicholson found that there were few signs of tortoises at
distances of 100 and 400 yards ftom the pavement (SWCA determined estimated densities of 0-
20 individuals/mile to the 400 yard diswance, and 50-100 individusis/mile a1 800 yards):
Nicholson established that "normsi® tortoise dansity begins 10 occur betwsen one-ha!f sod ons
mile awsy Crom the highway,

SCO/LAW2665.00C/ 003672585
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RESPONSES TO THE GENERAL PUBLIC'S COMMENTS

STATE OF NEVADA

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
1263 S. Siewart Strest
Carson City, Nevada 89712

TOM BTEPHENS, P.E, Qbwcay

v Reply Aeler t:

WELCOME:

Thank you forattending this public hearing. The last session of the Nevada Legislamre
passed Senate Concurrent Resolution 60, which directs the Nevada Department of Transportition ,
to study the feasibility of prohibiting the flow of commercial truck traffic over Hoover Dam.

As part of the study, NDOT is conducﬁng five public hearings in southern Nevada
communities (Boulder City, Laughlin, Searchlight, Henderson, and Las Vegas) to solicit
comments from interested individuals, groups, and agencies regarding these alternatives:

Alternative #1: Prohibiting alf commercial truck traffic over Hoover Dam.

Alternative #2: Prohibiting only trucks carrying hazardous materials over Hoover Dam.

Alternative #3: Prohibiting only trucks carrying Class 3 flimmable materials over
Hoover Dam.

Alternative #4: Not prohibiting any commercial truck traffic over Hoover Dam.

During this hearing, as well as at any public meeting conducted by the Department, we
— are seeking comments concerning the alternatives. At tonight’s hearing there are three
methods by which you can present your comments:

Flrst, you may make an oral statement, which will be recorded by a public stenographer.
Any exhibits you may wish to submit as part of the public record also will be accepted.

Second, you may fill out the comment form at the back of this information packet.
The completed forms should be placed in the box marked “Comments” on one of the tables.

Third, the public meeting record will remain open for two weeks after the last of the
five public hearings. If you prefer to write a letter or send in a completed comment form or
exhibits, they will become part of the official transcript of the proceedings if mailed to Dennis
Baughman, Hearings Officer, Director’s Office, Nevada Department of Transportation, 1263
So. Stewart St., Carson City, NV 89712, and received by 5 p.m. Friday, September 20, 1996.

Thank you for attending this public hearing and for giving us your comments.

Sipcerely,

(g

Hearings Officer

“Ordon”
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RESPONSES TO THE GENERAL PUBLIC'S COMMENTS

ROUTE COST ESTIMATES
Bureau of Reclamation Project Management Team Study
Additional
Bridge Estimated Study Roadway Total
Carvidor Option Cost Length Improved Estimated
to 4 Lapes Cost
A Steel Arch $123.5M $187.5M
A mi ’
Prowmontory Concrets
Point Cabls Stayed S16M 3.6 mi $64 M S180 M
(82 mi)* Suspension S125.7M $189.7M
B. Steel Arch $1225M $186.5 M
Sugarloaf 33 mi 24 mi
Mountain Coacrels
(82mi)* Cable Stayed $1242M $64 M $188.2M
C. Steel Arch S136 M 24 mi $200 M
Gold Strike
Canyon B2 mi)* | Concrele Arch $132.5 M 3.3 mi $64 M $201.5 M
NDOT Engineering Feasibility Study
e D.
Willow Basch | Steel Arch $409 M 28.7Mi Zero $409 M
South (78 mi)* .
E.
Haover Dan/BC | Steel Asch $NTM 30.8 mi Zero $ATM
Bypass (83 mi)*
Feasible Alternate Routes
F.
US9S | Boulder City Coacrets 70 mi
SR163 | to Laughlin Muli-Span $14.5 Mo 3mi $107.5 M*e
SR68 | to Kingmao $9IM
(108 mi)* I bridge is oesded
G.
Us 95 Boulder City 69 mi
to Needles Existiog N/A N/A $69 Meoe
140 to Kingman $OM
"(154 mi)*
*  Route mileage from US 93/95 junction west of Boulder City to Kingman
«* Improve (widen to 4 lanes) 56 mi of US 95, 14.5 mi of SR 68, new river crossing
**+ Improve (widen to 4 lanes) 56 mi in NV and 13 mi in CA of US 95

SCO/LAW2665.D0C/ 003672585 C-24




- <oute Advantages Disadvantages
A., B., & C. | *Draft Environmental Impact Statement is * No reduction in truck traffic through Boulder
prepared. Would require only an update City
Bureau of * Improves the most deficient sections of US 95 | * Bridge will be visible from Dam and will
Reclamation | * Minimizes acreage of park land needed alter view of Hoover Dam
Routes at * All but 17 miles of US 93 in AZ is either * Does not improve US 93 to four lanes in NV |
Hoover Dam built or programed for four lanes or AZ }
D. * Reduces trip length by four miles * Must build entire route before it can be used
* Avoids mixing through and visitor traffic * Crosses 16 miles of park land
Willow Beach § * Provides scenic route * Has 9.5 miles of steep grade
South * Connects with AZ’s 4-lane portion of US 93 | * Requires maintaining 29 miles of existing
highway plus the new route
* Cost is about $220 million more than Burcau
of Reclamation options and $92 million more
than Hoover Dam/Boulder City Bypass option
E. * Can be built in useable sections over a period | * Removes visitor traffic from Boulder City
of years * Alters view of Hoover Dam
Hngver Dam | * Draft Environmental Impast Statement for * Places 6 miles of roadway between power
fer City river crossing is prepared. Would require an lines
3 /2SS update * Adds one mile to trip distance
* Is aportion of AZ’s designated NAFTA route | * Cost is about $130 million more than Bureau
* All but 17 miles of US 93 in AZ is either of Reclamation options
built or programed for four lanes
F. * Routes exist * Present pavement not adequate for increased
* Minimal environmental involvement truck traffic
US 95 NV * Less costly than the above options * Adds 22 miles to distance
SR 163 NV * Puts hazardous materials through Laughlin
SR 68 AZ and Searchlight
* Passibly will require a new river crossing
near Laughlin
G. * Routes exist * Present US 95 pavement not adequate for
* Minimal environmental involvement increased truck traffic
US 95 NV * Least costly of all options * Adds 70 miles to distance
US 95 CA * Improvement of US 95 in CA is of low
140 CA priority
140 AZ * Puts hazardous materials through Needles and
Searchlight
11
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RESPONSES TO THE GENERAL PUBLIC'S COMMENTS

Statement for the Transcript of SCR 60 Public Hearings
Boulder City, Laughlin, Searchlight, Henderson, Las Vegas
August 20, 21, 22, and September 4, 5, 1996

Name:

Address:

Do you support Alternative #1 (prohibiting all commercial truck traffic over Hoover Dam)?

- Yes No
Do you support Altemanve #2 (prohnbiung only tmcks cmymg hazardous materials over
. Hoover Dam)" IE -Yes" . “,No
Do you support Alt:matlve #3 (prohlbmng only, truclts ﬁ.rrymg Class 3 flammable materials
over Hoover Dam)" Yes " No
Do you support Alternative #4 (not prohlbmng any cdmmen:lal truck traffic over Hoover

Dam)? Yes - " " No

Comments:

e A Y

NOTE: Please remove this form from the packet, enter the information requested, and place
the completed form in the box marked “Comments.” You may also mail this completed form to
Dennis Baughman, Hearings Officer, Nevada Department of Transportation, 1263 S. Stewart
St., Carson City, NV 89712, so that it will be received by 5 p.m. Friday, Sept. 20, 1996.

C-26
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TRAFFIC CRASH STATISTICS AND COMPARISONS

1991 THRU 1935 TRAFFIC CRASHES ON US 83 FROM ARIZONA TO RAILROAD PASS

1901 THRU 1985 TRAFFIC CRASHED ON STATEWIDE RURAL COLLECTORS

NOTE ALL RATES ARE EXPRESSED IN MLLION VEHICLE MILES OF TRAVEL
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RESPONSES TO THE GENERAL PUBLIC'S COMMENTS

10-28-98

mnkyou for ell of your el?ons'lo stop lhn trucks f:om crossing !-loovet Dam and going through Boulder Response to Comment C8'1

City. These petitions are being circulated in Laughlin, Bullhead City, Searchlight, and Boulder City. See response to Comment Letter Bl and to Comment C7-12.
If you belong to any clubs or organizations, those members may also be very helpful in distributing
petitions. Bulletin boards are also effective, such as the one at Von’s. Church membezs and other civic
minded groups are very good about prouctmg the commumy Evun if you only get 5-10 signatures, they

o all count, and please do not get di aged Friends, barbers, and other
c8 people you know are the best candidates for signing thepeﬁﬂon,becnmﬂmyﬂmdthwycu,mdmﬂ
listen toyour point of view.
Hopefully, you will find other civic minded peoplewho will want to distribute these petitions. Our goal is

to get 1,000 Boulder City signatures, butif we fall short, we have not failed. The govemment will still have -
to deal with ali of the people requesting that the tnucks be immediately routed through Laughlin. The new
bridge will not be built for atleast 5 years. And who knows, once the trucks are going through Laughlin,
there may no longer be a need for a bridge near Hoover Dam.

The petitions must be postmarked no later than November 6, 1998. Please send them to:
Terty Haussler (HPD-15)

Federl Highway Administration

555 Zang St Rm. 259

Lakewood Colo. 80208

Again, thank you for ell yoﬁ help, and good luck!

Sincerely,

(/ﬁlﬂ*»-
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HOOVER DAM BYP:\SS

1 ain trving to solve the problem of all those trucks crossing Hoever Daro. | am working on a plan to detour
these 15.000 trucks threugh Laughlin for the next five years, on a “temporary™ basis. The Bureau of
Rechunation still wants truck maffic sliminated acress Hoover Daun, but the new bridge cannot be built for

4 least tive years. The Bureau has the authority © close the dam to qudk eraffic. but will not dv dus without
public suppert. Also, the National Park Service will not charge a user fee withour public support.

Senator Reid, Representatve Ensign, NDOT Dirzcter Tom Stzphens, the Federal Highway Administration,
and tie Bureuu of Reciamation all sgrse that the Hoover Darm route is usisate for truck watlic. \WWhy won't
any ol these pecple in positions of power deinand that the bndge be immediately closed to vuck tratfic? 1
balieva the answer is that nonz of these leaders are willing to take this pesition without public support.

1 have been circulating petitions in Laughlin. Bulthead City, Searchlight, und Boulder City. My goal is to get
260 responses. which will be a pan ofthe perinanent record of the Envi ) Impact St

vencemning the Hoover Dam Bypass Route. (Once these govamment agencies see the tr d

for L.mghhn as a temporary rowte, they will have to close Hoover Dam to truck traffic. Laughlin will ‘benefit
because thers will heve to be a second brdge built. and Highways 68 and 95 will have W be improved to
tour lanes. NDOT has an extra S50 million dollats a vear Uor the next six vears. and it will only cost about
$60 million 10 improve Highway 95. so they cannot say there is no money tor this proiect. Highway 95 i
on thex priority list for improvement. and has bzen o st or e lenst six s euss. ADOT hos fund=d
Higiwva) 63 unprovements. but is now waiting to s2e where the new bridge will bz built before improving
Higinway o8 1o a tour-kue highway.

It's time 10 stop making excuses and stast sclving our traffic problems.

Ciuzens. this is our lust chance to voice our concems to keep the aucks otTHoover Dam. Your voice
counts. but onlyif vou take acuon. Tzil Reid and Ensign that vou wantthe dam closed to truck tratlic until
a new bridge is built. {fyou need a petition to sign, please call me at 1-702-298-6016. The petitions must be
posmnaked ne ater than MNovember 10, 1998 You can also wiite a letter and send it direvty to the Hoover
Dum Bypass Monager:

Teny Haussler (HPD-16)
Federal Highway Admisustration
5§55 Zang St. Rm 259

Lakewoed Cole.80208

Thank you tur your suppon.

Sincerely,
)
A |
; N
) -

-2
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RESPONSES TO THE GENERAL PUBLIC'S COMMENTS
Rec' &, //°o/98
From Sarila Greane
524 HiAdden Cove
Bowlder city, v 89005
YES| I WANT HOOVER DAM TRAFFIC ROUTED THROUGH LAUGHLIN ON A TEMPORARY
BASIS UNTIL THE PERMANENT HOOVER DAM BYPASS BRIDGE IS BUILT.
PRINT NAME SIGN. ADDRESS TELEPHONE
: R : & 62 ~AZ3-L
2 -
3
4
S,
[
8
9
10
1
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19, .
20
21
22
23
24
23
26
27
28
29
30,
3
31
33
k)
35
3%
37
38
39 4
49
41
2
43
H
15y
Wﬁd hereby attest and witness the above signatures on
1998,

C-30
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RESPONSES TO THE GENERAL PUBLIC'S COMMENTS

Recd. yia)as

From Everett Cle e
PO, Box &lo&s
Bowlder City, &)

90
YES! [ WANT HOOVER DAM TRAFFIC ROUTED THROUGH LAUGHLIN ON MPORAR
BASIS UNTIL THE PERMANENT HOOVER DAM BYPASS BRIDGE (S BUILT. AR t
:’R.INTN . S}GNA’IUR.E 7 /4 ADDRESS . TELEPHONE
£ ey /] 4] st N (O, LE e/ L B, e-2vf
oy, 5. tho el ol Ooay | 38,26 Wingin B - 4/,
. A 3 hzl 017
> iy B 7;‘-# 32,
o f‘/3ﬂ-
bassgns s 2 _mm‘
W Ahoamos Adgoms ZAH] B 539 gane i “'; e
ln; Seasour B, LA Lso. 2 A2 ,, W 2 2 "'f;fé RSy,
cnrdr21 ) oy ‘ ) "
N TR P S L et it BC 2947
1 Ay &, e cd o, '“4. '- ?f‘—l'f 7
15, * m‘; j"m
: 4% W 157 -[P??
725’3
7.)' ezs/
Y3146
2T~ 86 -
D PO YS

" v n
g 2 e % G 2 T L Uit rrt o, i AU - - O3 S
e Lo 2/ 4Lm. artedeze 8.0 L1s AP35 27
o Q. TS STA D
74’1)’ rS e

]
Z

« Gl : A VY,
27y WIME’W/MF’WE&'HJ’IVN‘ ¥
PyAc mmman&rm.-z‘:

4 v . .1
o ok Ay /Py

did hezeby attest and witness the abovz signatures on
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YES! | WANT HOOVER DAM TRAFFIC ROUTED THROUGH LAUGHLIN ON A TEMPORARY
BASIS UNTIL THE PERMANENT HOOVER DAM BYPASS BRIDGE IS BUILT.

SlG\lATURE DDRESS TELEPHONE

PRINT NAME

14 ' r 42y ig-,g_, Lo Z94-727 5
B X972 .ﬁlnlm = A/ pr AR
P W TN MY T WO nraifibites
B7 R AT AN 7. WY el i

: ORI WY A
; 4

%

11

12

13

14

15

| From the desk of

17 .

18 E

19_—‘_ / \l R. KUSTER

0

— ;MJ/M/

23

219)— Ko :/ pbe/o

] did hereby attest and witness the above signatures on
1998.
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YES! | WANTHOOVER DAM TRAFFIC ROUTED THROUGH LAUGHLIN ON A JEMPORARY

BASIS UNTIL THE PERMANENT HOOVER DAM BYPASS BRIDGE IS BULLT.

PRI TELEPHONE
2 )24

z Ree'd.
24
25 /e /28

8

Wﬁd hereby attest and witness the above signatures on
. - 1998.
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YES! | WANT HOGVER DAM TRAFFIC ROUTED THROUGH LAUGHLIN ON A TEMPORARY
BASIS UNTIL THE PERMANENT HOOVER DAM BYPASS BRIDGE IS BUILT.

PRINT NAME SIGNATL;%E? ADDRESS TELEPHONE
. !ﬂﬁuﬂﬁwﬁ_@ﬁ_&iaz_wm%a
0 Sepub DX B-H : ; _ ow #7037

WwiEaEn SIS
4

45

I ;M" o of s Jof 4#9‘ 'ﬂ did hereby attest and witness the above signatures on
§ 4 1998.

C-34
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YES! | WANT HOOVER DAM TRAFFIC ROUTED THROUGH LAUGHLIN ON A TEMPORARY
BASIS UNTIL THE PERMANENT HOOVER DAM BYPASS BRIDGE ISBUILT.

PRINTNAME

SIGNATURE 3 ADDRESS TELEPHONE
1 L

L_tdotn.d b did hereby attest and witness the above signatures on
-9 1998.
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/? ec. ,/ .
Vi3 /os

YES! I WANT HOOVER DAM 'TRAFFIC ROUTED THROUGH LAGGHLIN ON A TEMPORARY
BASIS UNTIL THE PERMANENT HOOVER DAM BYPASS BRIDGE [S BUILT,

/6
g2y 7
gzgg @,qﬁgl.,, YA S’-lu'?s& IR L A4
3q-sa5

uo 702—- S YT

. ks T20- g sz,
OL L 08570

[ (Zo2) A5-0535

28 KER SIS y Sene lof & Z 2 2Yits S
2:a~.\ TP Ty -"_._ wWia Na:\-\wu Cis 94 o4
28 y,?’mu' 437 _Captians_C W@i
S ) D | ,99&8* i Shily L Ny 89624
.’I‘Mﬂ' ot 120 2442 ;
Gt FE e - Beised’d M-S ;aa:fo'v‘”/'
<, £ S To/d, Ades  S2e-6;,

2 e
et el Tyl Ails o e S S e 2 [
g (e 74 S s D sl

m'am Mm/ /’m 77"""’"‘"
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Rec A ’///3/ 78

YES! { WANT HOOVER DAM TRAFFIC ROUTED THROUGH LAUGHLIN ON A TEMPORARY
BASIS UNTIL THE PERMANENT HOOVER DAM BYPASS BRIDGE 1S BUJILT.

PRINT NAME /’ ADDRESS TELEPHONE ’
1 L £0 Vi MALAE f’ nﬂ("/) 7. Aa.m‘/ 22 65
2_BM unm ?' = :1’: 87(0
3fAW 2 3 """'mvv f AE~T75

" g A7 ('- LA A -.?3
_L}_d_sﬁﬁf loid 44”ul€’a”
LSETH Aol W’m .
-~ “‘KMMM 4Z:?-é\(5

L did hereby attest and witness the above signatures on
1998.
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[ Nick Christensen, 03:57 PM 9/22/98 , Hoover Dam Bypass

L

Return-Path: <christen@vegas.infi.net>

Date: Tue, 22 Sep 1998 15:57:19 -0700

To: haussler@road.cflhd.gov

From: christen@vegas.infi.net (Nick Christensen)
Subject: Hoover Dam Bypass

I have been paying attention to the whole Hoover Dam Bypass issue, and

have
noted that 41 million dollars is obviously not going to cover this
-...__much
C9-needed project. Has USDOT approached the Las Vegas Convention and
Visitors

Authority on a potential room/gaming tax increase to help fund? If
improvements to US 93/60 from Wickenburg to I-40 were made to the
point

where people wouldn't be scared to drive it(if you've ever driven it,
you've seen the curve with 8 crosses right next to each other), and
the

. delay at the dam were negated, the visitor count from the Phoenix area
'C8-2Imight begin to make a significant impact in the Las Vegas economy.
Yes,

NDOT is looking into improving I-15 for the Southern California
market, but

perhaps if it were shown that there's a whole different market waiting
to

be tapped in Phoenix, NDOT and LVCVA would be ‘willing to provide
funding

for US 93 improvements.

Also, as a Southern Nevada resident, I personally find the idea of a
bridge

over Black Canyon wasteful, in the sense that there are many other
places

where crossings could be made. Although Union Pass is a major
roblem, the

Bullhead City crossing would perhaps be the most sensible and effect
the

most people by involving the 50000+ residents of the Laughlin/Bullhead
City

area. Also, a crossing at Cottonwood Cove would not involve as steep

rade coming out of the river area, and would not require a huge steel
or

suspension bridge. It would, however, require new highway to be
built.

surfaced?

~|Finally, has the idea of tolling people to cross the dam ever
c
Instead of tolling traffic across the bridge, why not toll the people

[ Printed for Terry Haussler <haussler@road.cflhd.gov> 1]

RESPONSES TO THE GENERAL PUBLIC’'S COMMENTS

Response to Comment C9-1

FHWA, lead agency for the Hoover Dam bypass, has no authority to solicit
project funding through local taxation. However, NDOT and ADOT
conducted a financial feasibility study to determine viable funding sources
for the Hoover Dam bypass. See response to Comment C3-2.

Response to Comment C9-2

ADOT is programming and constructing various improvements along

U.S. 93 in Arizona, fromsouth of Wickenburg to Hoover Dam.
Improvements will be phased consistent with funding levels and highway
safety and capacity priorities. Ultimately, U.S. 93 will be widened to a four-
lane, divided highway from Wickenburg to Hoover Dam.

Response to Comment C9-3
The LBA is addressed in Appendix B of the FEIS. The study concludes that

with implementation of this alternative, traffic congestion at the dam
crossing would continue at unacceptable levels into the future. This
alternative does nothing to address the critical needs of the Hoover Dam
Bypass Project, including accident reduction, inadequate roadway capacity
near the dam, and interference in dam operations. For additional details,
see response to Comment Letter B1.

A Cottonwood Cove crossing of the Colorado River would require a new
bridge across Lake Mohave and an additional 26 miles of new highway in
Arizona. This alternative was eliminated from further consideration due to
impacts on an estimated 436 acres of Section 4(f) protected land, 16 miles of
additional travel distance, substantially greater environmental impact and
construction cost, and the cost to NDOT and ADOT for maintaining both
the bypass and existing U.S. 93 over Hoover Dam (Section 2.5).

Response to Comment C9-4
See response to Comment B1-14.
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who

cg4|still use the dam to cross the river?

Nick Christensen
Las Vegas, NV

[ Printed for Terry Haussler <hauasler@road.cflhd.gov> i) ]
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{ mgelark, 11:33 PM 10/14/98, No Subiect

L

Return-Path: <mgclark@fia.net>

From: "mgclark" <mgclark@fia.net>

To: <haussler@road.cflhd.gov>

Subject:

Date: Wed, 14 Oct 1998 23:33:43 -0700
X-Msmail-Priority: Normal

X-Mimeole: Produced By Microsoft MimeOLE V4.71.1712.3

= I expect that the Hoover Dam bypass will be located within a few miles

C10-i[south of the dam and will also accomodate an interstate freeway
eventually linking Las Vegas and Phoenix.

Dennis Clark

<!DOCTYPE HTML PUBLIC "-//W3C//DTD W3 HTML//EN">

<HTML>

<HEAD>

<META content=text/html;charset=is0-8859-1 http-equiv=Content-Type>
<META content='"MSHTML 4.71.2016.0"' name=GENERATOR>

</HEAD>

<BODY bgColor=#fffff0>

<DIV><FONT color=#000000 size=2>I expect that the Hoover Dam bypass
will be

located within a few miles south of the dam and will also accomodate
an

interstate freeway eventually linking Las Vegas and
Phoenix.</FONT></DIV>

<DIV><FONT color=#000000 size=2></FONT>&nbsp;</DIV>

<DIV><FONT color=#000000 size=2>Dennis
Clark</FONT></DIV></BODY></HTML>

[ Printed for Terry Haussler <hausslerfroad.cflhd.gov> 1 ]

RESPONSES TO THE GENERAL PUBLIC’S COMMENTS

Response to Comment C10-1
FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative,

with the proposed mitigation measures, as the preferred alternative on the
basis of minimizing environmental impacts, engineering and operational

_ advantages, and lower construction cost. Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS

discusses the rationale for this decision.

The Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative is located approximately 1,500 feet
downstream from Hoover Dam. Neither NDOT nor ADOT have plans for
a new interstate freeway between Las Vegas and Phoenix.

C-40
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Honorable Senator John McCain
U.S. Senate, Arizona

241 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C., 20510

Honorable Congressman Bob Stump
Representative, Arizona 3rd District
211 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, D.C., 20515

RE:HManannm_&.nuRMmmmﬁmmﬁmnmm

Ido not feel the public has had an appropriate venue to respond to this proposed project. The
Bureau of Reclamation designed the bridge by committee through the i i j
Management Team. Apparently, through some sort of huge bureaucratic cooperative effort, the
Corps of Engineers, Federal Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, the Bureau of Reclamation,
the National Park Service, the United States Coast Guard, the Environmental Protection Agency, the
United States Fish and Wildlife Service, et.al., have doled out a report to the public giving us the
opportunity to react to three choices of land site location and design for the bridge. It would seem
-~ the public did not have enough opportunity to comment on bridge design and location, and are now
- Joffered a choice from one of three approved types and locations. Bither the scoping process failed,
or the public is being offered pre-conceived choices. Public input may not have been as thorough
as it should have been to really devise a proper analysis of needs.

The Draft Egvironmental fmpact Statement for the Hoover Dam Bypass Project relates

choices made by someone in the federal bureacracy that seem to imply decisions had already been
made before the project had been sent out for public comment. ‘A project as meaningful as this, an
lmery ofthe North American Free Trade Act route and a portion of the Canamex Corridor, has much
broader implications than the choices given for the type of bridge and its location. These include
cross-country access without barriers and bottlenecks, time, expense, fuel savings, rapid market
access (such as for produce carriers from Nogales to northwestern states and Canada). ’

The major premise for the necessity of having a new bridge built is logical, obvious and well
stated in the Draft plan. Get the dangerous truck traffic off Hoover Dam. No argument there. But
this route is heavily trafticked and, aside from the trucks, US highway 93 through Arizona is the
shortest roundtrip to Las Vegas coming from Phoenix, Tucson and Interstate 10 from the east.

The Draft EIS plan states the new bridge location and approach road will save approximately

10-12 minutes driving time as opposed to crossing the dam now. Zip-ee-do. Such a large public

benefit for the price merely boggles. This project serves one purpose only. It removes truck traffic

T fn::m the dam, a simple safety measure. If safety was precminant, the Department of Transportation,

Highways or Commerce could put the dam route off-limits to truck traffic now. Trucks could be

routed from Interstate 515 onto US 95 south to the Interstate 40 connection in California, or routing

through Laughlin-Bullhead City. ADOT is already in the process of improving state route 68 from
Bullhead City through the pass to Golden Valley and onto Interstate 40, as you know.

 ReA.
2/30/98
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Response to Comment C11-1

The public has had numerous opportunities for involvement with this

project. A May 1990 Notice of Intent was published in the Federal Register,
beginning the scoping process. Public scoping meetings were held in June

1990 in Kingman, Arizona, and Boulder City and Las Vegas, Nevada. A

newsletter, titled Update, was published in January 1991 and sent to

interested individuals. Interviews with numerous community members
and several meetings with interested members of the public, the Boulder
City Chamber of Commerce, members of the Boulder City Council, and

other organizations also occurred. As a result of this intensive public and
agency input, nearly 20 alternatives were identified and evaluated (see EIS

Chapter 2).

FHWA, the lead agency, conducted three public open house meetings to

receive comments on the alternatives developed from the June 1990 scoping

meetings. Notice was given for the public open houses in the first

newsletter mailed in early October 1997 and in several local newspapers
(see Section 7.3 of the EIS). The project management team was requested
through the public outreach process and the Laughlin Town Advisory
Board to address the feasibility of the LBA as an additional alternative

route for the Hoover Dam Bypass Project. This led to the detailed analysis

of the LBA contained in Appendix B.

After the DEIS was released to the public, three public hearings were held,

and the entire DEIS was available for public review and comment via the

project web site. These hearings are discussed in Section 2-1.5 of this FEIS,

Volume 2, and responses to the comments from those hearings are included
in Section 2-2.1, Public Hearing Transcript Comments. (The transcripts

from these hearings are also included in this section.)

It is also important to note that, given the wide range of feedback and

issues raised pertaining to the project alternatives, there was no preferred

alternative identified in the DEIS. The four reasonable alternatives
evaluated (including the No Build Alternative) were developed to a

comparable level of detail in the DEIS so that their comparative merits

could be analyzed. The Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative was not identified
as the preferred alternative until all the alternatives’ impacts and comments

on the DEIS and from the public hearings were fully evaluated.
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“clig]

Saving ten minutes skirting the dam won’t help much or relieve interstate-international
commerce pressures, nor speed up interstate access. The location of a new bridge near the dam
directs interstate commerce and cross-country traffic back down to a near bottleneck again, in both
directions.

For once the US Government should look at the overall picture and commit to what is exactly
necessary, pay for it, build it, and get on with life. If the government and the states involved are
truly looking for a better transportation route to improve commerce and tourist traffic, then it should
promote the bridge project realistically. US 93 through Arizona to Las Vegas should be improved
to an interstate speed four lane highway from the junction of the current four lane portion of highway
93 just pastthe Lake Mead National Recreation Area boundary (north bound), go down the canyon
pavilion, cross the riverat a new bridge near Willow Beach, up the other side into Nevada, cut across
the south side of Boulder City and connect to Interstate 515 near the junction of highways 93 and
95, west of Boulder City. This route would shorten the trip from Kingman to Las Vegas to 45-60
minutes. Prohibit truck and commercial traffic across the dam using the old route. Make truck
traffic use the new route. Save the dam route for tourist traffic and recreation. Boulder City should
still draw adequate commerce from traffic going to the dam and lake.

W Disruption of American commerce and lifestyle, along with the frivolous, self-serving
expenditure of piles of public monies to protect turtles and stray wild sheep, dictated by the pompous
presumptions of myopic, hedonistic organizations on the assumption only they know what is best
for the public (which translates as what is best for them and turtles), borders on criminal mischief.

The whole idea is timing and access for interstate commerce and travelers who have no

improved traffic and commerce from Mexico, Interstate 10, the Arizona metro areas, and the people
of Arizona and other states in the long run. The longer government waits, the worse the problem
will become, and it will likely end up having to readdress the problem it should have resolved the
first time.

intention of stopping at the dam or using the recreational area. The expense will be worth it for
”é‘_n-sﬁ

The Draft EIS plan states that several alternate routes were discussed, including a scenario
route as described above, but these were rejected, mostly due to expense and the potential for
annoying tortoises. The problemis, I don’t feel the public was given relevant opportunity to discuss
alternate routes and uses, and have a vote in the altemates chosen. Special commerce interests, state
and local government representatives and the public should have been more closely involved in the
actual choice of routes. The route should satisfy the needs of cross-country traffic. The choice of
the bridge crossing from one of the three alternatives in the dam area does not, at least not as

“c117

effectively as another might.

On the other hand, if the bridge location is chosen from one of the three proposed sites near
oover Dam, the most appealing is the SugarloafCanyon crossing. The pros and cons of the three
ay simply amount to choosing the lesser of three ‘evils’, as insinuated by the Sierra Club. The

ublic should be given the benefit of the doubt for theirmoney, and the choice for the bridge location

2
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Response to Comment C11-2

The estimated average travel time on existing U.S. 93 from the Hacienda
Hotel in Nevada to Milepost 3 in Arizona, a distance of 6.3 miles, is

16.5 minutes. The preferred alternative would reduce the distance to
5.5 miles, resulting in a travel time of 6 minutes. This estimate represents a
10.5-minute timesavings for each through vehicle. Based on projections
that 26,000 vehicles will cross the dam in the year 2027 without the
proposed project, the peak-hour traffic volume is estimated at

2,340 vehicles. This projection indicates that more than 1,170 hours of
travel time delay during the 3 peak hours could be eliminated with the
proposed bypass (see Section 1.4.3).

The traffic analysis for this project forecasted a split of 6,100 annual average
daily trips (AADT) over the dam and 19,900 AADT on the new bridge in
the year 2027. With the new bypass bridge, future trips over the dam will
be restricted to automobiles, recreational vehicles, and buses visiting the
dam; truck traffic will be prohibited. Based on the study’s assumption of 18
percent truck traffic, the AADT over the new bridge in 2027 will be
comprised of approximately 3,600 trucks and 16,300 automobiles
(Appendix B). Hence, it can be seen that the new bridge will remove far
more than just truck traffic from the dam.

As discussed in Section 2.5 of the FEIS and in response to Comment C7-12,
NDOT determined a commercial truck ban on the dam is infeasible.

Response to Comment C11-3
Regarding the Willow Beach Alternative, see response to Comments C4-1,
C4-2,C4-3, and C4-4.

Regarding the Boulder City/U.S. 93 Corridor Study, see response to
Comments Al12-1, B1-2, and B1-4.

Regarding banning trucks across the dam on U.S. 93, see response to

Comments C-7-11 and C11-2.

Response to Comment C11-4
See response to Comments B1-5, C4-1, C4-2, and C7-3.
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T impacts of a n

efore 150 mil

should be based on the best bang for the buck.

The bridge should be built gouth of Hoover Dam over Black Canyon. It presents the
least offensive looking presentation. The Promontory Point location makes the
bridge stick up out of Lake Mead right next to the dam. An ugly choice.

The bridge design should have a western flavor look which supports the scenery and
is aesthetically pleasing to tourists. This suggests using the rail through arch design
already proposed, but I believe an even more pleasing design could be made.

The bridge should be designed to include pedestrian traffic. What more wondrous
spectacle than to be able to stand over the chasm of the Black Canyon, similar to the
Royal Gorge Bridge near Pueblo, Colorado, look north and see the entire expanse of
Hoover Dam, with Lake Mead as the backdrop. I believe tourism would increase
dramatically to the dam area because of this view, particularly people from Asian
countries. Remember, the west is trying to develop international commerce status
and thatinvolves Asian economies. One trip to the Grand Canyon demonstrates the
power of our western scenery on the rest of the world.

Building a bridge across Black Canyon and the Colorado River (recall that this area
is still a part of the Grand Canyon of the Colorado) designed for a one minute
passover at 60 miles per hour where one can see nothing and is unable to stop for the
next ten miles, suggests a cold, calculated, sterile bureacratic beltway approach.

It would serve both goals of rapid transit and scenic values by constructing a parking
lot for tourists and RVs on the Arizona side of the new- bridge, so there would be an
overlook of the canyon, and a place to park in order to access the walkway across the
bridge. Ibelieve the Arizona geography would support such a parking area for cars
and RVs at the castern end of the new bridge. The pedestrian accessway should
either be located on the north side of the road facing the dam and lake, or one could
:e co.nstructed on the underside of the bridge for an unobstructed view in all
irections.

Ibelieve it would be in the better interest of the public, federal, state and local governments,

nternational commerce and tourism, to re-evaluate and re-analyze the location and
ew bridge and corridor for traffic and trade by involving a much more logically

oriented and broader scoping process to discern the most opportune placement and uses possible.

lion dollars plus is spent, the people should know exactly what they're getting and

now they’re getting what they want, and need.

SCO/LAW2665.00C/ 003672585
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Response to Comment C11-5
See response to Comments B1-2, B1-5, B1-14, C7-2, C7-3, and C11-2.

Response to Comment C11-6

See response to Comment C11-1. Additionally, the public comments
received on the DEIS favored the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative over
either the Promontory Point or the Gold Strike Canyon Alternatives by a
three-to-one margin. The public generally supports the Sugarloaf
Mountain Alternative because of the lowest cost and least environmental
impacts. The lead agency waited until after the public hearings were held
and the public comment period closed before identifying a preferred
alternative in order to consider the opinions and information presented by
the public.

Response to Comment C11-7

FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative,
with the proposed mitigation measures, as the preferred alternative on the
basis of minimizing environmental impacts, engineering and operational
advantages, and lower construction cost. Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS
discusses the rationale for this decision.

Response to Comment C11-8
See response to Comments A1l-1, A10-2, A13-1, and C3-1.

Response to Comment C11-9

Construction of the preferred alternative will have an adverse effect on
Hoover Dam due to the introduction of visual elements that are out of
character with the landmark. As required under Section 106 of the NHPA,
FHWA consulted with the Nevada and Arizona SHPOs and has entered
into a Programmatic Agreement (PA) with the SHPOs, the federal
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP), and other parties
committing to measures that will mitigate the adverse visual effect. Those
measures will be adopted in the ROD for this project.

Response to Comment C11-10

The EIS (Section 3.7) states that there would be no stopping for views of the
dam on the new bridge on either alignment near the dam (Promontory
Point or Sugarloaf Mountain). Parking, pedestrians, and bicycles on the
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Remember, that very few average citizens understand what an EIS or a scoping process is.

he public, countrywide, has a bigger stake in this choice than the minor opportunity they had to

.- 4attend public meetings held in only a few locales. Please consider reopening the planning and design

C11-13|process, and reconsider what is at stake, or at least affirm that the original conclusions, now open
for public scrutiny in the EIS, are viable.

Respectfully,

Karl C. Easley
3350 N. Harrison Street, #143
Kingman, AZ 86402

c Mr. Terry Hausler, Project Administrator, Federal Highway Administration
Ms Jackie Vieh, Director, Arizona Department of Commerce
Mr. Gary Vrabel, Assistant Director, Arizona Office of Tourism
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bridge would create a safety hazard (see response to Comment A12-2).
However, in anticipation of great public desire for views of Hoover Dam
from the new bridge on the Sugarloaf Mountain alignment, FHWA will
study the technical feasibility of a separate viewing facility associated with
the bridge (see response to Comment A12-2).

Response to Comment C11-11

See response to Comment C11-10. Providing scenic overlooks with views
of the dam on the Nevada or Arizona approaches to the Sugarloaf
Mountain bridge is infeasible due to the roadway being cut into the
mountain on both sides of the bridge, with rock walls blocking the lines of
sight (see EIS Figures 2-9, 2-10, 3-9 and 3-10).

Response to Comment C11-12
See response to Comment C11-1.

Response to Comment C11-13

For the Hoover Dam bypass, the broader public was given unprecedented
access to the DEIS. The Notice of Availability of the DEIS was placed in the
Federal Register on September 25, 1998, and the entire environmental
document was made available online through the project web site. This
was the first time the FHWA has placed an EIS on the internet with an
online comment feature via e-mail. As evidenced by the public comments
in the FEIS, numerous people took advantage of this broader availability
and submitted e-mail comments on the EIS. The web site was accessed an
average of about 35 times per day during the EIS comment period, versus
about 5 times per day prior to that. By November 10, 1998, the deadline for
public comments on the DEIS, the web site had been accessed 3,894 times.
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. [_Roland M. Fraga, 09:04 PM 10/12/98, Hoover Bypass ]

Return-Path: <pilotrf@prodigy.net>

Date: Mon, 12 Oct 1998 21:04:21 -0700

From: "Roland M. Fraga" <pilotrf@prodigy.net>
To: haussler@road.cflhd.gov

Subject: Hoover Bypass

Dear Sir:

All three of these plans are sad, steep grades and poor route. It

.—---.._|seems all routes must lead to Goldstrike.

Willow beach would be a much better solution. It would be nice to know
the real reason it is not in the plan.

Roland Fraga

[ Printed for Terry Haussler <hausslerfroad.oflhd.gov> 1]
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Response to Comment C12-1
See response to Comments C3-1, C11-6, and E4-1 pertaining to the Gold
Strike Canyon Alternative. Regarding the Willow Beach Alternative, see

response to Comments C4-1, C4-2, C4-3, and C4-4.
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TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN. :
Thess are a few commrts Response to Comment C13-1
to las Vegas & narth to i:‘e:::a::t:‘: d::!:::mm;a:::t:nm The Te.mple-Bar- A.ltel:native was e.liminated beca}use it f-ailed to' meet the .
Highuay 93 Arzma o Highay 93 Nevada a8 L1lusteated o the screening c_rlterla in flve'ar'eas: 1) 1_t has 31_1bstant1al Sec.tlon 4(f) 1mp_act§; 2) it
2-1 State Route 167 In Nevada North of Lake Head, T fag P ha's severe 1mp?cts to pristine h'abltat;'3) ithas severe 1mpac'ts to wildlife;
as the route to Tas Vegas by vay of Lake Heag ’ naidered 4) it l}as excessive costs; and 5) it requires .operatlon and maintenance of
Erenvays, The altamative, the Badevard and to the duplicate parallel roadways because existing U.S. 93 from Las Vegas to
’ » the Terple Bar Corridar No.9 1s the ane Kingman would have to remain open and, thus, it would not necessarily

I had propoesd. . . h
S0 far to date there fam't been any designation to resolve the traffic problems experienced over Hoover Dam.

thtlmm. Mlaeatmtheemml.z.aitm;tom
thtﬂatﬂﬂymwﬁgmawidmrtmmtmzmzmny
201sjsgn1mtomdjustashlgatnamggxewhlmuanﬂa one
thexemw.alsoiftheteazearwhﬂgetmr-nms,lﬂmtmvielm
wnterﬂatauedq:tooverslzsndmm,ﬂmﬂeﬁ:mmstofw
oftheth:eealtenathescotudbeumaidemhlynmthanthem
o camuatedoost ﬂmemnesalsobymwezghwgmxaswgasrmys

) c1:s-1axegoingtoposealuaxd°smduxywiu\ﬂnmesofhdimﬁve
naterialslntraeventofanacddmt. Idm'tﬂunkthexeiaenqh
Wm%ﬁmgﬁmmm:%-hﬂémymtm
Mph&rmmwvmldb:hguwmufﬂnothenm
inmcticableithxubﬂrem}'merm:temmmdarmdhe the
'I\mple&rmutelnﬂefubue. Itmudhebettertopm:ﬂamﬂv
mmwmhm,mzdsamﬂatWMVeﬂa
admnmgeofmmmmﬂefugu.‘ﬂnm&:mmmymnn;o
mvtohﬂldﬂnnﬂnoﬂ'ers,vhminﬂt\hngmmdluwbette:
Potential, Ptuerux&tmhdfmmu&uemmwmunmwm
ofﬂndtiea,nwﬂeyamﬁﬁwaytlnm.
Itjustmiqhtheﬂelor\gwaymnuyhotm&‘nttmyalunj,%
Hank Iunsen -
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[ rheidel, 07:13 AM 10/16/98, Hooverdam Bypass project )

Return-Path: <rheidel@prodigy.net>
Date: Fri, 16 Oct 1998 07:13:21 -0700
From: rheidel <rheidel@prodigy.net>
Reply-To: rheidel@prodigy.net
Organization: Prodigy Internet

To: haussler@road.cflhd.gov

Subject: Hooverdam Bypass project

Dear Sii,

First let me thank you for the excellent web site. I found it
convenient
and informative. It has allowed me reach an opinion.

I would like to recommend that the Department of Transportaion approve
the Sugarloaf Mountain alternative bypass route. Although all three
routes accomplish the objective, based upon your summary table, -the
Sugarloaf Mountain alternative is the least complex, has the best road
.. _lgeometrics, and is the least expensive.
C14-1

It is my belief and experience, that the simpler the design, the fewer
surprises and the best likely hood of completing the project "on time"
and "within budget".

lthough I perfer the Sugarloaf alternative, I strongly recommend that
one of the alternatives be chosen, and choosen soon. I have been
Ci4-gltraveling across Hoover Dam for 8 years now, and have seen a constant
increase in traffic -and congestion. This roadway has now reached the
angerous point.

Thank you for your time and attention.

Raymond Heidel
Henderson, NV

[ Printed for Terry Haussler <haussler@road.cflhd.gov> 1 ]
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Response to Comment C14-1
See response to Comment A1-1.

Response to Comment C14-2
The Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative cannot be officially adopted until there

is a ROD for this project. The ROD is currently scheduled for approval in
early 2001. After the ROD, engineering of the roadways and bridges will be
completed, and construction should begin by 2002 and be finished in 2007.
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Response to Comment C15-1

The EIS discusses safety concerns in each section where safety is an issue.
For discussions related to safety, see Sections 3.2.3.2 (Noise), 3.6.1.2 (Land
Use), 3.7.2.2 (Visual), 3.8.2 (Recreation), 3.9.2 (Socioeconomics), 3.10.2
(Hazardous Materials), and 4.3 (Unavoidable Adverse Impacts).

Response to Comment C15-2

See response to Comments C3-1, C11-6, and E4-1 pertaining to the Gold
Strike Canyon Alternative. The EIS (Section 3.8.2.2) states that there will be
no stopping for views of the dam on the new bridge. Parking, pedestrians,
and bicycles on the bridge would create a safety hazard.

i Impact
ed J. Lasko Retiréd Régional Safefy Engioe
wer Colorado Reglon Bureau of Roclamau

' TImnkyou for the oppornmlty to comment on this project. My comments are from -
_my experience as Regional Safety Engmeu' overapmodeﬂs yearsmd:eLo .
Oolorado Regonal oﬂice ot'the Buwa ‘of Re ion, Boulder City, N

Response to Comment C15-3

One of the primary purposes of the project is to safeguard Hoover Dam
employees, visitors, the dam structure, equipment, power generation
capabilities, and Colorado River waters. This is discussed in detail in
Chapter 1 of the EIS.

Response to Comment C15-4

The dam crossing will stay open to recreational traffic, pedestrians, and
bicyclists (see EIS Section 3.9.2.1, Bicyclists and Pedestrians). Under the No
Build Alternative, 26,000 trucks and automobiles are projected to cross the
dam daily in 2027, as compared to 11,500 currently crossing. With the new
bridge, trucks will be prohibited from the dam, and the number of vehicles
crossing the dam in 2027 would be reduced to 6,100 (see EIS Appendix A).

Response to Comment C15-5

The EIS does not propose to charge a toll for the new crossing. It does state
that ADOT and NDOT conducted a financing study that evaluated funding
options available. Please refer to response to Comments C3-2 and C7-10
and the EIS Executive Summary.

OtherlSafety Althouy' y0ur ouﬂme dow not have a title for safety my comments -
will address this issue because of its importance. It would be good if youhad a.
_ Itopic for safety in your outliné for comments. 1 feel the best location for the | RS
crossing would be the Gold Strike Canyon altemative, This is the ﬂmhmt locati
from the Dam and eliminates or reduces the hazard from tounsts stopping on the
- |bridge to get av:eworukeplcmrﬁofthedamandlake\ 'I'hebndge ‘will be
designed for four lanes of traffic at 60 miles per hour.: A vghwle stopping on L the
bridge or pedestrians wallang on the bridge is “a foolish act and extremely
. dangerous.. The Gold Strike location reduces this hazard greatly over the ty
""" "152|upstream locations. Reduchon of road cuwu is another bcneﬁt of this locan
Most vehicle accidents have occmed on the haupm curves dmg:edongmally fi )
shorter length haul trucks. Tnmkacmdenlsmﬂwmofﬂwdamhavecausedhafﬁc

he ups for several hours

o c151

&1 5-3| OthalSecmty' Tlns

Response to Comment C15-6

In November 1999, NDOT began an environmental study for
improvements to the segment of U.S. 93 between the Wagonwheel
interchange and the Hacienda Hotel. In programming this project, NDOT
determined that the “Boulder City/U.S. 93 Corridor” project is completely
independent from the Hoover Dam bypass. The purpose and need for the
Hoover Dam bypass relates directly to solving the traffic congestion and

R s

Boulder City Bypass is menhoned in the report as 8.
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accident problems on the dam and approach roads, not to addressing traffic
problems in Boulder City.

Response to Comment C15-7

See response to Comments B1-9 and C11-9 and EIS Section 3.7 for
discussion about the visual impacts of the Promontory and Sugarloaf
Alternatives. Also, as discussed in response to Comment C15-2 above and
in the EIS (Section 3.8.2.2), there will be no stopping for views of the dam
on the new bridge. Parking, pedestrians, and bicycles on the bridge would
create a safety hazard.

Response to Comment C15-8

The new Colorado River bridge, on either the preferred alternative or
Promontory Point alignment, will have safety fencing placed along the
concrete bridge rails as a preventive measure to address this concern.
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(3]}

| D Henry Leavitt, 04:10 AM 10/12/98, public response i

Return-Path: <leavitt@chirocode.com>

Date: Mon, 12 Oct 1998 04:10:06 -0700

From: D Henry Leavitt <leavitt@chirocode.com>
To: haussler@road.cflhd.gov

Subject: public response

Response to Comment C16-1

Thanks for the notice in the AZ Republic. I have viewed the sites. See Section 2.6.3 in the FEIS and response to Comments C3-1, C11-6, and
""C16-]vote for the the Gold Strike option. It would do more to aleviate E4-1 for discussion about the Gold Strike Canyon Alternative and the

congestion and enhance traffic flow on this NAFTA corridor highway. . . . o

D ) reasons that the Sugarloaf Mountain alignment was identified as the

H Leavitt

preferred alternative.

[ Printed for Terry Haussler <haussler@road.cflhd.gov> 1 |
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Box 60923
Boulder City, Nevada 89006
September 29, 1998

Mr. Terry Haussler (HPD-16)
Federal Highway Administration
555 Zang Street, Room 259
lakewood, CO 80228

Dear Sir:

Thank you for the notification of the public hearing about U.S, Highway 93
bypassing Hoover Dam. I choose Route 3 for the following reason. Either
Route 1 or Route 2 would cause a cost of living rise for me because of the extra
—---—distance | would have to travel to any destination southeast of here. The

C17-1lnormal supplies that arrive from that direction are hauled from Kingman,
Arizona. Please note that Phoenix, Arizona (270+ miles) is the closest ,
metropolitan area to Las Vegas, Nevadal The other two routes would cost even
more because of the distance and upkeep on the trucks plus the manpower to
perform this service

for the harm to the business people of Boulder City, that would likely be a
~ —— Iminimum amount. Only those travelers who wish to stop will stop,
Ci7-2 specially when they have a long trip still ahead of them. The total distance
from Phoenix to Las Vegas Is about 275 miles.

I have never seen a town that was by-passed that did not growl And | have
never seen a town that grew that fought a bypassl To name a few, there are
Richfield, Utah; Mesquite, Nevada; Las Vegas, Nevada; Bakersfield, Delano,
Fresno, Santa Barbara, all in California.

____ {The town of Victorville, California, fought a bypass for about 35 years and
c17-3}jremained a small country town. When they stopped fighting a by-pass they
became a thriving city.

Any town that stopped fighting and went after business has grown and is still
growingl They have put their efforts into building a better town 4nd have
grown as a consequence because the people who are attracted there know they
will be served as If they were at home.

;17_ 4' in my opinion, Route 3 would be the cheapest way to build the bypass in the
long runl

Sincerely,

? Laune, 56 year resident

SCO/LAW2665.00C/ 003672585
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Response to Comment C17-1

See Section 2.6.3 in the FEIS and response to Comments C3-1, C11-6, and
E4-1 for discussion about the Gold Strike Canyon Alternative and the
reasons that the Sugarloaf Mountain alignment was identified as the
preferred alternative. The Gold Strike Canyon Alternative shortens the
distance between the U.S. 93/95 interchange in Nevada and Kingman,
Arizona, by less than 1 mile when compared to the Promontory Point and
Sugarloaf Mountain Alternatives (see EIS Table 2-1).

Response to Comment C17-2

See response to Comment B1-4, which discusses the rationale for
concluding that the Boulder City /U.S. 93 Corridor Study is a separate
project with independent utility and that the Hoover Dam Bypass Project
has no cumulative socioeconomic effects.

Response to Comment C17-3
See response to Comment C17-2.

Response to Comment C17-4

See response to Comment C17-1. The cost to design and construct the
preferred alternative is currently estimated at $198 million, compared to
$215 million for the Gold Strike Canyon Alternative (EIS Sections 2.6.2.5
and 2.6.3.4).
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[ Ingrid Lee, 04:48 PM 9/29/98 , Hoover Dam Bypass

Return-Path: <ingleelet.mohave.cc.az.us>
Date: Tue, 29 Sep 1998 16:48:12 -1000

From: Ingrid Lee <inglee@et.mohave.cc.az.us>
Organization: Mohave Community College

To: haussler@road.cflhd.gov

Subject: Hoover Dam Bypass

X-Url: http://www.hooverdambypass.org/

Thank you for the opportunity to reply by e-mail. I appreciated the
Sept. 1998 materials which were mailed recently. I could easily
compare
and contrast the alternative bypass choices. Based on the engineering
and construction comparison and potential environmental impacts, I
would

;éﬁiiOPt for the Sugarloaf Mountain bypass. It has (relatively) minimal
environmental impacts, best roadway geometrics, and best of all, the
least cost. The potential losses are outweighed by the incredible
benefit gained by bridge construction.

I would like to question why a bridge/route through Laughlin, NV is
not

‘ﬁ,vzone of the choices. The road to 95 is good. 1Is it because of route
C18-2§68 72
Boulder citizens concerned about bypass of their city? Would cost be
less?

As a resident of northern AZ for 20 years I am ecstatic to be
queried-and have the opportunity to input-on this project.

Sincerely,

Ingrid Lee

[ Printed for Terry Haussler <haussler@road.cflhd.gov> 1
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Response to Comment C18-1
See response to Comment Al-1 concerning the rationale for identifying the
Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative as the preferred alternative.

Response to Comment C18-2

Section 2.5 of the EIS discusses those alternatives, including a bypass
around Boulder City, which were considered but eliminated from detailed
evaluation. Table 2-1 specifically shows the reasons for elimination,
including substantial Section 4(f) impacts and severe impacts to pristine
habitat and wildlife.

For detailed discussion of the rationale for eliminating the Laughlin-
Bullhead City route, please see EIS Section 2.5, Appendix B, and responses
to Comments B1-5, B1-7, C7-2, C7-3, C7-4, and C7-9 (Laughlin), and A12-1,
B1-2, and B1-4 (Boulder City). ADOT is currently widening SR 68 to four
lanes within the LBA corridor, so this is not a factor in eliminating the LBA.
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[ Patti Lewis, 09:37 AM 10/10/98, Comment

Return-Path: <daffyl@ctaz.com>

Date: Sat, 10 Oct 1998 09:37:59 -0700
From: Patti Lewis <daffyl@ctaz.com>
Reply-To: daffyl@ctaz.com
Organization: Outland Resources, Inc.
To: haussler@road.cflhd.gov

Subject: Comment

Thanks for the informational pages on the Hoover croosing situation.
My
comment is this:
____|jhe Promontory Point crossing seems to be the safest route for the
Cig-fffuture crossing. If the dam should vere give, that crossing would be
he
east affected.
Thanks for listening.
Patti Lewis

[ Printed for Terry Haussler <haussler@road.cflhd.gov> 1

SCO/LAW2665.D0C/ 003672585

RESPONSES TO THE GENERAL PUBLIC’'S COMMENTS

Response to Comment C19-1
The reasons for preferring the Sugarloaf Mountain alignment over the
Promontory Point alignment are presented in Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS and

in response to Comments A10-2, A13-1, and C11-6.

In identifying the preferred alternative, there was not a concern about the
potential for Hoover Dam failing and washing out a new bypass bridge
downstream. The planned bridge crossing on the Sugarloaf Mountain
alignment will be elevated 254 feet higher than the crest of Hoover Dam
and anchored to the bedrock walls above Black Canyon.
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\
} “c20 177! Brusby Creek Lug.,&
| ’&u hewd c,{v& Az
‘5’67-‘19
. Aoy, 7, REE =
/1‘//)?./4
Federa s //w , d.
{ﬁ 5’ Zﬂ/u,'
&am A5G

La/(eamm{, Colo. 205
AH.. r,,.,? /,/,,‘;, S5/t

Dear S+ : Response to Comment C20-1
e are w s 6 F hailss “g Frae K As discussed in EIS Section 2.5 and in response to Comment C7-12, NDOT
o | s fle grer Hie Foover D am, c/ sver¥={| determined that a commercial truck ban on the dam is infeasible with no
|/ 9 it Hrowe Z, Ll f4 /m to begs 4, existing practical alternative crossing. The crossing through Laughlin adds
Imm e alte 23 miles to the trip from Las Vegas to Kingman, compared to the bypass

crossings near the dam, and it is inconsistent with the purpose and need of
)4/ Lricin £ M Douald the Hoover Dam bypass.

(Fia. & ¢ Dl

Alanl #eouatd

Lz

£¢0r7¢ D ADsnald
/571447. P1Pprchf
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{__RUSMURRAY@aol.com, 01:21 AM 10/12/98, Fwd: by-pass for Boulder City !

Return-Path: <RUSMURRAY@aol.com>

From: RUSMURRAY@aol.com

Date: Mon, 12 Oct 1998 01:21:05 EDT
To: haussler@road.cflhd.gov

Subject: Fwd: by-pass for Boulder City

Content-ID: <0_908169665@inet out.mail.aol.com.1>
Content-type: text/plain: charset=US-ASCII

Content-ID: <0_908169665@inet_out.mail.aol.com.2>
Content-type: message/rfc822
Content-transfer-encoding: 7bit
Content~disposition: inline

From: RUSMURRAYQaol.com

‘Return-path: <RUSMURRAY@aol.com>

To: sworden@dll.uscg.mil

Subject: by-pass for Boulder City

Date: Mon, 12 Oct 1998 01:07:46 EDT
Mime-Version: 1.0

Content~-type: text/plain; charset=US-ASCII
Content-transfer-encoding: 7bit

»621?irhe correct answer for the bridge and by-pass is none of the above.

Let me explain.

The present system involves a 7 miles downhill highway and crossing at
Hoover
Dam. The original intent was to transport material and people to a

jobsite

for the construction of Hoover Dam. The Department of Interior
determined

this location would be the best location to build a dam. Later, due

to
economics, this was adapted into a highway. However, the wear and

tear on
cars and trucks descending and climbing this seven mile stretch plus

the fuels .
does do make this constuction road and suitable highway.

We have an opportunity to make the best change for everyone...drivers,

road
and bridge by using the Henderson, Nv. Horizon 515 exit, build a road

"C21-2through

the dry lake waste land, build the bridge at Willow Beach and
reconnect to the
Arizona Highway.

[ Printed for Terry Haussler <haussler@road.cflhd.gov> 1]
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Response to Comment C21-1

The existing steep approaches, switchbacks, and the narrow dam crossing
over Lake Mead and the Colorado River, with the resulting high potential
for accidents, is one of the principal reasons for pursuing alternative routes
across the Colorado River (see Chapter 1, Purpose and Need). The
preferred alternative resolves the negative impacts associated with the No
Build Alternative (e.g., the steep grades approaching the dam, hairpin
tumns, and the risk of truck accidents on the dam crossing contaminating
the waters of Lake Mead and the Colorado River). Section 2.6.2.1 of the
FEIS discusses the rationale for identification of the preferred alternative.

Response to Comment C21-2

The construction of a bridge on the Willow Beach alignment is not an
acceptable alternative. As explained in the EIS Executive Summary, this
route was eliminated from further consideration because it requires about
19 additional miles of new highway construction resulting in substantially
greater environmental impacts — most notably impacts to Section 4(f) lands
(public park and recreational areas) —- higher costs, and potential adverse
economic impacts to Boulder City as a result of bypassing the city and
diverting traffic away from downiown businesses. See response to
Comments C4-1, C4-2, C4-3, and C4-4.

C-55



RESPONSES TO THE GENERAL PUBLIC’S COMMENTS

This would eliminate the seven mile wear and tear problem. This would
slightly divert traffic away from Boulder City. This would create a
short-cut
for getting off the highway (interstate) at the Searchlight Highway
then go to
Searchlight/Niption/ I-15.
I have worked at Hoover Dam 20 years. I heard the original concerns.
The _ Response to Comment C21-2a

corodortginal concerns were money and people would loose viewing Hoover Dam The existing recreationists’ access to Hoover Dam will be maintained after
are now accustomed to be able to do so. The Hoover Dam viewlng construction of the U.S. 93 dam bypass. See response to Comment C15-4.
been mute.
: Response to Comment C21-3

C21-3|Th dditi 1

» St:\::s it onal road building costs would be a saving to the Unirjed See response to Comment C21-2 above.

to not having to purchase/import as much oil. The people now living

donthe 1 T Laer ot Lread Lant Response to Comment C21-4

-4 e stretch from Boulder City to Hoover Dam are already complaining . . P .
, CBe Fbout the » Traffic noise through Hemenway Valley and east of Boulder City is being

__ Inighway noise. evaluated by NDOT as part of their Boulder City/U.S. 93 Corridor

C21-5 g:iig Zou have it. There is plenty of space out in the dry lake to environmental Stlldy. See response to Comment B1-4.
eight or ten lane highway...more roads are needed due to more licensed
drivers/automobiles. Make a win/win suituation for Response to Comment C21-5
gveIyone...yourself : See response to Comment C21-2 above.
Thank you for your time and consideration.
Russell Murray
1408 Monterey Drive
Boulder City, Nevada 89005
RusMurray@AOL.Com
[ Printed for Terry Haussler <haussler@road.cflhd.gov> 2 |
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Cc22-1

Mr, Terry Haussler (HPD-!G)

- 855 Zang Strect, Room 259

Federal Highway Administrati

Lakewood, Colorado 80228
TELEFAX # 303/969-5903

OOVG

.‘a'

In the midst ofnllthoeonvﬂutlom andlheloncmamdmgthumm nseqnltomethnmof .
tlmbestohllpoaslblelupuuoomnmlywed. Thatis: .~ . ) .

The efimination of all !nlektnlllc onthe Hoover Dlln

Thuclnbedoneunmedulely.wnhnooonandnllhedxmofwmlllymygovmmnl .

Jagency involved. Iflnagmcymﬂnhsmoﬁclmtmﬂwhwuuudedthmﬂw EPA (which has - .~
done 3o little) could issue the directive. Since you are an employee of tho Fedaral Highway -
Admmuu'atlonandwouldhkotobnng!heglory!huu,mhnvondonebythcm:\. .

'With no cost to any taxpayer this would immediately elmmuh !ha dmgc of all opdh mto the
Colorndo Rlvef or Lake Mead. Tho temrible congestion cansed by the huge trucks would be
The i smog ‘bythslmcbwouldbaellmmnad. Theclllurlndmuoﬂha

diesels in Hemingway Wash would be stilled. Tharo would be no imp
desert tortoises, desert bighom sheep or ground lqlllﬂ!ll It llnoluuly dosnot mlﬂﬂ' Whl! unpact .
this would have on the truckers or trucking companies. 1have been . for t o
large cargoes by truck all over the US and between the US lndCInldl quuemlytheuludl were
| proscribed from the m ot dir ect route for ono or more of any number of . blished by tho
DOT or the State governments involved. What did we do? We simply rerouted the trucks and paid
whatever the additional cost was due to the rerouting. In fact, on long hauls, the effect wias truly
fminimal in terms of its percentage of the total transportation cost or. on entire project costs. “Tho
whunpenngnbouttheneedtofollowus”wnhtmcksns 1 All products desir ‘bythe‘

populations of Nevada can easily be supphed by other mu!a (if they nmn come by truck) or by
train into the Las Vegu Vllley It is very obvi that )

SCO/LAW2665.00C/ 003672585
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Response to Comment C22-1
As discussed in EIS Section 2.5 and in response to Comment C7-12, NDOT

determined that a commercial truck ban on the dam is infeasible with no
existing practical alternative crossing.

Response to Comment C22-2
Regarding elimination of the Willow Beach Alternative, see response to

Comments C4-1, C4-2, C4-3, and C4-4. See response to Comments C3-1,
C11-6, and E4-1 pertaining to the reasons for discontinuing consideration of
the Gold Strike Canyon Alternative.
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Response to Comment C22-3

Comparing the three alternatives analyzed in detail, the Gold Strike
Canyon Alternative has the most substantial impact on desert bighorn
sheep lambing habitat and movement corridors (see EIS Section 3.3 and
Table 3-14). It would impact over two times as many acres of lambing
habitat as the next most damaging alternative, the Promontory Point
alignment.

Response to Comment C22-4

None of the U.S. 93 Hoover Dam bypass alternatives would have a direct or
cumulative impact on Hemenway Valley. The Boulder City/U.S. 93
Corridor Study is a separate project with independent utility (see response
to Comment B1-4).
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Terry Haussler (HPD-16)

. Fi Sree '_AJonAMRomomﬂ-dc“b

'Faxnumber: .
Business phone: -
Home phone:

- Date&Time: - Q/27/88 B:13:50 PM
" Pages . '
‘Re; -

PN

Terry. f've lw(ewnd your Update #4 Sephmbor Newsietter ll'ld [} lrulydo not see the msov,u fof
anyone to bother attending any of your October '98 Mestings. . Nolhlng will ohango. nothing will
happen after the mestings. you will continue to do what you al

am not the only one who fnls this
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Response to Comment C23-1

The dam crossing will stay open to automobiles, recreational vehicles,
pedestrians, and bicyclists (see EIS Section 3.9.2.1, Bicyclists and
Pedestrians).
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Flgg Engineers, Inc. . Focus
Memter firm of F igg € npineeng G roup on

1873 South Bellaire Sireet, Suite 1025 : Bridges®
Denver, Colorado 80222
303757-7400 Fax: 303 757-0898

October 19, 1998

L

Mr. Terry Haussler, P.E.

Project Manager (HPD-16)
Federal Highway Administration
555 Zang Street, Room 259
Lakewood, CO 80228

REFERENCE: Hoover Dam Bypass Project
Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Mr. Haussler:

The following comments are made regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
which was recently issued for review and comment by the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA), Central Federal Lands Highway Division on the Hoover Dam Bypass project in Arizona
and Nevada (Project No. FHWA-AZNV-EIS-98-03-D).

FHWA is to be congratulated for achieving the DEIS for this referenced project. The document
is thorough and sets forth in a clear and concise manner the purpose and need of the project and
the alternatives under consideration.

Based upon engineering considerations we believe it appropriate to comment upon the bridge
types identified in the DEIS; specifically those types identified for the Sugarloaf Mountain
Alignment. The DEIS document, in subparagraph 2.6.2.2 Bridge Designs, page 2-18, states as
follows:

“Two bridgedesigns are being considered for the Sugarioaf Mountain Alternative:
a steel deckarch bridge and a concrete cable-stayed bridge (see Figures 2-9 and
2-10). The design elevation at the center of the proposed bridge is 1,486 feet,
about 836 feet above the water surface of the Colorado River and 254 feet higher
than the elevation of the current highwayacross Hoover Dam.”

This recommendation apparently follows directly from the Phase B Corridor Study report dated
January, 1998. There is no indication that this reccommendation was reevaluated during the DEIS
process. The Corridor report indicates that the depicted steel structure at Sugarloaf is “a steel
rib deck arch span 1035 feet”. Furthermore, the report makes reference to a steel arch in sections
on constructability and visual resources.

Response to Comment C24-1

Although the structure types examined are appropriate, the DEIS should not limit the structure . . . .
caay | e to @ specific material at this caly stage in the process because of the ollowing; A concrete arch bridge type has been added as a potential design option for
24-1 A o .
. The arch could be made of eithersteel or concrete. Concrete arch spans as long as 1280 | the p'rf.-ferr.ed alterx}atlvc.e (Se? Sechf)n 2623) However, presentatlon of .
fect have been successfully designed and constructed in Europe and Australia. specific bridge designs in this EIS is not intended to preclude other feasible

structures; a Design Advisory Panel will provide input on bridge design

Tallahassee, Florida Denver, Colorado Philadelphia, Pennsylvania . .
concepts, structure type, and materials (see Section 3.5).
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Mr. Terry Haussler, P.E.
October 19, 1998
Page 2 of2

Cost comparisons at this stage of the process are not sufficiently accurate to determine
the most economical material for a given structure type.

The view from the dam of a steel deck arch bridge or a concrete arch would not be
materially different. The clean lines of a concrete arch may in fact present a cleaner and
less cluttered look than a truss type arch. In fact, a concrete arch could complement the
dam which is a concrete arch. However, if a truss appearance were desired, a snmllar
concrete design could be provided.

Construction techniques using overhead cable-way systems are equally applicable to either
construction material. The addition of cast-in-place prestressed concrete segments
stabilized with stay cable ticbacks may result in more contractor options for construction,
increasing competition, and thus lowered costs.

As a solution to assuring the least cost structure, FHWA may wish to utilize the alternate
design process. The experience of FHW A over a nine year period which required states
to provide alternate designs for structures expected to exceed a given dollar ameunt
(lower than the estimated cost of a Hoover Dam By-Pass Bridge), showed an average
savings of 11% per bridge. In this instance, that could exceed 4 million dollars which
easily justifies an alternate design.

Accordingly, we recommend the FEIS include:

1L

A provision to further evaluate the use ofa concrete arch bridge as a possible structure
type during the preliminary engineering work place, and/or

A provision to include alternate designs to ensure that the least cost arch structure with
comparable visual impacts is constructed.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the DEIS and look forward to the successful
execution of this important project.

Sincerely,

FIGG ENGINEERS, INC.

Wa(ﬂaudc

Ié‘oseph Siccardi, P.E.
Senior Vice President

Attach,

Figg Enginesrs, Inc.

SCONAW2665.00C/ 003672585
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Response to Comment C24-2
The FEIS now includes a concrete arch bridge as a possible structure type

for the preferred alternative.
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{ Jimmie stewart, 01:14 AM 10/16/98, hooverdambypass 1

Return-Path: <mickjim@worldnet.att.net>

Reply-To: <mickjim@worldnet.att.net>

From: "jimmie stewart"” <mickjim@worldnet.att.net>
To: <haussler@road.cflhd.gov>

Subject: hooverdambypass

Date: Fri, 16 Oct 1998 01:14:33 -0700
X-Msmail-Priority: Normal

why can't we cross at willow creek? it's far enough south of the dam
to

C25-ifnot cause pollution problems and it is convenient to the highway in
arizona. it really is a good crossing point. why at the "gold
strike
[south] crossing?

>;£££;anything but north of the dam. that's a bad choice geologically and
nvironmentally. itt would be great if you could get the crossing as

far
———-jaway from the dam as is economically possible. the willow creek
c2s rossing

its the criteria rather well. why isn't it one of the choices?

sincerely,

mickey stewart
boulder city, nv

[ Printed for Terry Haussler <hausslex@road.cflhd.gov> 1 ]
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RESPONSES TO THE GENERAL PUBLIC'S COMMENTS

Response to Comment C25-1

Regarding elimination of the Willow Beach Alternative, see response to
Comments C4-1, C4-2, C4-3, and C4-4. See response to Comments C3-1,
C11-6, and E4-1 pertaining to the reasons for not identifying the Gold Strike
Canyon Alternative as the preferred alternative.

Response to Comment C25-2

The reasons for identifying the Sugarloaf Mountain alignment as the
preferred alternative over the Promontory Point alignment are presented in
Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS and in response to Comments A10-2, A13-1, and
C11-6.

Response to Comment C25-3

The Willow Beach alignment does not fit the alternatives screening criteria
very well. The EIS (Section 2.5, Table 2-1) shows that this alternative fails
because of disproportionately high environmental impact, construction
cost, and highway maintenance requirements. See also response to
Comment C25-1 above.
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[[Jimmie stewart, 02:37 PM 10/16/98, Re: hooverdambypass :

Return-Path: <mickjim@worldnet.att.net>

Reply-To: "jimmie stewart" <mickjim@worldnet.att.net>
From: "jimmie stewart" <mickjim@worldnet.att.net>

To: "Terry Haussler" <haussler@road.cflhd.gov>
Subject: Re: hooverdambypass

Date: Fri, 16 Oct 1998 14:37:11 -0700
X-Msmail-Priority: Normal

X-Mimeole: Produced By Microsoft MimeOLE V4.71.1712.3

with all of that, then the one that is farthest south of the dam would

be my
choice (the gold strike crossing?)

thanx very much for your prompt reply. i appreciate it

mickey stewart

----- Original Message-----

From: Terry Haussler <haussler@road.cflhd.gov>

To: mickjim@worldnet.att.net <mickjim@worldnet.att.net>
Date: 16 October, 1998 2:07 PM

Subject: Re: hooverdambypass

>Mickey -

s '
>Willow Beach was considered but eliminated from consideration. It
has

>overwhelming environmental obstacles. Another reason is a Department
of

>Transportation regulation that requires minimizing impacts to public
>recreation areas, such as LMNRA. I agree that it does look good on a
state

>map and does get the crossing away from the dam; however, it has more
than

>10 miles of 5.5 and 6 percent grades and would cost $100 million more
than '

>improving U.S. 93. For the purposes of this comparison, the U.S. 93
cost

>includes improving the 14 miles in LMNRA and constructing a Boulder
City .

>Bypass (if that is ever agreed on).

>

>
>Thanks for your comments.

>

>At 01:14 AM 10/16/98 -0700, you wrote:

>>why can't we cross at willow creek? it's far enough south of the
dam to

>>not cause pollution problems and it is convenient to the highway in

[ Printed for Terry Haussler <hausslerfroad.aflhd.gov> 1 ]
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>>arizona. it really is a good crossing point. why at the "gold
strike

>>[south} crossing?

>>

>>anything but north of the dam. that's a bad choice geologically and
>>environmentally. itt would be great if you could get the crossing
as far

>>away from the dam as is economically possible. the willow creek
crossing

>>fits the criteria rather well. why isn't it one of the choices?
>>

>>sincerely,

>>

>>mickey stewart

>>boulder city, nv

>>

>Terry K. Haussler

>Project Manager

>Federal Highway Administration

>Phone: (303) 716-2116

>Fax: (303) 969-5903

>email address: haussler@road.cflhd.gov

>

{ Printed for Terry Haussler <haussler@road.cflhd.gov> 2
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C26

[ warren Sturgill, 11:25 PM 10/13/98, SquOltionlund Question

L

Return-Path: <wsturgill@isat.com>

Reply~-To: "Warren Sturgill" <wsturgill@isat.com>
From: wsturgill@isat.com (Warren Sturgill)

To: <haussler@road.cflhd.gov>

Subject: Suggestion and Question

Date: Tue, 13 Oct 1998 23:25:02 -0700
X-Msmail-Priority: Normal

X-Mimeole: Produced By Microsoft MimeOLE V4.72.2106.4 Response to Comment C26-1

his bridge will be here forever, and I think that we should build the Depending on the bridge type selected for the preferred alternative, the

one that looks the best with Hoover Dam. I think that the Gold Strike . . R e .
—ssifplan is_the best due to its location below Hoover Dam and because it impact on views from the dam can be partially mitigated by coloring the

looks alot better than the other two. On the other two, they will be gl . . .

alot closer and higher than Hoover Dam, so when you are standing on concrete or painting the steel to blend with the surrounding environment.

the dam, the bride would be higher than you.
Response to Comment C26-2

— ..My queestion is: When you build the bridges, are you planning on R . . . N .
czs:ibunding it a freeway, so that US93 will be freeway from Kingman all The U.S. 93 bypass will be a four-lane divided highway, consistent with
the way to Las Vegas? existing improved sections of U.S. 93 from Las Vegas, Nevada, to Kingman,
Thanks, Arizona

Warren Sturgill

Sent from: wsturgill@isat.com

Visit my website at: http://www.personal.isat.com/wsturgill
<!DOCTYPE HTML PUBLIC "-//W3C//DTD W3 HTML//EN">

<HTML>

<HEAD>

<META content=text/html;charset=iso-8859-1 http-equiv=Content-Type>
<META content='"MSHTML 4.72.2106.6"' name=GENERATOR>

</HERAD>

<BODY bgColor=#ffffff>

<DIV><FONT color=#000000 size=2>This bridge will be here forever, and
I think -

that we should build the one that looks the best with Hoover

Dam. &nbsp; I think

that the Gold Strike plan is the best due to its location below Hoover
Dam and

because it looks alot better than the other two.&nbsp; On the other
two, they

will be alot closer and higher than Hoover Dam, so when you are
standing on the

dam, the bride would be higher than you.</FONT></DIV>

<DIV><FONT color=#000000 size=2></FONT>&nbsp;</DIV>

<DIV><FONT size=2>My queestion is:&nbsp; When you build the bridges,
are you

planning on building it a freeway, so that US93 will be freeway from
Kingman all

[ Printed for Terry Haussler <haussler(road.cflhd,gov> 1}
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c27
Boulder City, Nv. 89006  10-22-98 page 1 of 2 pages

Subject: Bridge Bypass of Hoover (Boulder) Dsm & Highway Bypass of Boulder City.

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:
WMQ

Sirs:

WILLOW BEACHROUTE still remains BEST routeing and is far cheaper and shorter in

~ga7:1{the "long run"t However, “apparently” the total building project is being split intotwo

separate projects and will be built in two separate stages with different finding and brains
for each project. TOTAL expense is of no interest it seems. Just do it this way. Right?

1 project is the "DAM BYPASS" via anew bridge. That seems to be the "priority”. For
that project, it seems that SUGAR LOAF MT. ROUTE is the better choice. Ok, get it done
»»»»»»» as soon as possible. Forget the difference of a combined project and cost efficie cy. Takes
“Jtoo much concessions from to many hostile groups. To hell with efficiency. Just do the job.
al is Americatoday. OK, build the BRIDGE now. Let Boulder City go to hell with their
problems untill they get really in deep trouble with traffic and problems of change.

|#2 project is the "BOULDER CITY BYPASS". That is on a "go to hell" basis for perhaps a
10 year delay yet. Perhaps by then, common sense will prevail and it will then be another
10 years before anythi g can be completed. Bouder City then at 20,000 population??
Where then will the bypass be? People have built all over the area?? Isthere "br ns" or
"bodies" on the city council?? The coet will also be double or triple by thattime. Right?
Fine, I will be dead long before then. You "wizards" pay the bill. Then cry, "why did we
wait 50 long", when it could have been done by all gas tax dollars years ago! 4-5 stop
lights in 9 miles plus 35 MPH speed limits, etc. History!!

‘Ca7-3| This highway build and expantion project is for 4 lanes plus extra lanes for exit/entrance,
A "huge cost" of this project that is gefting no consideration. The cost of "traffic delay”
during the many years buildingperiod. Police car at each end of the "delay area" already,
pilot cars and a dozen flag men. Around the clock?? Add to this the thousands of trucks,
cars and people that "sit” for ?2?? on a daily basis, waiting for their chance to go thru the
"moss” of the building area. How many years of this takes place?? The entire-route from

illow Beach exitto Railroad Pass will be effected!! Pleasant thought?? This is
amounting to "big millions" of dollars when computed as to wages of drivers, salaried .
eople, fuel & waste of time for all. Think on it. IF WILLOW BEACH ROUTE WERE

SCO/LAW2665,D0C/ 003672585

RESPONSES TO THE GENERAL PUBLIC'S COMMENTS

Response to Comment C27-1
See response to Comments C4-1, C4-2, C4-3, and C4-4 regarding the
rationale for elimination of the Willow Beach Alternative.

See response to Comment B1-4, which discusses the rationale for
concluding that the Boulder City/U.S. 93 Corridor Study is a separate
project with independent utility.

Response to Comment C27-2

FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative,
with the proposed mitigation measures, as the preferred alternative on the
basis of minimizing environmental impacts, engineering and operational
advantages, and lower construction cost. Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS
discusses the rationale for this decision.

See response to Comment B1-4.

Response to Comment C27-3
Similar to the Willow Beach Alternative, construction of the preferred

alternative will all be done on new alignment, except at the tie-in points
with existing U.S. 93 in Nevada and Arizona. Hence, disruption of U.S. 93
traffic will be minimized.
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The Sierra Club and the Nat. Park Service are both getting entirely "toobig" for their
britches by their defiance of "man against wild creatures"!! Do we "destroy” all dams, no
more cities, no more highways, etc., so we can give the land back to the "wilds"?? Turtles
& sheep really have no problem!! Use "under passes” for bleeding hearts. Timber wolves
and coyotes cruely kill other creanumes!! Far better the bunters bullet and the millions of
revenue it could generate rather than the cruel death by "exhaustion, hamstringing, &
bleedingto wealmess of falling. Then the wolfpack dives into the "soft” under the tail
meat, & between the thighs meat and "eats the animal alive" as it kicks and groans its last
breath. This is "humaine"? This is the Sierra Club?? Oh--this is nature?? Then, no more
doctors, medicine, hospitals. Let you Sierra Club members die that "natural death”. What a
Jblessing it would be to the common sense public! Youpeople simply drop dead and let the
rest of us use today & benefits. Yourbleeding hearts are a farce in most instances.

Let the National Park Service listen up a bit too. Like the wolves in Yellowstone Park!!
Crazy!! Theyare coming down from Canada without cost. Now they have hired "publisist”
people to promote the good of their "wolf introducton project”. Yes, the public is getting
word of the wolves and are highly unhappy with it. Soo0o---they try to cover their butts.
Like the "let it bum" fire in Yellowstone a few years ago. 100 years or more to recover
what was lost Crazy!! Let "constructive harvesting” do the job and it is timber saved, or
used and the landscape is quickly beautifill again. Not the horrid black tree stubs for
decadesto look at and no value gained at all. "Clear cul” if animal vegatation is needed. I
see no brains at all in this "bumn” crap. No soil cover, so "erosion" and stream, river
pollution prevail. When is the soil to rebuild its water holding capacity, if "burn" is done?
c27-3
Now lets get to the Million Dollar toilets. Generally, local contractors do the job for 1/4 of
the cost of Park Service paper work and contracts. Also those built below highwater

levels. Floating toilets that a windstorm can easily destroy---no one knows where they are
anyway & people, fishermen, etc., are not going to go miles out of there way when they
need one. Dream on, but you will not change people that much. Simple to rent the toilets
for the limited time they are used per year. Yearly changes are normal. How many lessons
are needed? Simple arithmetic will give some simple and effective answers. Try it. The
permanet ones get vandalized often and need rebuilding every 10-20 years. Rent-Right?

Back to the "bridge & bypasses"”. Iam "closing my book” on this project. It has been
"sadly" handled to date. Let the fisture unfold. It will not be completed in my lifetime and I
will bet my life on that!! Gracious----1 won't be much good after age 85 anyway will 17?7 I
am 75 now. (smile) Youyoung folk carry the ball. Your ballgame. Play it with wisdom.

However, I expect a lot of"paper work, politics, private interests, group interests, and odd
balls". As the saying goes, "the past is a prelude to the future". Gracious-- hope not. 30
years since this project began via Arizona & Nevada planners. How foolish the delay has
been. Ok, you people concerned--—-may I commend you to doing your best, sleep well at
night and in the name of common sense & decency, give it good thought and effort. Bye!!
Wishes, Russel VandeBerg, P.0. Box 61589, Boulder City, Nv. 89006 (new address)
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Box 97
Meadview,A2 86444
11 December 1598

Subject: Hoover Dam Bypass
Draft BIS Statement
Central Federal Lands
Highways Division,FHA
559 2%ang Street, Room 259
Lakewood,CA 80228- 1103

Attn: Mr, Terry Haussler
Project Manager

Dear Mr. Haussler:

I was not able to attend any of the puklic
hearings on the subject matter.

A copy of the Draft EIS Statement on the
subject came to my attention.
. - I think U.S. 93 should go south of Boulder
City and go to U.S. 95 directly,and go further on to meet I-15
C29-1 | about M.P. 27 .

This would provide a faster route for thru

traffic,
— Sincerely yours,
/’ 12 (4J
Fred W1lso
SCO/LAW2665.D0C/ 003672585

RESPONSES TO THE GENERAL PUBLIC'S COMMENTS

Response to Comment C29-1

The Laughlin-Bullhead City Alternative, which provides an alternative
route south of Boulder City using U.S. 95, does not meet the purpose and
need of the project (see response to Comments B1-5, B1-7, C7-2, C7-3, C7-4,
and C7-9). Regarding the Willow Beach Alternative, see response to
Comments C4-1, C4-2, C4-3, and C4-4. No alternative extending U.S. 93 to
I-15 was ever developed, but it would fail to solve the traffic problems on
Hoover Dam, similar to the Nelson/Cottonwood and U.S. 95/1-40
Alternatives that were studied (see EIS, Section 2.2).
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C3o ' -

[ mark rosen, 08:06 AM 12/19/98, No Subject

Reply-To: "mark rosen" <markrosen@lvcm.com>

From: "mark rosen" <markrosen@lvcm.com>

To: <haussler@road.cflhd.gov>

Subject:

Date: Sat, 19 Dec 1998 08:06:46 -0800
X-Msmail-Priority: Normal

X-Mimeole: Produced By Microsoft MimeOLE Vv4.72.3110.3
Return-Path: markrosen@lvcm.com

Response to Comment C30-1

You need to consider expanding 95 and using 95 to 40 as a bypass.

- -~ |Less environmental impact on the canyon. 95 needs to be expanded A U.S. 95/1-40 Alternative was considered and eliminated primarily
anyway. presen it is a ane ghway eat| rap tha needas o e . . . . . ' .

C30-1 l4ivided. That alternative would be cheaper. Howard Booth has more because it would require motorists to drive an additional 70 miles,

- deeply explored this option and you need to. . . .
< IDOCIYPE HIML PUBLIC 7/ /H3C//DVD W3 HIML//EN"> | compared to the preferred alternative, from the U.S. 93/95 interchange in
Piitiieg : ’ Nevada to Kingman, Arizona. This considerably greater distance would

_ result in over $2.3 billion in additional automobile and truck user costs
<META content=text/html;charset=iso-8859-1 http-equiv=Content-Type>

<META content='"MSHTML 4.72.3110.7"' name=GENERATOR> being incurred over a 20-year period (see EIS Appendix B).
</HEAD>
<BODY bgColor=#ffffff>
<DIV><FONT color=#000000 size=2>You need to consider expanding 95 and
using 95
to 40 as a bypass.&nbsp; Less environmental impact on the
~ canyon.&nbsp; 95 needs

~— to be expanded anyway. At present it is a 2 lane highway death trap
that needs .
to be divided. That alternative would be cheaper.é&nbsp; Howard Booth
has more - }
deeply explored this option and you need
to.</FONT></DIV></BODY></HTML>

+«_ | Printed for Terry Haussler <haussler@road.cflhd.gov> 1 ]

SCO/LAW2665.D0C/ 003672585 c-n




RESPONSES TO THE GENERAL PUBLIC'S COMMENTS

Ca| WITH 1T7S APPROACHES INn THE AREBA wWoULD DEGRADE, DIMINISH,
MINIMIZE AND OVERSHADOW THE WSTORICAL SIGNIFICANCE AND

=" |ACHIEVEMENT oF THE MAGNIFICENT AND MieiTY Hoover Dam .
\

2. From THE DAM, U.S.93 PASSES THROUGH A BUSY Response to Comment C34-2
TRAFFIC -~ LIGHTED INTERSECTION AT THE centeR of BoulDER | See response to Comment B1-4.
CITY AND THEN on To RALRoAD FASS AmnD LAS VEGAS . THE
9 MILE STRETCH BETWEEN THE oo Strike Tnn ano RareaD
ASS HAS RECOME MORE LIKE A CQITY EXPRESSWAY THAN A

"7 IMAaTOR WiGHWAY . AT THE CURRENT TATE of DEVELOPMENT,
C34-2 IN'S or & YEARS 17 wiLl BE A BUSY civY STREET wiTH
No RoomM To EXPAND oR RELOCATE . ConSEQUENTLY, A MATR

BoTTLENECK 1S DEVELOPING AND A DAM BYPASS BRIDGE
WiLL onNLY ExXACERBATE TRAFFIC CONGESTION, PoLLLTION,

ACCIDENTS AND VDELAYS.

3. HcHwAt PLANNERS ARE (NRERENTLY SHoRTSIGHTED AND,
—  AS A RESULT, HAVE CosT TAXPAYERS BiLLiONS . TRAFFIC
AT TIMES oN T-18 BETWEEN LAS VEGAS ano Los ANGELES
15 BUMPER- To - BUMPER . ThE PHENOMENAL GrowTH IN
Response to Comment C34-3

Las Veeas anb FRHOENIX SHOWS NO SIGN of SLowING
o ° ; The dam bypass will be designed to handle, at a minimum, the traffic

WHICH MEANS INCREASED TTRAFFIC WETWEEN THE TWO .
" oo 4;‘|Lc)\-ru=_s . Tue HeovER Dam BYPASS FhoTECT swould BE volumes forecasted for 20 years after opening day (2027) and beyond

ESIGNED To WANDLE TRAFFIC SMOOTHLY FoR THE NExT 100 YEARS. | (EIS Appendix A).

4. CompARING ALTERNATIVES SHOULD BE REALISTIC, OBTECTIVE,
ACcURATE AND FAIR WITHOUT BIAS or LoBBYIST INFLUENCE —
A PICTURE OF A BRIDGE SPANNING BLAK CANYON wiTH

Hoovere DAM v THE BACKGROUND WoULD LooK REAL NICE IN Response to Comment C34-4

onE'S RESWME T § FhovecTED ConsTRUCTION cosTS ARE The Sugarloaf Mountain alignment, the preferred alternative, is only
e [oRIoUSLY  NECESSARY AMO IMPRTANT, BUT VALUES NEED TO 1,500 feet south of the existing crossing at Hoover Dam. The new roadways
BE ASSESSED To THE INTANGIBLE BY- PRODUCTS oF A PROJECT . leading up to the bypass bridge will require cutting, filling, and bridging
o ffoR EXAMRE, THE RECREATIONAL VALUE OF A NEW HGHWAY . through 3.3 miles of mountain and canyon terrain, but it will not open up
OPENING ~UP A REMOTE SECTIoN of LAKE MoHAVE oR THE - . . . .
access to new recreational areas. This project also will have no effect on

ODETERIORATION OF A  QTY'sS WLFE- STYLE N . s
Boulder City in terms of environmental or economic impacts.

SCO/LAW2665.00C/ 003672585 C-76
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T comclLuSion, EAcH YEAR THERE ARE MORE ¢
. is'vTORS o Weover Dam

2. TouRISTS
3, BeaTERS on LAKE MeAD

4, ResiDEnTS v BoutbER CrrY :
S. RUSINESSES IN BoulDER CiTY
6. TRUCKS To Aanbd From ArIZONA
7. CARS To AND FRoMm AriZONA

ALTERNATIVES 1, 2 AND 3 ARE UNACCEPTABLE AND NeT THE
ANSWER . TMEY o wWoT INCLUDE oR ADDRESS THE INEWTABLE
IMPACT oN THE INFRASTRUCTURE, ENVIRONMENT AND
HETORICAL ATMOSPHERE ofF BoowER CiT¥ . IT'S CoNCEWABLE
THAT in A MERE 15 To 20 YEARS BouloBR CiTY witl HAVE

STOP- AND - GO RUMPER-To - BUMPER TRAFFC WiTH THE
USUAL HovERING BrAcKK ClouD AnD oBScURE AnD HAZY MOUNTAINS

Lke Las Veas orR  PHoenix . HieuwAY 93 AT HowweR Dam
SHoutD reMain AS 1S, THE . NO _BUILD_. ALTERNATIVE
SHOULD BE SELECTED AnND ENFORCED .

TT BEHGOVES THE FHA, NDoT, AbeT, Bureau or KecLaMATION ,

_|FARK SERUCE AND THE FisH And WIDUFE To BiTE- THE- BULLET,

Joint FORCES AnD REIOURCES AND comMB-UP wiTH A GooD
VIABLE FouR LANE BYPASS BETWEEM U.S. 93 awd US. 95
SoutH oF BoulbER City .

ConcERNED

A ¥ SR

FRANKE. ENSIGN

806 BUCHANAN BLVD.
NO. 115-340

BOULDER CITY, NV 89005

SCO/LAW2665.D0C/ 003672585
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Response to Comment C34-5

See response to Comment C34-2 above. The preferred alternative resolves
the negative impacts associated with the No Build Alternative (e.g., the
steep grades approaching the dam, hairpin turns, and the risk of truck
accidents on the dam crossing contaminating the waters of Lake Mead and
the Colorado River).

Response to Comment C34-6
See response to Comment C29-1. Identifying a viable bypass south of
Boulder City is not the purpose of the Hoover Dam Bypass project.
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Responses to the Public Hearing Transcript Comments
Kingman, Arizona, October 13, 1998
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RESPONSES TO THE PUBLIC HEARING TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS
KINGMAN, ARIZONA, OCTOBER 13, 1998

1 SPEAKERS

2

3 Robert Earl Kniffen (Bridge Builder)

4 Charles Shull (Concerned Citizen, Kingman)
5 JoElle Hurns ‘ (Director of Laughlin »

Chamber of Commerce)

° Patricia Tester (Concerned Citizen, Kingman)
! Sam Elters (Concerned Citizen, Kingman)
° Frank Jenkins (Mohave ééunty

9 - Transportation Commission)
10 Elaine Morrissette (Concerned Citizen, Kingman)
11 Robert Morrissette (Concerned Citizen, Kingman)
12 Larry Castillo (Mohave County

Transportation Commission)

1 Edith McFerrin (Concerned Citizen, Kingman)
12 James McFerrin (Concerned Citizen, Kingman)
1 . .

16

17

18

19

20 .
21
22
23
24 .

25

FAYETTE & ASSOCIATES
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTERS
'
D-2
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11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

22

KINGMAN, ARIZONA; TUESDAY, OCTOBER 13, 1998

5:00 P.M.

* * k&

_B{-

MR. KNIFFEN: Well, I believe this.Gold
Strike one is the best becauée of traffic. 16 don't
get in the way of all the tourists and everything
that's there.

And I think that the only thing I would
like to see is the bridge being, maybe, 100 feet or
200 feet higher than where it is now, the elevation
of it. I think it would be a lot easier -- even
though it costs more, I think it would be easier to
put it down there than it would be closer to the dam.
Trying to get all the material in and out down over
by the dam is going to be quite a chore, you know.
When it's right there, it would be pretty simple to
get in. ]

I'd 1like to see the Gold Strike alternative

go down through there. I think that will do it.

LA I

B
MR. SHULL: I feel that the Sugailoaf is a

bad aiternative and that Gold Strike is much more

viable in the fact that it takes it out of view of

FAYETTE & ASSOCIATES,
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTERS
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RESPONSES TO THE PUBLIC HEARING TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS
KINGMAN, ARIZONA, OCTOBER 13, 1998

D1  Kniffen, Robert Earl

Response to Comment D1-1

See Sections 2.6.2 and 2.6.3 in the FEIS and response to Comments C3-1,
C11-6, and E4-1 for discussion about the Gold Strike Canyon Alternative
and the reasons that the Sugarloaf Mountain alignment was identified as
the preferred alternative.

Response to Comment D1-2

The height of the Gold Strike Canyon bridge is dictated by the elevation of
the approach roadways. The profile of the bridge and roadways was set at
the conceptual design stage to maintain acceptable grades while
minimizing deep cuts, high fills, and numerous smaller bridges through the
mountains and canyons.

Construction of the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative will all be done on new
alignment, except at the tie-in points with existing U.S. 93 in Nevada and
Arizona. Hence, disruption of U.S. 93 traffic and dam activities will be
minimized.

D2 Shull, Charles
Response to Comment D2-1

‘See Sections 2.6.2 and 2.6.3 in the FEIS and response to Comments C3-1,

C11-6, and E4-1 for discussion about the Gold Strike Canyon Alternative
and the reasons that the Sugarloaf Mountain alignment was identified as
the preferred alternative.

Hoover Dam may be visible from high-profile vehicles traveling over the
Sugarloaf Mountain bridge; however, the high elevation of the bridge,
relative to the dam, and the safety rail will minimize viewing opportunities.
The EIS (Section 3.8.2.2) states that there will be no stopping for views of
the dam on the new bridge. Parking, pedestrians, and bicycles on the
bridge would create a safety hazard.
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1 the dam, for safety reasons, I guess.

2 * ok

3 D3 -

4 MS. HURNS: About two years ago, Laughlin

5 was approached by NDOT to discuss being considered as
6 an alternative for the Hoover Dam Bypass. It.was a

7 quick, poorly publicized meeting, and I think that

8 the buzz words were "hazard waste material" and

9 "18 wheelers."

10 As a community, we discouraged the Laughlin
11 and Bullhead City route as being considered because
12 we didn't think we could provide safe passage for the
13 trucks with our existing roadways, and we also didn't
14 understand that there might be funds available to

15 address those issugs.

16 Basically, we thought that they were

17 transferring one problem downstream to anothef

18 community.

19 Since that time, we've learned that there
20 are several sites being considered and that there's
21 upwards of $200 million available to accommodate the
22 need.
23 Just six months ago, Laughlin asked to be
24 reconsidered, if not for economic reasons at %east
25 for improvements to our highways. We understand
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we've been eliminated for reasons that deal with the
steepness of the grade in and out of our community,
and, also, that it's 23 miles longer than the
existing route.

We support a bypass to Hoover Dam and stand
ready in the future, if our alternative is to‘be
considered.

When I say "we: stand ready," I mean We
stand ready to look at the environmental impact, the
economic impact, and the financial impact that it

would have on our area.

MS. TESTER: I was just wondering if I will
see this new road in my iifetime. I mean, they have
been talking about this for 35 years, and how much
longer are we going to have to talk about it before
we start doing something about it? A;e they going to
have to wait for a major disaster before they will
consider putting in new roads, like, yéu know toxic
waste, you know? 1Is that going to go into the water?
I mean, we have to drink this water here. Are we
going to have to wait until, you know, half the dam
goes, you know, or contaminates the water befqre

they'll do something.
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D3 Hurns, JoElle

Response to Comment D3-1

For detailed discussion of the rationale for eliminating the LBA, please see
EIS Section 2.5 and responses to Comments B1-5, B1-7, C7-2, C7-3, C7-4,
and C7-9.

D4  Tester, Patricia

Response to Comment D4-1

The Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative can be officially adopted after
approval of the ROD in early 2001. After the ROD, engineering of the
roadways and bridges will be completed, and construction should begin by
2002 and be finished in 2007.

Response to Comment D4-2

The possibility of chemical spills affecting water quality was discussed in
Sections 3.4.2.2 and 3.4.3.2 of the DEIS. All three build alternatives would
include strategically located settling basins, which function as chemical
spill containment structures. Additionally, storm runoff from the bridge
roadways would collect in these basins. All bridges over live water would
have the potential to collect the “first flush” runoff volume from the bridge,
as well as the spill volume that might be generated from a semi-truck
tanker spill.

One of the primary reasons the Promontory Point Alternative was not
identified as the preferred alternative was the concern expressed by
numerous agencies and citizens about the risk of a hazardous material spill
from the bridge into Lake Mead contaminating this major public drinking
water supply.
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| 1 Well, I guess that's about it, you know. 1
| 2 just wanted to know if I was going to be able to see
} 3 this road go in my lifetime. And I'm not that old
‘ 4 yet.
? S Going through Laughlin is 30 miles further,
i D43 6 and they have to go down thig steep grade, going to
‘ 7 ﬂRoute 68 to Laughlin, and then go up the steep grade
8 going up the other way. And then Route 95 is only a
9 two lane, and there's lots of traffic going there,
10 lots of traffic, you know. Truckers won't do it.
11 They won't do it. And 68 is bad, too. They said
} 12 they're supposed to make that a four lane way down
i 13 the mountain, and there's an awful lot of accidents
14 on there, too. A lot of them burn up their brakes
15 going down the mountain.
16 . * ok w
17 b5
i 18 MR. ELTERS: Basically, I am in support of
! D51 19 the project, and I feel that the Sugarloaf
1 20 alternative, being the cheapest and being that it |
| 21 offers better grades than the Gold Strike one, is
22 probably the best alternative to go with.
i 23 I strongly believe that the No Build is a
| 24 no option at this time, no viable pption.
} “\, 25 * Kk *
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Response to Comment D4-3 ,

For detailed discussion of the rationale for eliminating the LBA
(Route 95/163/68), please see EIS Section 2.5 and responses to
Comments B1-5, B1-7, C7-2, C7-3, C7-4, and C7-9.

D5  Elters, Sam

Response to Comment D5-1

FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative
as the preferred alternative. Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS discusses the
rationale for this decision. The preferred alternative resolves the negative
impacts associated with the No Build Alternative (e.g., the steep grades
approaching the dam, hairpin turns, and the risk of truck accidents on the
dam crossing contaminating the waters of Lake Mead and the Colorado
River).

D6  Jenkins, Frank

Response to Comment D6-1

An overlook along the Nevada roadway approach to the bridge is not
possible because the mountain above the existing Nevada switchback
blocks the view (see EIS Figures 2-9, 2-10, 3-9, and 3-10). Another option
would be to provide a shuttle bus parking area and allow pedestrians to
walk to a viewing facility on or in the vicinity of the proposed Colorado
River bridge; however, because of the rugged terrain, the proposed rock
cuts (50 to 100 feet high) adjacent to the bridge, and the proximity of the
Arizona-Nevada Switchyard, the only possible locations for a parking area
would be either at the switchyard site, if the switchyard is removed, or
approximately 1,000 feet west of the Colorado River bridge. This relatively
long walk adjacent to a busy highway would discourage most travelers
from stopping. There would also be Americans with Disabilities Act
(ADA) compliance and safety issues to resolve.

Ten transmission towers and a hill between the end of the bridge and the
dam would interfere with the view on the Arizona side. Similar to the
Nevada side, a 1,200-foot-long, high through-cut (between 50 and 120 feet
high) is proposed at the east approach to the bridge. Although the terrain
1,200 feet east of the bridge would allow construction of a parking area, this
would complicate construction of a stormwater detention area that is
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D8
1 MR. JENKINS: My suggestion is, they need a
D812 || viewing area on the Arizona side and on the Nevada
3 side, and they don't have it in their proposal.
4 * *
5 o7 -
6 MS. MORRISSETTE: [ definiteiy am in favor
D717 of the Sugarloaf route, judging from what I read in
8 all the comments made about it. That's it.
9 *
10 ‘o8
11 MR. MORRISSETTE: I feel the very same.
12 The Sugarloaf route would be our choice, based on
D81 13 | environmental cost and the money, time it will take
14 for the project, versus the others.
15 * * ok
16 D9
17 MR. CASTILLO: On the Boulder Dam Bypass, I
18 think we need to get that through just as soon as
19 possible because the traffic there is just atrocious.
20 And, really, we're afraid that someone is going to.
DB 21 get killed or hurt seriously. There's already been
22 several accidents there. Not only in the sense of
23 safety, but its convenience for traveling without the
24 hcldups, that I think it's one of the most urqent

projects we have.
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proposed in this location. Even if there were room for a parking area,
visitors would not be likely to hike 1,200 feet along a busy highway to view
Hoover Dam from the new bridge. Also, like the Nevada side, there would
be ADA compliance and safety problems.

Despite these challenges, FHWA will study the matter during final design
of the highway bypass to determine the technical feasibility of a separate
viewing facility associated with the bridge. Further details of such a facility
cannot be determined until design of the bridge and approaches is
advanced beyond the current level. Details of how people would be
conveyed to the viewing facility and evaluation of environmental impacts
would be addressed in a separate project report and NEPA document if the
construction scope exceeds the anticipated impacts addressed in this EIS.

D7 Morrissette, Elaine

Response to Comment D7-1

FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain alignment
as the preferred alternative. Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS discusses the
rationale for this decision.

D8 Morrissette, Robert

Response to Comment D8-1

FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain alignment
as the preferred alternative. Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS discusses the
rationale for this decision. See also response to Comment A1-1.

D9  Castillo, Larry

Response to Comment D9-1
Assuming that funding becomes available and environmental clearances
are obtained, construction will start on the bypass in 2002 and be completed

in 2007.

D7



1 * *
2 010
3 MS. McFERRIN: I feel that the dam should
4 be built as soon as possible -- the bridge, not the
5 dam -- I'm sorry, the bridge, as soon as possible ~--
6 due to the amount of traffic, it's a grave coﬂcern to
7 me. I don't think this dam or bridge that we have
8 now was built to anticipate the amount of traffic
9 that's over it now.
10 I personally like the Gold Strike Canyon
11 route. I think that it's safer having it out of
D161 12 sight of the dam so that people aren‘'t stopping to
13 look at the dam, and I don't feel the impact is that
14 much greater. I mean, it is greater, but not that
15 much greater.
16 » * ok ok
17 “pi1
18 MR. MCFERRIN: We have lived in the Kingman
19 area for over 30 years. We've seen the traffic
20 increase over Hoover Dam, during those 30 yeers,
21 probably 20 times the amount there was when we
b1 22 started. I do not believe the Hoover Dam can
23 withstand that much traffic. I would like to see an
24 alternative bridge started as soon as possible.
25 I favor the Gold Strike Canyon, even though
FAYETTE & ASSOCIATES
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D10 McFerrin, Edith

Response to Comment D10-1
Assuming that funding becomes available and environmental clearances
are obtained, construction will start on the bypass in 2002 and be completed

in 2007.

See Sections 2.6.2 and 2.6.3 in the FEIS and response to Comments C3-1,
C11-6, and E4-1 for discussion about the Gold Strike Canyon Alternative
and the reasons that the Sugarloaf Mountain alignment was identified as
the preferred alternative.

Hoover Dam may be visible from high-profile vehicles traveling over the
Sugarloaf Mountain bridge; however, the high elevation of the bridge,
relative to the dam, and the safety rail will minimize viewing opportunities.
The EIS (Section 3.8.2.2) states that there will be no stopping for views of
the dam on the new bridge. Parking, pedestrians, and bicycles on the
bridge would create a safety hazard.

D11 McFerrin, James

Response to Comment D11-1

See Sections 2.6.2 and 2.6.3 in the FEIS and response to Comments C3-1,
C11-6, and E4-1 for discussion about the Gold Strike Canyon Alternative
and the reasons that the Sugarloaf Mountain alignment was identified as
the preferred alternative. The Gold Strike Canyon Alternative has the most
severe impact on desert bighorn sheep and would adversely impact a
popular hiking trail through Gold Strike Canyon to the hot springs.
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it will be the more expensive route, as far as money.

I feel that it would be less impact on the animals

and the beauty of the terrain. And if I get voted

down on Gold Strike, then I go for Siagarloaf.

8:00 p.m.)

Thank you.

(Whereupon, the hearing concluded at

* * *
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D1z

DON WORKS: Don Works. 1I'm a Reno
resident born and raised in Nevada, and 1 think the
dam is a good thing, but I don‘t really like the fact
that it’s so close to Boulder City and they’re going
to be hauling nuclear disposal through the town. So
if they could move it down a little ways to
Searchiight it would be good. 1It’s a great idea
because there could be an accident on the dam and who
knows what could happen, and if they are hauling
nuclear stuff across the dam now, it could also get
into the water 5ys€ém in which you guys do drink out
of it and dump your stuff, thinking of it. I don't
So that’s about it.

Tis

RICHARD BENTON:

understand that.

Richard L. Benton, 104
Graham Court, Boulder City. I believe that the i
Sugarloaf Mountain alternative would be the best way
to go. It’'s already cost much more than it took to
build the dam just in looking at the problem by our
many bureaucratic government facilities, ﬁuch more

than it needed to be. What we need to do is get the

LAURIE WEBB & ASSOCIATES (702) 386-9322
517 South 9th Street, Las Vegas, Nevada 89101
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D12 Works, Don

Response to Comment D12-1 :

The highway drainage system in the area near the dam on the Nevada side
of the river flows off the edge of the road, down the canyon face, onto the
Nevada power house roof, and into the Colorado River. In the event of a
serious spill, in addition to potential water pollution issues, materials
spilled on the road would drain off the road into the Nevada power house,
possibly resulting in powerhouse damage or destruction. The proposed
project will remove trucks carrying these materials from the dam crossing
and provide a straight, four-lane highway crossing on new alignment that
will reduce potential spill risks.

A spill containment system is proposed for the build alternatives. The
purpose of the system is to isolate and collect spilled material at the site and
convey the material off the bridge for containment. This system will be
developed during the design phase of the project.

D13 Benton, Richard L.

Response to Comment D13-1

FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain alignment
as the preferred alternative. Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS discusses the
rationale for this decision. See also response to Comment A1-1.
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job done, make a decisiun and get the job done. I
know that’s difficult for bureaucrats to do, but it
can be done. It will cost more than the_dam like the
gift shop arnd overview did, and I think that_it's
about time it gets done.

Oone bad spill on that dam will just
annihilate the lower Colorado, cause international
problems with Mexico, and we have wasted too much
time already, and if you greedy little pebple in
Boulder City who think they’‘re going to make a nickel
from some tourist stopping at their store should not
even be considered or listened to.

Let’s get the job

done. Thank you, citizen, voter and concerned.

D1a
RALPH HdGHEs:_ Ralph L. Hughes. I came
out tonight to kind of look over the alternatives and
see what possible negative part there codld be to

it. I can'’t seem to find any. The congestion at the
dam has gotten worse and worse. I h;ve been here 30
vyears and use the route numerous times, and in tpe
last few years, it is just been atrocious. 1It’s
anywhere from an hour to 40 minutes to get across, go
over the nine miles from the top on the Arizona side
to come this way.

Also I feel like we’ve just been leading a
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D14 Hughes, Ralph L.

Response to Comment D14-1

The reasons for identifying the Sugarloaf Mountain alignment over the
Promontory Point alignment as the preferred alternative are presented in
Sections 2.6.1 and 2.6.2 of the FEIS and in response to Comments A10-2,
A13-1, and C11-6. One of the primary reasons the Promontory Point
Alternative was not the preferred alternative was the concern expressed by
numerous agencies and citizens about the risk of a hazardous material spill
from the bridge into Lake Mead contaminating this major public drinking
water supply. It also has the most impact to water recreation, since boating
restrictions would be implemented during construction.

Comparing existing topography along the approaches of the alternative
bridge alignments, it would be most practical to construct a west-end
parking lot and walkway to a viewing facility on or in the vicinity of the
Promontory Point bridge. The Promontory Point bridge is more conducive
to accommodating a viewing area of the dam than the Sugarloaf Mountain
bridge (compare Figures 2-5, 2-6, and 2-7 with Figures 2-9 and 2-10 in the
EIS, and see response to Comment D6-1). The Promontory Point bridge is
also 500 feet closer to Hoover Dam and has no intervening transmission
towers to block views of the dam.
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charmed 1life not having an accident down there or
something serious happening. There’s been so many
times that we’ve come within just an eyelash of
losing a tariker over the edge of one of theq curves.
Truck lose its brakes and crash into those tourist
crowds on top of the dam.

I think the bypass is really what we need,
and I really like the one above the dam. I think it
will be become a tourist attraction in itself. fhat
suspension bridge, I think that will become a
landmark invits own right. People will be coming
from around the world just to look at the bridge, and
if they put a viewpoint at each end of those bridges
there, that’'s going to be another drawing card, I
think.

I‘ve been in construction for 40 years,
and I really like the idea of the upstream bridge
mainly because they don’t have to do nearly as much
work on the approaches to the bridge. There’s not
that much land and keeping the wildlife disturbances
at avminimum. Environmentally and aesthetically, I
think it’s a very pleasing project on the Promontory
bridge approach. That’s all I have to say.

/77
/77
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‘Di5
ROBERT SHANNON: Robert Shannon. I would
like to see the Promontory Point Alternative as the
bridge to cross over. I think it’s more feasible as

far as cost 'and the fact that you don’t have to

D1515 |[[drive -- you’ll avoid a lot of the same traffic .going
6 |fto the dam, and the trucks will have an easier time
7 llcrossing over without slowing you up on the other
8 |Jalternatives. That’s all.
9 ‘D18
10 WADE STUCKEY. Wade Stuckey. I'm a
11 Wresident of Henderson, Nevada. I'm interested in the
12 ||[bridge going up and going up union, and out of the
'Eﬁ;;lz ones I saw, I think the Promontory Point would be the
14 ilmore feasible one, better for the tourist industry.
15 [IAnd 1 prefer the c;ble suspicion bridge. That's
16 |jabout all I can tell you. That’s what I prefer.
17 o7
.18 ED UEHLING: My name is Ed Uehling. My
19 [lmain concern is the design of the bridge and the
20 ;isual impact it will have on the dam. The dam is a
21 |jvaluable national treasure. It has a specific
22 Jlarchitecture to it. The visitors center that was
D171123 [Jconstructed clashes with that -- with that
24 |Jarchitecture and it defaces the dam, in essence,
25 {defaces this national treasurer, and it would be a
LAURIE WEBB &-ASSOCIATES (702) 386-9322
517 South 9th Street, Las Vegas, Nevada 89101
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D15 Shannon, Robert

Response to Comment D15-1

The reasons for identifying the Sugarloaf Mountain alignment as the
preferred alternative rather than the Promontory Point alignment are
presented in Sections 2.6.1 and 2.6.2 of the FEIS and in response to
Comments A10-2, A13-1, and C11-6.

D16 Stuckey, Wade

Response to Comment D16-1

The reasons for identifying the Sugarloaf Mountain alignment as the
preferred alternative rather than the Promontory Point alignment are
presented in Sections 2.6.1 and 2.6.2 of the FEIS and in response to
Comments A10-2, A13-1, and C11-6.

D17 Uehling, Ed

Response to Comment D17-1

Construction of the preferred alternative (or the Promontory Point
Alternative) will have an adverse effect on Hoover Dam due to the
introduction of visual elements that are out of character with the landmark.
As required under Section 106 of the NHPA, FHWA consulted with the
Nevada and Arizona SHPOs and entered into a PA with the SHPOs, the
federal ACHP, and other parties committing to measures that will mitigate
the adverse visual effect. Those measures will be adopted in the ROD for
this project.
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tragedy if the bridge also acted in the same
capacity, to trash the design, the architecture, the
heritage of this incredible building, incredible
structure that exists here. .

So in conclusion, if you can’t find a
designer that’s going to do an art deco 1930s
industrial-type structure, then clearly the best
alternative is to have it as far away from the dam as
possible where it can’'t be seen, where it doesn’t
pollute the visuals and the architecture and the
heritage of the dam.

'573«

ANONYMOUS: Well, I object to the
Promontory bridge from the aesthgtic yiewpoint, extra
mileage and it'’s m&te dangerous than the bridge
because trucks could go off both sides and fall into
the lake. My objection to the Sugarloaf Mountain
would again take away from the bridge, and I think
you would have danger of motorists séopping on the
bridge or slowing down to view the bridge at night --
I mean, the dam at night when it’s 1lit up.

And I suppose I would prefer the Gold
Strike Canyon, but I understand that the road is very

steep compared to the others, and if I had my way, I

would make it a toll bridge to get it compleEed and
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D18 Anonymous
Response to Comment D18-1

One of the primary reasons the Promontory Point Alternative was not
identified as the preferred alternative was the concern expressed by

numerous agencies and citizens about the risk of a hazardous material spill

into Lake Mead affecting this major drinking water supply. '

Hoover Dam may be visible from high-profile vehicles traveling over the
Sugarloaf Mountain bridge; however, the high elevation of the bridge,
relative to the dam, and the safety rail will minimize viewing opportunities.
The EIS (Section 3.8.2.2) states that there will be no stopping for views of
the dam on the new bridge. Parking, pedestrians, and bicycles on the
bridge would create a safety hazard.

See Sections 2.6.2 and 2.6.3 in the FEIS and response to Comments C3-1,
C11-6, and E4-1 for discussion about the Gold Strike Canyon Alternative
and the reasons that the Sugarloaf Mountain alignment was identified as
the preferred alternative.

NDOT and ADOT conducted a financial feasibility study to determine
viable funding sources for the Hoover Dam bypass. The study assessed a
toll crossing among other options (see EIS Section 2.9 and response to
Comment C3-2).
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8
1 | make the people who use it pay for it. Thank you.
2 bie
3 MRS. BERMAN. Berman. Realiy and
4 fJtruthfully I'd like to have the one that’s the least
D187s |lstress on the animals. That’s the main thing. 8o
6 [jthat’s all I have to say.
7 D2
8 RUSSELL VANDEBERG: Russell Vandeberg,
9 |jBoulder City here. My thought here, I don‘t like any
10 jjof these locations as far as the best location, as
11 {{far as the best. As far as the one of the three
12 |jbeing considered, Sugarloaf Mountain looks by far the
13 |fbetter of any of the three. Keeps the lake free,
"D20-114 |lkeeps the bridge up in the air, and I see no problem
15 |fas far as any view?is concerned. They whine and
16 {Jmoan. We see bridges all over. So that would be the
17 |jbest of those three.
18 But my thought, we’ll go right back to
19 |[Willow Beach crossing, north route, és far as the
20 |jbest of all ideal routes. I know the Sierra Clup is
21 jJfighting it like old Harry, and I know the park
22 |lservice is unhappy with it, but who made the park
23 ||service? The people made it, and they can grant a
24 |Jvariance to put a highway across there just as damn
ﬂ@% 25 |lquick as they granted them permission to stop all
LAURIE WEBB & ASSOCIATES . (702) 386-9322
517 South 9th Street, Las Vegas, Nevada 89101
SCO/LAW2666.00C/003672566
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D19 Mrs. Berman

Response to Comment D19-1

FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative
as the preferred alternative partly because it has the least impact on desert

bighorn sheep, peregrine falcons, and the desert tortoise. Section 2.6.2.1 of
the FEIS discusses the rationale for this decision.

D20 Vandeberg, Russell

Response to Comment D20-1

FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain alignment
as the preferred alternative. Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS discusses the
rationale for this decision. See also response to Comment A1-1.

The Willow Beach crossing has been eliminated from further detailed
consideration. After being compared to screening criteria, this alternative
fell short in five important areas, thus eliminating it as a potential route (see
Section 2.5 of the EIS and response to Comments C4-1, C4-2, C4-3, and
C4-4). As explained in the EIS Executive Summary under Areas of
Controversy, this route was eliminated from further consideration because
it requires about 19 additional miles of new roadway, primarily through
NPS land, and has substantially greater environmental impacts and higher
construction costs.
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construction. A stroke of the pen will do it.

They’ve got millions of acres in
California that they just set aside here a couple of
years for these turtles, and the sheep, therF is
millions of acres out there for them. That little
bit that the highway takes, no problem.

So the Sierra Club doesn’t rate high in my
book at all, a bunch of kooks and trust babies if you
want my version of them. They want something to yap
on and don’t know half of what they’re talking
about .

The Willow Beach route is so simple. Look
at the map is all you need to do, and you will see
many miles saved from the present routes that are
being proposed, an@'you multiply that by 10,000
vehicles a day -- DOT says 14,000 cross the dam.

This would still leave 4,000 tourists across the dam
and 10,000 trucks and business people to take the
shortcut route, saving many miles ev;ry day and
cruising it at 60 miles an hour rather than a crawl
or sﬁopping for stop signs.

This presént route through Boulder City
will have five atop signs by the time it is in if
they place one at Gold Strike, and they’1ll need

another one on the exits down below. Now, even four

| . LAURIE WEBB & ASSOCIATES (702) 386-9322

517 South 9th Street, Las Vegas, Nevada 89101

SCO/LAW2666.D0C/0036725686
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1 | stop signs in a nine-mile stretch of road from

2 | Railroad Pass to Gold Strike does not constitute a

3 | highway, an interstate highway. It constitutes a

4 | mess, and that'’s what Boulder City is right Pow, a

S | mess.

6 So, okay, I realize that one bigger

7 | appropriation will be hard to get. Two smaller

8 | appropriations will probably fit the pie. So if it

9 | has to be the two smaller, certainly the Sugarloaf

10 | crossing is the ideal one to go for now, and then

11 { however they want to bypass Boulder City is another
12 | thing. I'll be dead long before that ever happens so
13 | there’s no need for me to worry a great deal about it
14 | except it 'irritates me to see so much money wasted.
15 I understand this project began in 1960

16 | when the first talk was started with the Arizona and
17 | Nevada states, and surveys, evaluations done, if you
18 | add those together, the total cost of those surveys
19 | and evaluations will far exceed the“cost of this
20 | present project. Had it been built 10, 15 years ago,

21 ] it would have been built at half or a third the price

22 lis going to cost today. So how smart can we get,
23 | wait another ten years and let it cost double again?
24 | That’s about the way it’s going to happen unless some

éﬁ% 25 | people get off their duff and get this thing done.

LAURIE WEBB & ASSOCIATES (702) 386-9322
517 South 9th Street, Las Vegas, Nevada “89101 * - -
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11
IEnd of story.
D21’
ANONYMOUS: I'd like to state that I am a

structural iron worker by trade with 25 years of
experience. Speaking from the point of view:of an
experienced tradesman, I feel it'’s urgent that this
project get underway because there are still some men
within my trade that have, in fact, worked on this

very type of project. Most of them are retired and

would volunteer to come out of retirement to assist
in this type of project because of the nature of the
project. In my opinion if we wait more than five
years to do this, the availability of these
personalities is going to be diminished because of
the fact that theyrre getting old and they’'re dying.
That’s pretty much it.
022

JOHN FLOYD: John Floyd, 798 Fairway
Drive, Boulder City, Nevada. I have'driven a truck,
a 70-ton, across both ways. The last time I wenp I
came through that way because I preferred it than
fgoing over the dam, but even with the bridge, if it
went that way, I think that would be the best. I

don‘t think it’s going to do ten cents worth of good

because of the casinos because they want the truck

LAURIE WEBB & ASSOCIATES (702) 386-9322
517 South 9th Street, Las Vegas, Nevada 89101

SCO/LAW2666.D0C/003672586
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D21 Anonymous

Response to Comment D21-1

The Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative can be officially adopted after
approval of the ROD in early 2001. After the ROD, engineering of the
roadways and bridges will be completed, and construction should begin by
2002 and be finished in 2007.

D22 Floyd, John

Response to Comment D22-1

For detailed discussion of the rationale for eliminating the LBA
(Route 95/163/68), please see EIS Section 2.5 and responses to
Comments B1-5, B1-7, C7-2, C7-3,C7-4, and C7-9.
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3 1 | parking or they want the truckers’ every nickel they
2 | can get. And if you go the Railroad Pass way now,
3 there’s 24 or 30 trucks there, and from there across
4 | the dam is probably the most dangerous road in the
5 | United States, partly because of their stoplight.
6 | But it wouldn’t surprise me to see a stoplight on the
7 free&ay for Railroad Pass and the Gold Strike.
8 | That’'s all I got to say. I think it ought to go
9 | through Laughlin. The bridge would be a lot cheaper
10 | and that road’s terrible énd needs to be rebuilt
11 [ anyway. Would kill two birds with one stone. Thank
12 | you.
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25
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‘038
Whereupon,

MR. ADAMS: This is Thomas W. Adams,
2900 E1 Camino, Apartment 138, Las Vegas 89102.

Well I -- I‘m just waiting on the bridge
to come through. 1I‘d like to work on it. You
know, give access to -- another access to Vegas.
Anymore than that I‘d bg_zgpeating myself.

MR. LEE: Jon2%4hee, 3850 Mt. Vista,
Apartment 145, Las Vegas 89121.

I'd 1like to see it have a building
because I commute back and forth from here. I work
on the Venetian now, and every two weeks I go back
to Albuquerque, New Mexico. Sometimes it‘’s a
headache going across the bridge, either going back
or coming back into Vegas.

And all the traffic that’s in there and
the people at the dam, to me it would be a good
idea to build one of the three bridges.

And I like the one that’s -- what’s the
name -- the promontory, the one that’s further on
top of the water, it’s the longest, and I think
that’s the most second expensive I think.

The reason I like it is because like for

us it would be more work for us because the

construction is longer, and it would be safer for

LAURIE WEBB & ASSOCIATES (702) 386-9322
517 South 9th Street, Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 i

SCO/LAW2666.00C/003672586
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D23 Adams, Thomas W.

Response to Comment D23-1

Assuming that funding becomes available and environmental clearances
are obtained, construction will start on the bypass in 2002.

D24 Lee, Jones

Response to Comment D24-1

The reasons for identifying the Sugarloaf Mountain alignment over the
Promontory Point alignment as the preferred alternative are presented in
Sections 2.6.1 and 2.6.2 of the FEIS and in response to Comments A10-2,
A13-1, and C11-6.
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1 [lhighway workers too because -- you know, I'm
2 |fsure --
3 I think that is the best having to have
4 Ja bridge and that's it.-ﬁ—
5 MR. ZIMMER: Ed 2immer, 5530 Plainview
6 [fIAvenue, Las Vegas 89122.
7 Looking at the designs I feel Promontory
8 fPoint would be probably the most advantageous. One
9 [Isignificant thing is that the grades approaching
10 [fthe bridge aren‘t severe, would be beneficial to
11 |Jtrucking passing through the area. They wouldn't
EEETI2 have the long grades to pull that they would have
-13 ljon the other two.
14 Also a bridge above the dam would
15 [jpreclude any possibility of erosion being a factor
16 {fin the bridge because the lake -- if anything
17 jlhappened to the dam, the lake above the dam would
18 lempty out. Whereas below the dam there may be
19 fsignificant washing to erode footings and so forth
20 |[yof the base rock.
21 The cost of 204 million as opposed to
22 [§198 million for Sugarloaf isn’t in my estimation
23 [fthat significant.
24 I think the steel rib through arch would
25 |[lbe more aesthetic and pleasing than the other
LAURIE WEBB & ASSOCIATES (702) 386-9322
517 South 9th Street, Las Vegas, Nevada- 89101 .
SCO/LAW2666.00C/003672566
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D25 Zimmer, Ed

Response to Comment D25-1

The reasons for identifying the Sugarloaf Mountain alignment over the
Promontory Point alignment as the preferred alternative are presented in
Sections 2.6.1 and 2.6.2 of the FEIS and in response to Comments A10-2,
A13-1, and C11-6.

One of the primary reasons the Promontory Point Alternative was not the
preferred alternative was the concern expressed by numerous agencies and
citizens about the risk of a hazardous material spill into Lake Mead.
Construction within the Lake Mead watershed would impact water quality.
The Promontory Point Alternative would involve disturbing the slopes
directly above Lake Mead during construction. Both during and after
construction, sediment and other pollutants would enter the lake,
increasing the turbidity levels.

In identifying the preferred alternative, there was not a concern about the
potential for Hoover Dam failing and eroding or washing out a new bypass
bridge downstream. The planned bridge crossing on the Sugarloaf
Mountain alignment will be elevated 254 feet higher than the crest of
Hoover Dam, 836 feet above the Colorado River, and anchored to the
bedrock walls above Black Canyon.
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I think that’s the best choice.

And that’s my opinion and sure

MR. REMENTERIA: John Rementeria, 1514

Sandra Drive, Boulder City 89005.

My principal concern is that all three
alternates -- and each one has its own

but each and every one of these alternates

9 jJrequires the closing of the roadway over the dam,

10 fand I think that should be left open to tourists.

I've heard these little snatches of
that the dam will be closed to the public

sed to tourists and only be open for

14 jgovernment official use for government events and

15 Hfunctions and their families.

And I feel that part is not correct. I

at leaving the dam open for tourists and

18 |[small normal size vehicles no larger than a station

s fine.

And then I could accept any one of the

21 |jthree proposals, but right now all three proposals

that the dam traffic be stopped. I think

wrong and improper. _
527 . L

MR. THOMPSON: Larry Thompson, Kingman.

To me, from City of Kingman, this is my

LAURIE WEBB & ASSOCIATES (702) 386-9322
517 South 9th Street, Las Vegas, Nevada 89101

SCOLAW2666.00C/003672586
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D26 Rementeria, John

Response to Comment D26-1

As stipulated in the EIS, the dam crossing will stay open to automobiles,
recreational vehicles, pedestrians, and bicyclists after the bypass route is
constructed (see EIS Section 3.9.2.1, Bicyclists and Pedestrians). This
commitment to keeping the dam crossing open to tourists will also be
adopted in the ROD for this project.
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1 [Jtown. I buy my groceries here and everyfhing. I
2 |Jgo to Henderson to buy my lumber. Everything I buy
3 f[fis right here. 1I've got a PO box over here even,
4 |fbut this is irrelevant.
5 What I'm getting ready to say is the way
6 [jwe got it planned here and what I see, the trucks
7 |lare still going to have to come through part of the
8 |[Jtown, and the noise, everything is going to be
D271 9 [|still there. Why don’t they cut in and go- down
10 [§south of the town by the airport and go out that
11 jjway.
12 Now I‘m going to tell you what this is
13 |lgoing to do. It’s going to bring all of the trade
14 |from Meadview, Dolan Springs, and the people from
15 |laround the lake ovér there on this side, all of
16 |[them cut right on through coming over here anyway,
"17 |Jand going to build their trade up in town.
18 This will be the last place they can get
19 [fjgas cheap or anything else. And it will save the
20 |jpeople over there money even for buying their
21 |lgroceries right here rather than going to Kingman.
22 I think it would be a better deal if
23 {fthey went through down below the town and coming in
24 |Jby Willow Beach. This is just my idea, and I
25 ||really think it would build the town up. It's
LAURIE WEBB & ASSOCIATES (702) 386-9322
517 South 9th Street, Las Vegns. Nevada 89101
SCO/LAW2666.00C/003672566
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D27 Thompson, Larry

Response to Comment D27-1

The Willow Beach crossing has been eliminated from further consideration.
After being compared to screening criteria, this alternative fell short in five
important areas, thus eliminating it as a potential route (see Section 2.5 of
the EIS and response to Comments C4-1, C4-2, C4-3, and C4-4). As
explained in the EIS Executive Summary under Areas of Controversy, this
route was eliminated from further consideration because it requires about
19 additional miles of new roadway, primarily through NPS (Section 4[f])
land, and has substantially greater environmental impacts and higher
construction costs.

See response to Comment B1-4.
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going to bring traffic and trade as far as cars,
but the big trucks and people that don‘’t have use
for this will be bypassed. .

And 93 is going to be the NAFTA trade
route. I don’t want my town messed up. Like I
said, this is home. Let’s keep it home. I want
the business in here, but I don’t want all this
extra stuff like the big trucks and all.

Go out on the highway and drive. 20 miles
in either direction, and you’ll see what I mean.
The highways are tore up bad enough. That way once
we keep the scenic route it would be a halfway
decent route.

Between here and the dam there’s at
least two herds of “the long horn sheep. I think
it’s the most beautiful thing in the world. I
don’'t want them disturbed. They can’t say we’'re
tearing up a habitat going the other way.

I want somebody to understand what I'm
trying to say as well as for me just to sit here
and talk through my hat. I know what I'm doing. I
went out and looked these places over, so I know
what we’re géing through.

The next place if we can’t get it that

way we’ll have to go to Sugarloaf. My best one

LAURIE WEBB & ASSOCIATES (702) 386-9322
517 South 9th Street, Las Vegas, Nevada 89101

SCO/LAW2666.00C/003672586
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8
1 | would be to bypass the town because of all the
2 | truck traffic and stuff. The truck is not going to
3 | stop anyway. Why have them coming through tpe
4 town.
5 We can take it _off the record now.
6 MR. SPURLOCK:ngobert Spurlock, 901
7 ||South Boulder Highway, #143, Henderson 89015.
8 It’s my belief that the upstream portion
9 |fof the dam has been forever altered by 700. feet of
10 {jwater and 7 million visitors a year. Whereas
B@;fll downstream is still relatively wild territory and
12 |junchanged. For that reason, Promontory Point is
= 13 [jthe only. acceptable alternative in my opinion.
14 MS. BURGER: Dszge Burger, 1457 Rawhide
15 [JRoad, Boulder City™89005.
16 I'm for it. I work at the dam. I can
17 {lsee firsthand what the traffic problems are, not
18 |jonly for the truck drivers but for tourists
19 ffvisiting the dam and for those people crossing from
ﬁﬁﬁfzo Nevada into Arizona and vice versa.
21 One concern is environmental impact.
22 [}seeing how the big horn sheep have adjusted to the
23 Hroad that’s been there for some 60 years now, I
24 |jwould imagine they’re going to adjust to that too.
25 |§1t’s nothing to go to work in the morning and see
LAURIE WEBB & ASSOCIATES (702) 386-9322
517 South 9th Street, Las Vegas, Nevada 89101- -+ - .+~
SCO/LAW2666.00C/003672586
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D28 Spurlock, Robert

Response to Comment D28-1

The reasons for identifying the Sugarloaf Mountain alignment rather than
the Promontory Point alignment as the preferred alternative are presented
in Sections 2.6.1 and 2.6.2 of the FEIS and in response to Comments A10-2,
A13-1, and C11-6.

One of the primary reasons the Promontory Point Alternative was not the
preferred alternative was the concern expressed by numerous agencies and
citizens about the risk of a hazardous material spill into Lake Mead. The
Sugarloaf Mountain route, being only 1,500 feet south of the dam, also
passes through a landscape heavily altered by construction of the dam,
with numerous electrical transmission towers and lines, substations, and
roadways.

D29 Burger, Sue

Response to Comment D29-1

FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative,
with the proposed mitigation measures, as the preferred alternative on the
basis of minimizing environmental impacts, engineering and operational
advantages, and lower construction cost. Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS
discusses the rationale for its selection.

The preferred alternative includes four underpasses for bighorn sheep, as
well as twobridges and two overpasses that will be designed to encourage
safe sheep crossings of the U.S. 93 bypass.
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the sheep along the side of the road eating. They
don’t look like they feel threatened.

Basically I‘m for it, and I just hope it
can be done in the most efficient way with the
least impact to the environment.
it. 030

MS. BLACKWELL; 'Charlene Blackwell, 132

I guess that'’s

Forest Lane, Boulder City 8900S.

I think they>should scrap the present
dam project and have all the truck traffic go down
through Laughlin. B3

MR. WHELAN: Tom Whelan, 701 Elm Street,
#18, Boulder City. )

Let’s see, I understand that the pr;mary
reason to build thése bridges is for safety, that
one of the safety issues is the traffic itself.

But a future safety issue is going to be the
transportation of not only hazardous _waste but
possibly nuclear waste.

Therefore it is my suggestion that the

bridge should be as far downstream as it can

possibly be. My suggestion would be Laughlin. If
we could take this all the way to Mexico, that’s
really where the hazardous waste and nuclear waste

should be crossing the Colorado River because it

LAURIE WEBB & ASSOCIATES (702) 386-9322
- 517 South 9th Street, Las Vegas, Nevada - 89101
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D30 Blackwell, Charlene

Response to Comment D30-1

For detailed discussion of the rationale for eliminating the LBA
(Route 95/163/68), please see EIS Section 2.5 and responses to
Comments B1-5, B1-7, C7-2, C7-3, C7-4, and C7-9.

As discussed in EIS Section 2.5 and in response to Comment C7-12, NDOT
determined that a commercial truck ban on the dam is infeasible with no
existing practical alternative crossing. The crossing through Laughlin adds
23 miles to the trip from Las Vegas to Kingman, compared to the bypass
crossings near the dam.

D31 Whelan, Tom

Response to Comment D31-1

Please see response to Comment C7-9 for a discussion comparing the near-
dam crossings with a Laughlin crossing relative to the potential impact of a
hazardous material spill in the waters of the Colorado River. The
conclusion is that a major spill at the Laughlin crossing could cause
contamination in Lake Havasu, with the potential to affect millions of
people being much greater than a similar incident further upstream in
Lake Mohave. The CAP and the Colorado Aqueduct originate on this
stretch of the river, and both are major water suppliers to metropolitan
areas in southern Arizona and southern California.

The LBA might have economic benefits for communities along this route;
however, this is not part of the purpose and need for the Hoover Dam
Bypass (see response to Comments B1-2 and B1-5).

NDOT has begun preparation of an environmental study for the segment of
U.S. 93 between the Wagonwheel interchange and the Hacienda Hotel. In
programming this project, NDOT determined that the “Boulder City/

U.S. 93 Corridor Study ” is completely independent from the Hoover Dam
bypass in terms of its purpose and need, as well as its potential social and
environmental impacts.
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1 | would jeopardize the least amount of our water

2 | resource if there was an accident.

w

If the issue is safety, none of these
three options make any sense to me, because they
would jeopardize at least the Mojave if not the
Lake Mead Reservoir. Let’s move this thing as far

downstream as we possibly can.

® N o6 n o>

I understand the bridge in Laughlin
9 | would cost somewhere around 35 to 40 million.
10 | These bridges are around 200 million. Laughlin
11 | wants this bridge and wants the traffic to come
12 } through their town because they are in an economic
13 | slump.
14 Let’s make sure the communities along
15 | the river benefit and that we respond to the
16 | interests and needs of those communities when we
17 | make this decision.
18 If any of these three bridges are built,

19 | it will turn Boulder City into a median strip

20 | between two freeways because NDOT will build a

21 | bypass around Boulder City. That bypass will cut
22 jus off from our back door which is a recreation
23 | area and turn it into a four lane international
24 | freeway.

a5 That will destroy the property values of

LAURIE WEBB & ASSOCIATES (702) 386-9322
517 South 9th Street, Las Vegas, Nevada 89101
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1 | many of the people who live in Boulder City on that
2 | side of town, and it will destroy the aesthetic
3 | value of the town and many of our opportunities for
4 | capitalizing on our greatest resource which is the
S | fact that we’re in a beautiful place surrounded by
6 | open desert, and we are right up next to a
7 | recreation area.
8 Please move the bridge south. Thank
9 | you.
10 * * & * &
11 (The proceeding concluded at 8:00 p.m.)
12
13
14
15
16
17
18 .
19
20 ' \
21
22
23
24
25
~ LAURIE WEBB & ASSOCIATES (702) 386-9322
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1 POR ! E FICA
2
3 STATE OF NEVADA ) .
) ss.
4 COUNTY OF CLARK )
5
6 I, Teresa Lynn Dougherty, Certified
7 | Shorthand Reporter, do hereby certify that I took

8 | down in Stenotype all of the proceedings had in the
9 | before-entitled matter at the time and place
10 | indicated and that thereafter said shorthand notes
11 | were transcribed into typewriting at and under my
12 | direction and supervision and that the foregoing
13 transcript constitutes a full, true and accurate
14 | record of the proceedings had.
15 IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set
16 | my hand in my office in the County of Clark, State

17 | of Nevada, this Jgtif&: day of _Szzzgjzkgtbgl____,

18 | 1998.

19
20

21 ‘:

22 I ’dﬂ '
23 Teresa Lynn Dougherty

CCR 365

24

a5
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Bill Hordan.

BILL HORDAN: I‘'m a resident

of Las Vegas. I use the highway to Arizona, and
something needs to be done whether it's any one of
the alternatives. We need to do something
immediately to improve the flow of traffic across the
Colorado River. Looking at the displays, T think the
Sugarloaf Mountain route has a lot of advantages.

You would have two man-made wonders close together.
The people visiting the dam would have an opportunity
to see a spectacular bridge crossing the canyon, and
it looks to me 1liké it has the best location in
relationship to the dam and the view of the dam.
Let’'s hurry up and get something constructed.

D33
GEORGI CODY: Good Evening. For the
record, my name is Georgl Cody and I am here tonight
on behalf of the Nevada Motor Transport Association,
a statewide membership organization representing the
motor carrier industry in Nevada. I would like to
begin by commending the Project Management Team for
their excellent Draft Environmental Impact Study.

LAURIE WEBB & ASSOCIATES (702) 386-9322
517 South 9th Street, Las Vegas, Nevada 89101
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D32 Hordan, Bill

Response to Comment D32-1

FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative,
with the proposed mitigation measures, as the preferred alternative.
Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS discusses the rationale for its selection.

Hoover Dam may be visible from high-profile vehicles traveling over the
Sugarloaf Mountain bridge; however, the high elevation of the bridge,
relative to the dam, and the safety rail will minimize viewing opportunities.
The EIS (Section 3.8.2.2) states that there will be no stopping for views of
the dam on the new bridge. Parking, pedestrians, and bicycles on the
bridge would create a safety hazard. However, in anticipation of great
public desire for views of Hoover Dam from the new bridge on the
Sugarloaf Mountain alignment, FHW A will study the technical feasibility
of a separate viewing facility associated with the bridge (see response to
Comment A12-2).

D33 Cody, Georgi

Response to Comment D33-1

FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative,
with the proposed mitigation measures, as the preferred alternative on the
basis of minimizing environmental impacts, engineering and operational
advantages, and lower construction cost. Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS
discusses the rationale for this decision. The preferred alternative resolves
the negative impacts associated with the No Build Alternative and the LBA.
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4
™ 1 | The DEIS provides a clear and concise picture of the
2 | problems associated with the current route over the
3 | Hoover Dam. Problems, I might add, the trucking
4 | industry has long been aware of.
S US93 is a major commercial route between
6 | Arizona, Nevada and Utah. It is also a significant
7 | segment of a major NAFTA route between Mexico and
8 | canada. The trucking industry faces this narrow,
9 | winding, steep, congested section of US93 daily and
10 | knows first-hand its dangers and potential.for
11 | disaster.
12 We have carefully reviewed the information
13 | provided in the DEIS and agree with the Team’s
14 | conclusion that each of the three recommended build
15 | alternatives -- Promontory Point, Sugarloaf Mountain
16 | and Gold Strike Canyon are viable options. The No
17 | Build Alternative is, in our estimation, not an
18 | alternative at all. 1Ignoring a problem of the
19 | magnitude of that which currently exists would be
20 | beyond merely foolhardy or unwise -- it would be
21 | courting disaster.
22 The problems associated with the current
23 | Hoover Dam crossing will not go away; they will only
24 | increase over time. We were glad to read in the DEIS
%%? 25 | that the Laughlin-Bullhead City option has been
LAURIE WEBB & ASSOCIATES (702) 386-9322
517 South 9th Street, Las Vegas, Nevada: 89101
SCO/LAW2666.00C/003672566 D38
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b 1 | studied and rejected as a buiid alternative.
2 The trucking industry opposes this route
3 | because of the high cost associated with diverting
4 { truck traffic 23 miles and concerns over road
5 | safety. The DEIS rightly concludes this route does
6 | not address the critical needs of the Hoover Dam
7 | Bypass Project. Simply put -- it would provide a
8 | poor alternative, not a solution.
9 Based on the information contained in the
10 | DEIS, the Nevada Motor Transport Association has
11 ] concluded the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative to be
12 | the most attractive of the three build alternatives.
13 | This decision is based on road geometrics, cost,
14 noise impacts, and other factors. We are however
15 | cognizant of the potential problems each of the
16 | alternatives presents to wildlife and cultural
17 | resources in the area. We await further detaila on
18 | the full impact of whichever of the bui1d
19 | alternatives is selected. We hope any adverse
20 | impacts may be avoided or minimized.
21 US93, as currently located, can no longer
22 | adequately handle the 12,000 vehicles, including
23 automobiles, recreational vehicles and commercial
24 | vehicles which cross the Hoover Dam each day. The

25 | dam reached its traffic capacity seven years ago.

LAURIE WEBB & ASSOCIATES (702) 386-9322
517 South 9th Street, Las Vegas, Nevada 89101
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' 1 | The route is congested, dangerous and vulnerable to
2 | damage. It is time to move ahead to find solutions
3 | and to work together to meet the challenges of
4 | providing a safe alternative to the US93 Hoover Dam
5 | crossing.
6 As a final note, along with a copy of my
7 cdmments here today, I would like to provide you a
8 | copy of the Hoover Dam Bypass Resolution adopted by
9 | the Nevada Motor Transport Association on October
10 | sth, 1998. This resolution has been sent to each
11 | member of the Nevada Congressional Delegation and to
12 | Governor Bob Miller. The resolution supports the
13 | advancement of the Hoover Dam Bypass as a Federal
14 | High Priority Project with future costs coming from
15 | the National Corridor Planning and Development
16 | Programs and the Federal Lands Highway Program.
17 I'd 1ike to thank you for this opbortunity
18 | to provide our comments to you here\tonight.
19 W
20 DOUG POLLOCK: My name is Doug Pollock.

D34 Pollock, Doug

Response to Comment D34-1
The Nelson Alternative, utilizing the Nevada 165 corridor and U.S. 95, was
evaluated and eliminated from further consideration primarily because it

21 (JA, all the departments involved in building the

22 |fbridge should get together, the Departmeht of

0341723 [|[Reclamation, the Bureau of Parks and Recreation, the | would require construction of about 12 miles of new roadway causing
24 (|poT, Department of Transportation. Money was | greater environmental impacts and at higher cost. For example, it would
25 [jutilized for something that was not necessary at impact approximately 491 acres of Section 4(f) land in the LMNRA (see EIS

Section 2.5 and Table 2-1).

LAURIE WEBB & ASSOCIATES (702) 386-9322
517 South 9th Street, Las Vegas, Nevada * 89101
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} . 1 | Hoover Dam, the parking lots, that could have gone to

2 | building a bridge. The Department of Parks and

3 | Recreations have created a restricted area in the

4 [ area that they want a bridge or the government has.

5 At this point what would be feasigle for a
6 | bridge, because it can break at the points that they
7 { want if that dam should break, they should put a -

8 | longer span like Nelson which at one time was a

9 | washed out marina. There was a marina in 1974 that
10 | was washed out. The government can reconstruct that
11 | wash, rebuild the marina, put a bridge over there,
12 | and everybody will derive revenue from it. The
13 | State, the citizens of Clark County, the State of .
14 | Nevada will derive use from the marina and the bridge
15 | and tourism will dérive use of the marina and the
16 | bridge and also will increase tourism to Clark County
17 | and the State of Nevada.

18 Also in ’'83 there was an -- sometime in

19 | the early ‘808, there was an overflow at Hoover Dam.
20 | The overflow took it, but when they were built in the
21 | ‘308, they were very thick stainless steel. They are
22 | now paper thin. Also the dam has cracking, cannot

23 | take the abuse of the heavy traffic over it. Since
24 | the contract has expired or whatever it was with

25 | Southern Cal Edison, the government has not kept the

LAURIE WEBB & ASSOCIATES . (702) 386-9322
517 South 9th Street, Las Vegas, Nevada 89101
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dam up to the condition of what it should be. That's
my input.

And all of these people should get
together and find a way that’s feasible that the
users can have and also that the states will-derive
and the government will derive for care. There
already is a road existing to Nelson, been there for
years. So all they have to do is cut. Up to two
townships north of the road of Nelson are not a
restricted area. Anything further than that north is
a restricted area.

Now, they’re going to create a conflict
and say we want to go through a restricted area that
was designated restricted ten years ago. That'’s
hyﬁocritical. Thié is a lot of baloney. This could
have been solved 20 years ago.

Bas

ANONYMOUS: Not even givén Bullhead City a
chance at the new truck route that could come down
the Arizona side and go over the Davis Dam on a
brand-new four-lane 163 that dumps off on Highway 95
and heads north to the Railroad Pass through
Searchlight, and Garth Frainer, who has built 90
percent of the highways in the State of Nevada, will

give you a contract for $1 million a mile for

LAURIE WEBB & ASSOCIATES (702) 386-9322 |

517 South 9th Street, Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 -
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D35 Anonymous

Response to Comment D35-1

For detailed discussion of the rationale for eliminating the LBA
(Route 95/163/68), please see EIS Section 2.5 and responses to
Comments B1-5, B1-7, C7-2, C7-3, C7-4, and C7-9.

Moving the crossing downstream essentially increases the risk of impacting
water for millions of people located in southern Arizona and California. If
a spill were to occur at the Laughlin crossing, the potential for impacting
the water for several aqueducts located downstream becomes greater (see
response to Comment D31-1).

The USFWS has stated that the LBA would affect critical habitat for the
desert tortoise, and increased traffic in the area would result in substantial
direct and indirect impacts to the tortoise. Furthermore, the LBA might
have economic benefits for communities along this route; however, this is
not part of the purpose and need for the Hoover Dam bypass (see response
to Comments B1-2 and B1-5).

See response to Comment B1-4, which discusses the rationale for
concluding that the Boulder City/U.S. 93 Corridor Study is a separate
project with independent utility.
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9
.F} 1 | blacktop paving. And it’'s 60 miles, so you are
2 | talking $60 million.
3 And if they wanted to use the old Davis

4 | Dam route, they could build a new bridge in between

5 | Davis Dam and the new Laughlin bridge for the trucks
6 | and also put locks there that would rise, and if a

7 | chemical truck spilled into the Colorado River, they
8 | could close the locks at Davis Dam, shut the water

9 | off, raise the locks, lower the new bridge and get

10 | the pumps and trucks in there and pump it all out and
11 | nothing would go down the Colorado River and

12. | contaminate real drastic such as mercury or

13 | radioactive material, which if this stuff spills in
14 | the new bridge that they’re talking about or from

15 | Boulder Dam, it’s going into the river, and who knows
16 { what will happen from that point.

17 And as far as the enQironmentalists aré
18 | concerned, there is no sheep in thé"area of the

19 | Bullhead Road and there's no tortoises. Tortoises

20 [don’'t get within 1500 feet of the highway. There is
21 | proven statistics here, and, yes, it is 23 miles

22 farther, but Laughlin needs a shot in the arm, and

23 thia'trqffic would definitely do it, and the state
24 | would receive many taxes from the casinos’ profit and

25 | also the sale of diesel fuel for the truckers that

| LAURIE WEBB & ASSOCIATES (702) 386-9322
- " 517 South 9th Street, Las Vegas, Nevada 8910t
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!f\ 1 | they would purchase there if it was available, which
2 | would consequently pay for this $60 million highway
3 | expansion in a short time.
4 And the people in Boulder City are
5 | definitely against the trucks coming into their town,
6 | and now with this new bridge that you propose, you
7 | are directing it right into the back of Gold Strike
8 | Inn which is a casino, and if nobody knows it by now,
9 | Mr. Ensign, our congressman, has a piece of the Gold
10 | Strike Inn along with Mr. Bellomy and also owns the
11 | Railroad Pass. Well, how sweet it is to have all the
12 | trucks coming into the back door of your casino.
3 036
14 PAT QUINN: My name is -Pat Quinn. And
15 |[{first on the record I would.liké to say it’s a shame
16 |[[they didn‘'t use the Willow Beach bypass that was
17 |lengineered 25 years ago, but of the three options
18 |Jcurrently available, there is no dohbt that Gold
19 |fStrike Canyon route is the only one to really take.
20 [JI1t would be less cumbersome to traffic during
0361 21 construction, and it is already bad enough coming
22 |lacross the dam the way it is, and I just think it
23 ||seems like the most direct route and will give the
24 |jpeople new vistas to see as they travel down through
25 ;nto Arizona. I guess that'sAabout it.
LAURIE WEBB & ASSOCIATES (702) 386-9322
517 South 9th Street, Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 :
p
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D36 Quinn, Pat

Response to Comment D36-1

The construction of a bridge on the Willow Beach alignment is not an
acceptable alternative. As explained in the EIS Executive Summary, this |
route was eliminated from further consideration because it requires about

19 additional miles of new highway construction, resulting in substantially
greater environmental impacts — most notably impacts to Section 4(f) lands
(public park and recreational areas) — and higher costs. See response to
Comments C4-1, C4-2, C4-3, and C4-4.

See Sections 2.6.2 and 2.6.3 in the FEIS and response to Comments C3-1,
C11-6, and E4-1 for discussion about the Gold Strike Canyon Alternative
and the reasons that the Sugarloaf Mountain alignment was identified as
the preferred alternative. The Gold Strike Canyon Alternative has the most
severe impact on desert bighorn sheep, has the highest cost of the three
near-dam alternatives, and would adversely impact a popular hiking trail
through Gold Strike Canyon to the hot springs.

Similar to Gold Strike Canyon, construction of the Sugarloaf Mountain
Alternative will all be done on new alignment, except at the tie-in points
with existing U.S. 93 in Nevada and Arizona. Hence, disruption of U.S. 93
traffic and dam activities will be minimized.
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NICHOLAS M. HUGHES. My name is Nicholas

M. Hughes. That Gold Strike, to me, that’s the only
way to go. Just like he said, in the first place you
are not going to disturb the rest of the roads up
there on construction when they'ré constructing it,
see, and that isn’t the concern that I'm thinking
about. I‘'m thinking about a lot shorter distance,
and you are not -- on each end of the 93 going clear
over to those other two roads going over to Gold
Strike Hotel, you have got a big long stretch there
where those two roads are running together right
there, and that’s a terrible delay. I was across
that road, oh, about two months ago, and right after
I left Gold Strike Inn, I got bumper to bumper with
traffic, and I was just oozing along, oozing along, a
foot at a time until I got down -- you know where
that road turns off to go to that léke, you know,
Observation Point, you know what I‘'m talking about,
it turns to\the left and goes off? When I got to
that point, I turned around there immediately and
came back through Boulder City and went to Railroad
Pass and on down to Searchlight and Laughlin and then
I went into Kingman from that way.

I have occasion to go to Kingman a lot. I

LAURIE WEBB & ASSOCIATES (702) 386-9322
517 South Sth Street, Las Vegas, Nevada 89101
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D37 Hughes, Nicholas M.

Response to Comment D37-1

See Sections 2.6.2 and 2.6.3 in the FEIS and response to Comments C3-1,
C11-6, and E4-1 for discussion about the Gold Strike Canyon Alternative
and the reasons that the Sugarloaf Mountain alignment was identified as
the preferred alternative. The Gold Strike Canyon Alternative shortens the
distance between the U.S. 93/95 interchange in Nevada and Kingman,
Arizona, by less than 1 mile when compared to the Promontory Point and
Sugarloaf Mountain Alternatives (see EIS Table 2-1). Hence, the difference
in distance is negligible.

Similar to Gold Strike Canyon, construction of the Sugarloaf Mountain
Alternative will all be done on new alignment, except at the tie-in points
with existing U.S. 93 in Nevada and Arizona. Hence, disruption of U.S. 93
traffic and dam activities will be minimized.
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\ 1 | have got property over in Mohave County, and I’ve got
2 | property at Searchlight. You know, it’s terrible to
3 | get slowed down with that tourist traffic, you know,
4 | where you have got all sightseers. I think either
5 | one of those, especially that thing that has-a bridge
6 | across the lake, I think that’s the most ridiculous
7 | one, and you are going to be congested with traffic
8 | going up to where it leaves the present highway, and
9 | you're going -- when you get back on the Nevada side,
10 | you are going to get back with that congeshion on the
11 | Nevada side from that warehouse on to Gold Strike.
12 And I think the only way to go is to take
13 | that Gold Strike route. It is going to cost a little
14 | bit more for tunnels and whatnot, but it saves time,
15 | it’s going to be shorter and it solves the problem.
16 | You don‘t get into that congestion up there on either
17 | side of the dam. That’s about all I have got to ’
18 say. ‘
19 I am just very much against those other
20 | two routes, very much against those other two
21 | routes. I know one of the national parkman I was
22 | talking to there, they seem to favor that one just
23 | below the dam, but that doesn’t solve the problem
24 | 1ike that Gold Strike route, see. I am emphatically

25 | against those other two routes, and 1'm going to

LAURIE WEBB & ASSOCIATES (702) 386-9322
517 South 9th Street, Las Vegas, Nevada 89101
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13
write -- beside what you are taking, I’‘’m going to

write my opinions down and mail it in.

D38

DENNIS LACHASE: My name is Dennis
Lachase. I live at 605 Spyglass Lane, Las V;gas,
Nevada. One, this thing should have been in 15 years
ago. I asked the environmental people what's
happening to the ;nvironment when they have several
thousands of cars backed up hours and hours every day
in both directions. To put it in, it would whisk
people through the area in 10, 15 minutes instead of
keeping them there three, four hours. I think this
is long, long overdue.

‘ I did write something down on this comment
sheet here. This project is 20 years too late,
should have been done in the ’'708 when they first
proposed it. Due to three, four-hour delayelon going
across the dam the environment sufférs more than what
they’'re doing. And the more they procrastinate and
delay, the longer it’s going to -- the worse it'’s
going to get.

We are getting more and more tourists into

town every year, so the jam is getting worse and
worse. They have stopped me from going fishing down
at Willow Beach. Used to go down there after work.

LAURIE WEBB & ASSOCIATES (702) 386-9322
517 South 9th Street, Las Vegas, Nevada 89101
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D38 Lachase, Dennis

Response to Comment D38-1

FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative,
with the proposed mitigation measures, as the preferred alternative on the
basis of minimizing environmental impacts, engineering and operational
advantages, and lower construction cost. Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS
discusses the rationale for this decision.

See response to Comment B1-4.
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Now you have to take an all-day trip. End of
statement.

The No. 2 is supposed to be the least
environmentally impact, and it can be used or
installed the quickest, which I think 'would ;lleviate
this major problem that they have. Just going to
move the bottleneck up to Boulder City. I think that
will help. Let’s get it in and get it going.

Let’'s get the road accesses to and from it
so that we can move people through here, because
they'’re mbstly tourists. They'’'re not locals, and
when the locals get involved in this, we have places
to go and people to see and things to do, and we
can’t do that. 1It’'s easier now to drive down to
Laughlin and go actross the bridge up through Kingman
and then get on the freeway, go that way, than it is
to sit there now and go across the dam. It's 28

miles farther also.

LAURIE WEBB & ASSOCIATES (702) 386-9322
517 South 9th Street, Las Vegas, Nevada 89101
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DEIS Public Hearing October 1998
Comment Sheet
Your Name: Jehn 4. agMﬁu)
Your Address: 4¢3 7 HRex @73
Kihemsr) Az 9417

If you did not receive a newsletter in the mail, would i i
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No
Your comments:_ OE( ) ©F 7 /& TReé FRoPose D
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C XK PROX .
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ove
NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in “Comment” box, or if you prefer, you may

also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal H ighway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO §0228.

ROUTES SUGCAR ppaf M7 15 7#€ MosT ReAsonsgle
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E1-1

FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative,
with the proposed mitigation measures, as the preferred alternative on the
basis of minimizing environmental impacts, engineering and operational
advantages, and lower construction cost. Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS
discusses the rationale for this decision.

One of the primary reasons the Promontory Point Alternative was not
identified as the preferred alternative was the concern expressed by
numerous agencies and citizens about the risk of a hazardous material spill
into Lake Mead. Because the bridge length over water is shorter for the
Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative than the Promontory Point Alternative,
there is less of a chance for spilled materials or falling debris from the
bridge to enter the water. It is proposed to install a spill containment
system on the bridge to collect and contain pollutants in the event of an
accident. The system would collect the material and convey it to settling
basins off of the bridge. The system would also collect roadway pollutants

from storm runoff.

See Sections 2.6.2 and 2.6.3 in the FEIS and response to Comments C3-1,
C11-6, and E4-1 for discussion about the Gold Strike Canyon Alternative
and the reasons that the Sugarloaf Mountain alignment was identified as
the preferred alternative. The Gold Strike Canyon Alternative would
adversely impact a popular hiking trail through Gold Strike Canyon to the
hot springs.
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Comment Shee £
hve "4""“')’
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Your Address; £2_Ba¥ ’70nn )‘(4 ng_m_ﬁt_Li/_é

Dsns ;. A20. Z53- 0722

Ifyou did not receive a newsletter in the mail, would you like to be added to the pro)ect
mailing list? L hink L am on mu/m7 Jist-.

es No

Your comments:_ & ZieZs e sk veawpn Lo T8 e i 5

NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in “Comment” box, or if you prefer, you may

also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228.

SCO/LAW2667.00C/003672587

RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E2-1

FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative,
with the proposed mitigation measures, as the preferred alternative on the
basis of minimizing environmental impacts, engineering and operational
advantages, and lower construction cost. Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS
discusses the rationale for this decision. See also response to

Comment E1-1 above, which explains some of the reasons that the
Promontory Point and Gold Strike Canyon Alternatives are not preferred.

FHWA will continue to serve as the lead agency for construction of the

U.S. 93 bypass. One of the project delivery options considered by FHWA
was the “design-build” method. Under this method, the new bridge could
conceivably be built faster because construction can commence sooner,
during the design process, rather than later, as under the traditional process
which is “design-bid-build.” However, the need for consultation with a
Design Advisory Panel during the engineering phase to ensure historic
compatibility of design elements with the NHL makes design-build
infeasible.
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BOULDER CITY

DEIS Public Hearing October 1998

Comment Sheet
Your Name: G'l /25 c #HAQ\—'SQD\
Your Address: Box ¢o ¥65S~
Rould ev 2y, 1y s 300L

If you di receive letter in i
mZﬂingll%ggs anews| themﬂ,wouldyoullketobeaddedtoﬂlepm

No B Response to Comment E3-1
Your commh:;&mﬂww‘&&s__ FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative,
B1) 21 Zhe dhvee thooes pvaidedlo now. with the proposed mitigation measures, as the preferred alternative on the
My 55 would be belloryed, £ Zrssible. basis of minimizing environmental impacts, engineering and operational
- advantages, and lower construction cost. Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS
A, Lol discusses the rationale for this decision. The preferred alternative resolves

the negative impacts associated with the No Build Alternative (e.g., the
steep grades approaching the dam, hairpin turns, and the risk of truck
accidents on the dam crossing contaminating the waters of Lake Mead and
the:Colorado River).

For detailed discussion of the rationale for eliminating the LBA
(Route 95/163/68), please see EIS Section 2.5 and responses to
Comments B1-5, B1-7, C7-2, C7-3, C7-4, and C7-9.

NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in “Comment” box, or if you prefer, you may
also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228.

SCO/LAW2667.D0C/003672587 E-4
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Comment Sheet
Your Name: AT D Avsris
Your Address:_400 &1z 2omA IT~ 1Z0uroer Cory §5055°

If youdid not receive a newsletter in the mail, would youlike to be added to the project
mailing list?

Yes No
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1fuzs annawnl' Hat ¢ e Gt ks Md/,LM,_A., i
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NOTE: Please drop your c t sheet in “C t” box, or if you pref&, you may
also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228.
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E4-1

FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative,
with the proposed mitigation measures, as the preferred alternative on the
basis of minimizing environmental impacts, engineering and operational
advantages, and lower construction cost. Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS
discusses the rationale for this decision.

Similar to Gold Strike Canyon, construction of the Sugarloaf Mountain
Alternative will all be done on new alignment, except at the tie-in points
with existing U.S. 93 in Nevada and Arizona. Hence, disruption of U.S. 93
traffic and dam activities will be minimized.

The Gold Strike Canyon alternative, although 0.1 mile shorter than the
preferred alternative, has the poorest horizontal and vertical alignments. It
also has a curve at each end of the proposed bridge. The profile grade is by
far the worst of the three build alternatives and includes more than

2.5 miles of grades steeper than 5 percent. The preferred alternative has
only 0.5 mile of grades steeper than 5 percent.
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NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in “Comment” box, or if you prefer, you may

also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228,
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E5-1

FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative,
with the proposed mitigation measures, as the preferred alternative on the
basis of minimizing environmental impacts, engineering and operational
advantages, and lower construction cost. Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS
discusses the rationale for this decision.

The EIS (Section 3.8.2.2) states that there will be no stopping for views of
the dam on the new bridge. Parking, pedestrians, and bicycles on the new
bridge would create a safety hazard. Providing scenic overlooks with
views of the dam on the Nevada or Arizona approaches to the Sugarloaf
Mountain bridge is infeasible due to the roadway being cut into the
mountain on both sides of the bridge, with no space for parking areas, and
rock walls blocking the lines of sight (see EIS Figures 2-9, 2-10, 3-9, and
3-10). However, in anticipation of great public desire for views of Hoover
Dam from the new bridge on the Sugarloaf Mountain alignment, FHWA
will study the technical feasibility of a separate viewing facility associated
with the bridge (see response to Comment A12-2).

NDOT and ADOT conducted a financial feasibility study to determine
viable funding sources for the Hoover Dam bypass (see EIS Section 2.9).
The study assessed toll crossings and other financing options. A toll facility
would require legislative action by both states and is not supported by
NDOT or ADOT.
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NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in “Comment” box, or if you prefer, ydu may
also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (IIPD-16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228.

SCO/LAW2667.D0C/003672587

RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E6-1 '
Thel;uthor has been added to the permanent mailing list for the U.S. 93

Hoover Dam Bypass Project.
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Comment Sheet
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NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in “Comment”’ box, or if you prefer, you may

also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228.
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E7-1

See Sections 2.6.2 and 2.6.3 in the FEIS for discussion about the Gold Strike
Canyon Alternative and the reasons that the Sugarloaf Mountain alignment
was identified as the preferred alternative. The Gold Strike Canyon
Alternative, although 0.1 mile shorter than the preferred alternative, has the
poorest horizontal and vertical alignments. It also has a curve at each end
of the proposed bridge. The profile grade is by far the worst of the three
build alternatives and includes more than 2.5 miles of grades steeper than 5
percent. The preferred alternative has only 0.5 mile of grades steeper than
5 percent. Gold Strike Canyon also has the most severeimpact on desert
bighorn sheep, has the highest cost of the three near-dam alternatives, and
would adversely impact a popular hiking trail through Gold Strike Canyon
to the hot springs.

For detailed discussion of the rationale for eliminating the LBA

(Route 95/163/68), please see EIS Section 2.5 and Appendix B, and
responses to Comments B1-5, B1-7, C7-2, C7-3, C7-4, and C7-9. In
November 1999, NDOT began an environmental study for improvements
to the segment of U.S. 93 between the Wagonwheel interchange and the
Hacienda Hotel. In programming this project, NDOT determined that the
Boulder City/U.S. 93 Corridor project is completely independent from the
Hoover Dam bypass in terms of its purpose and need, as well as its
potential social and environmental impacts. In discussions with EPA
concerning the cumulative impacts of the Hoover Dam bypass, they
concluded that the dam bypass does not result in direct, indirect, or
cumulative socioeconomic impacts related to Boulder City (personal
communication, Dave Carlson, EPA, February 11, 1999).
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NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in “Comment” box, or if you prefer, you may
also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HP D-16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228,
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E8-1
Projected 20-year user costs were calculated for each of the three build

alternatives and the No Build condition. Total user costs were aggregated
from five independent cost categories: capital cost, vehicle-use costs, cost of
time, cost of accidents, and maintenance costs. As stated in the EIS, the
U.S. 93 Hoover Dam bypass would be completed in 2007; therefore, the
20-year user costs are calculated for the period from 2007 to 2027.

The analysis resulted in a determination of the 20-year user costs for each
alternative, as follows:

e No Build
e Promontory Point

$1,247,750,000 (5.5 miles)
$ 654,380,000 (4.0 miles)
e Sugarloaf Mountain $ 608,320,000 (3.7 miles)
e Gold Strike Canyon $ 621,090,000 (3.6 miles)
All of the alternatives are considered to begin at a point 1,000 feet east of

the Hacienda Hotel (Nevada) and end at Milepost 1.2 (Arizona). Specific
distances of alternatives are shown in parentheses above.

A detailed explanation of the user cost analysis, including the approach
and assumptions, is presented in Appendix B of the FEIS.
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NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in “Comment” box, or if you prefer, you may
also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), F ederal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228.
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E9-1

FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative,
with the proposed mitigation measures, as the preferred alternative on the
basis of minimizing environmental impacts, engineering and operational
advantages, and lower construction cost. Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS
discusses the rationale for this decision. The preferred alternative resolves
the negative impacts associated with the No Build Alternative (e.g., the
steep grades approaching the dam, hairpin turns, and the risk of truck
accidents on the dam crossing contaminating the waters of Lake Mead and
the Colorado River).

The EIS (Section 3.8.2.2) states that there will be no stopping for views of
the dam on the new bridge because parking, pedestrians, and bicycles on
the bridge would create a safety hazard.

The method of project delivery may influence the type of bridge selected
for construction. Under the “design-build” method, design competitors
would recommend innovative approaches and alternate designs (e.g., steel
or concrete deck arch versus cable-stayed suspension) to ensure least cost,
while maintaining architectural compatibility. See response to

Comment E2-1 regarding the design-build approach.
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Comment Sheet
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If you did not receive a newsletter in the mail, would you like to be added to the project

mailing list?
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NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in “Comment” box, or if you prefer, you may
also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Hightoay
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228.

Response to Comment E10-1

FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative,
with the proposed mitigation measures, as the preferred alternative on the
basis of minimizing environmental impacts, engineering and operational
advantages, and lower construction cost. Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS
discusses the rationale for this decision.

SCO/LAW2667.00C/003672587
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NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in “Comment” box, or if you prefer, you may
also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228.
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E11-1

Please see response to Comment C3, which is Mr. Richard Bravo’s detailed
October 25, 1998, letter and attached table entitled: Reasons to Discontinue
Consideration of the Gold Strike Canyon Alternative for the Hoover Dam Bypass.
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THE REASONS TO DISCONTINUE COSIDERATION OF THE GOLD STRIKE
CANYON ALTERNATIVE FOR THE HOOVER DAM BYPASS

A Targeted Review of the Hoover Dam Bypass Draft Environmental Impact

Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation Dated 8/14/98

Prepared by Richard J. Bravo

rbravo@anv.net
ITEM REFERENCE PAGE COMMENT
Project ES-2 The Gold Strike Canyon Altemative (GSCA) cost
Cost ES-3 | estimate is 5.4% higher than thatfor the

Promontory Point Altemative (PPA) and 8.8%
higher than the Sugarioaf Mountain Atemative
{SMA) estimate.

Project 217 Although the GSCA construcion requires as

Construc- 2-31 much as 8 years, afl three altematives are

tion Period 2-32 for completion in 2007. GSCA Is not
likely to be completed before 2008. The Table 3-
22 figures on age 3-114 do not seem to be
consistent withthe 5 and 5-8 yearfigures used
eisewhere.

Noise Table ES-1 ES-4 Only the GSCA causes a substantial increase in
313 operational noise level (more than 15dBA) under
314 FHWA, NDOT and ADOT noise abatement
°4-‘l policles. This noise level exceeds standards.
-25
Habitat Table 3-13 3-27 GSCA disturbs 3.4 imes as much previously
previously undisturbed habltat as does PPA and 3.8 imes
undisturbed as much as does SMA.

CliffHabitat Table 3-13 3-27 GSCA affects 3.0 limes as much critical cliff
habitat as does PPA and 9.1times as much as
does SMA -

Biological Table ES-1 ES-4 The GSCA disturbs 18 imes as much desert

Resources Table 3-13 327 wash habitat as does the PPA and 37 imes as
much as does SMA.

Biological Table ES-1 ES-4 Tha GSCA causes the loss of 1.5% more

Resources Table 3-14 3-20 marginal deserl torloise habitat than does PPA
and 9.2% more than doss SMA.

Biological Table ES-1 ES-4 | The GSCAimpacts 2.2 times as much bighom

Resources Table 3-14 3-20 sheep lambing habitat as does PPA and 2.75

Table 3-15 3-30 times as much as does SMA. Three times as
many sheep water resources are disru ted by
GSCA as by either other altemative.
General Table 3-13 3.27 The general quality of the habitat affecied by
Habltat GSCA Is much higher than that affected by either
concems PPA or SMA.

Develo ed Table 3-18 3-60 The total developed acreage is 15% less for

Acreage GSCA than for PPA and 7% less than SMA. This
would seem to favor the GSCA, however the
quality of the GSCA acreage Is much higher (see
above).

SCO/LAW2667.D0C/003672587

RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

[ em REFERENCE PAGE COMMENT
Water Table ES-1 ES-4 GSCA has the greatest potential for construction
Resources impacts.
Cultural Table ES-1 ES-5 BothPPA and SMA are claimed to have adverse
Resources 3-48 effects on the historical visual setting of Hoover

349 Dam, while GSCA does not. The DEIS states
388 that onty the SMA visual impact cao be mitigated
by the use of sultable design and materials. It
seems obvious that the PPA visual impact can be
mitigated by the same techniquesthatwould be
used forthe SMA. These visual effect opinions
were glven more than eight years ago and lhey
should be critically re-evaluated. There Is no way
to mitigate the visual effect that the GSCA would
have on Gold Strike Canyon. Regardiess of the
aitemative selected, the new facilities will be
visible from at least one v int,

Cultural Table ES-1 ES-5 Five historic features eligible for, or listed in, the
Resources NRHP are potentially Impacted by GSCA versus
| tourfor either PPA or SMA.
Section 4(f) Table ES-1 ES-5 1.46 times as much 4(f) land is impacted by
Table 6-1 6-7 GSCA as Is by PPA. 1.22 times as much 4(f) land
is impacted by GSCA as is by SMA.
Visual Table ES-1 ES-S Only the GSCA would forever alter the view of
Resources Gold Strike Canyon. There are no other geo-
thermally active canyans like Gold STrike bélow
the Grand Canyon, and m: above it as well..
Recreation Table ES-1 ES-5 Only the GSCA would close the Gold Strike
Resources Canyon hiking trail for 5-6 years. It would also
result in a bridge that, in itself, is not likely to be a
tourist attraction.
Fills in Table 3-16 3-31 The requiredtemporary and permanent fills for
Waters of GSCA are much higher than for either PPA or
the U.S. SMA.
Roadway 337 Only 29% of the GSCA roadway has a grade less
Profites than 3%, compared to 80 to 90% for PPA and
SMA. This typically increases erosion.
Water 3.37 Because of the steep slopes involved, GSCA is
Quatity 3-38 feit to have the greatest potential for impacting

live water quality from erosion both during
construction and under operational conditions.

Archeolo- 3.50 Both the PPA and SMA APEs have two

gical Sites 4-2 archeolopical sites, the GSCA APE has none.
Unavoidable adverse impacts will occur at these
sites.

Cultural Table ES-3 ES-10 | There are five historic features endangered by
Resource the construction of the GSCA, and four each for
Effects, PPA and SMA. Some mitigation of this danger,
Mitigation other than SHPO consultation, needs to be

Measures !Ex } ted
2
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

ITEM REFERENCE PAGE COMMENT
Land Table ES-3 ES-11, | Only GSCA requires the Iinstaliation of a 7000-
Use/seclion 3-15 foot-long noise barrierto even approach
4(1) Effects, compliance with federal and state noise
Mitigation abatement poficies. itis not clear whether the
Measures considerable cost of this barrier is included in the
$215 miliion cost estimate for GSCA.
Visual Table ES-3 ES-11 | No coloring of concrete or steel will allow the
Resource highway to biend in with the natural scenic
Effects, beauty of Gold Strike Canyon.
Mitigation
Measures
——— 10/114/98/RJ8
s
3
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

BOIDER CITY
E12

o
us 93 g
DEIS Public Hearing October 1998

_ Comment Sheet
YourName.__Jerrq Cannon

Your Address: i g 5 7 fhe Wi e 8870/

If you did not receive a newsletter in the mail, would you like to be added to the pm)ect

mailing list?
No
Your comments:
) . Response to Comment E12-1
//\%_é., 50941— /ﬁ{ MovnTas., alforalnd FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative,
with the proposed mitigation measures, as the preferred alternative on the
E124 [€s7 Cotl - basis of minimizing environmental impacts, engineering and operational
. bviltwlsg envir ﬁn’wf M dd'w:p:/ advantages, and lower construction cost. Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS
W discusses the rationale for this decision.
gn / be redsom ‘V!”! Wl Compats 6/< The EIS concludes that the new bridge on the Sugarloaf Mountain
‘ alignment would dramatically alter the view of Black Canyon from the

dam (Section 3.7.2.2). However, this view and the surrounding
environment in this existing road corridor are already disturbed by the
numerous electrical transmission towers and lines crossing the canyon
immediately south of the dam (see EIS Figures 3-9 and 3-10). Depending
on the bridge type selected, the impact on views from the dam can be
mitigated by coloring the concrete or painting the steel to blend with the
NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in “Comment” box, or if you prefer, you may surroun ding environment.
also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80225, The profile grade for the Gold Strike Canyon Alternative is by far the worst
' of the three build alternatives and includes more than 2.5 miles of grades
steeper than 5 percent. The preferred alternative has only 0.5 mile of
grades steeper than 5 percent.

E-16
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

BOULDER CITY
E1d

DEIS Public Hearing October 1998
Comment Sheet )
Your Neme:___ (L #E @ oy (Agcrps)
Your Address: ' I

AAS VEQAS MV E9109

If you did not receive a newsletter in the mail, would you like to be added to the project
mailing list?

@ No

Your commu:_iiwm‘d;&__ |
oy 1 g, 4 2 dokero aad Response to Comment E13-1

Federal contracting regulations will be adhered to, including Davis-Bacon
rates to establish minimum labor rates. The federal government has no
control over contractors using union or nonunion labor. The contractor(s)
shall be responsible for their own hiring practices.

E13-1

NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in “Comment” box, or if you prefer, you may
also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228,

SCO/LAW2667.D0C/003672587 . E-17
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BOULDER CITY
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DEIS Public Hearing October 1998
Comment Sheet

Your Name:_(_?_’aa_ﬂe‘p " Il 1L
Your Address: .S /2 (Comnearnce LA

~/?-ap:74;12( ‘q’g ALY agﬁ/‘(“

If you did not receive a newsletter in the mail, would you like to be added to the project
mailing list? .
Yes No

Yomcommentsm&mf_a‘ia‘:das,mm

| — . - — -

— 30 S X

NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in “Comment” box, or if you prefer, you may
also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228.

SCO/LAW2667.00C/003672587

RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E14-1

FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative,
with the proposed mitigation measures, as the preferred alternative on the
basis of minimizing environmental impacts, engineering and operational
advantages, and lower construction cost. Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS
discusses the rationale for this decision. The Sugarloaf Mountain
Alternative can be officially adopted after approval of the ROD in

early 2001. After the ROD, engineering of the roadways and bridges will be
completed, and construction should begin by 2002 and be finished in 2007.

As stipulated in the EIS, the dam crossing will stay open to automobiles,
recreational vehicles, pedestrians, and bicyclists after the bypass route is
constructed (see EIS Section 3.9.2.1, Bicyclists and Pedestrians). This
commitment to keeping the dam crossing open to tourists will also be
adopted in the ROD for this project. Detailed traffic analysis will be
completed during final design to determine whether at-grade crossings or
grade-separated interchanges are required to accommodate the expected
volumes of vehicles exiting to or returning from the dam crossing.

E-18
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Comment Sheet
Your Name: s /08 Eve) 2+ DENIS o/

Your Address: ﬁ"'czaz ‘303'264 d/&t_‘(ﬂz
e, Fe<r?

If you did not receive a newsletter in the mail, would you like to be added to the project

mailing list?

Yes No

Your comments:___Z. YOTE oA THE &) Al L24”™
| _Sprrroci

(1) Gerrive THE Qotsm GraR0 uyoives
LLEANS TpRE LWLy Qo afeazn LoSV
[Pon THE PponeTervy (Tormr OPrred

. E15- (7-) THE bong B2, Srepis or THE

,/9;4 C-OrLto SrasR_ 0PY/00) ARE A [A¥#
\v,é PEoarrve. , LIE Do Gay It o /FEpA.

oA 20caSton) arvg Lives drbeGe
LOST, THe Aar1102 665 At

ON Tire Svestrrose OP7/on 15 4l
To0 LA o A0 £ FFPOVT Sppevio Ge

MAVET o APrMim) e ' T fHfocwevenr.
(4] 2 & o pal 2,
L7/ 4

NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in “Comment” box, or if you prefer, youmay
also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228.

SCOMLAW2667.00C/003672587

RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E15-1

FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative,
with the proposed mitigation measures, as the preferred alternative on the
basis of minimizing environmental impacts, engineering and operational
advantages, and lower construction cost. Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS
discusses the rationale for this decision. Unlike the Promontory Point
Alternative, the preferred alternative will utilize a clear-span bridge
requiring no structures in navigable waters and avoiding a Coast Guard
permit (see EIS Section 3.3.3.1, Waters of the United States).

The Gold Strike Canyon Alternative, although 0.1 mile shorter than the
preferred alternative, has the poorest horizontal and vertical alignments. It
also has a curve at each end of the proposed bridge. The profile grade is by
far the worst of the three build alternatives and includes more than

2.5 miles of grades steeper than 5 percent. The preferred alternative has
only 0.5 mile of grades steeper than 5 percent.

E-19



E16-1
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DEIS Public Hearing October 1998
Comment Sheet

Your Name: ;ng # AZ&@[/;/M WY yav4
7 7

Your Address:__ Doy L2 3o
Bowtolee (2be V. SFS008&

If you did not receive a newsletter i the mail, would you like to be added to the proj
mailing list? v /gld.y P _ et

Yes No

Your comments: /. o/ Lus o plolasl éé: Zg@,ezZAg/# 73,';(7"
AC,‘#c Lotpse Ll G Arrac Z:ét;a 4y At e Orepds/ Kook s
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Cipenine cad dalt aree camedtel ekl 5.

ﬁ; &Z:z:ﬁjz Zii:;f 7‘22: %: -57;'4:‘6/?;7‘

Bt 5{4@2[2 read  fre o F Y4 o0 L3 RYII,
ZEZKZ ef ﬁ: z'dﬂl &égi AN Zz:ﬁe éz /%

7 I SAH aT 2L 4 Jd 4
Yo ) Ses/  Sefec TroX .

NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in “Comment” box, or if you prefer, you may
also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228.

SCO/LAW2667.00C/003672587

RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E16-1

As discussed in the EIS Section 4(f) Evaluation, FHW A and NPS
determined that construction of a bridge at the Promontory Point crossing
location would result in Hoover Dam being adversely affected by alteration
of the historic views of the dam from U.S. 93 and that these visual impacts
cannot be mitigated. Regarding the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative, the
adverse visual effect can be mitigated by application of measures stipulated
in the PA. The measures developed with the SHPOs to mitigate the visual
effects of the bridge on the dam are discussed in the FEIS (Section 3.5) and

will be adopted in the ROD for this project.

See Sections 2.6.2 and 2.6.3 in the FEIS for discussion about the Gold Strike
Canyon Alternative and the reasons that the Sugarloaf Mountain alignment
was identified as the preferred alternative. The Gold Strike Canyon
alignment has the most substantial impact on desert bighorn sheep lambing
habitat and movement corridors (see EIS Section 3.3 and Table 3-14). It
would impact over two times as many acres of lambing habitat as the next
most damaging alternative, the Promontory Point alignment.
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/ __Comment Sheet

Your Name:___ (/v / adm & dwlﬂw

Your Address; £90 Ave C _

Soiln CL U ool

If youdid not receivea newsletter in the mail, would you like to be added to the project
mailing list?

No

Et7-1 ,/Ygi?omments: SU/?/)A/&H V!? ’—'E‘WA? ;A 5‘;)

NOTE: Please drop yourcomment sheet in “Comment” box, or if you prefer, you may
also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228.

SCO/LAW2667.00C/003672587

RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E17-1

FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative,
with the proposed mitigation measures, as the preferred alternative on the
basis of minimizing environmental impacts, engineering and operational
advantages, and lower construction cost. Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS
discusses the rationale for this decision.
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Comment Sheet

Your Name; E?A&[&ééé F/&é‘
YourAddress:é 96/ E. LALE M &LV,fZ.S 7

LAS VEGAS o /S
lfy.o.u gilol:ls r;gtreceivelnewxleminthemaﬂ.wouldyouliketobe added to the project
mailipg list’ .

No
Your comments: ,Zwﬂf((.o LikE O SEE THE
Goe & 2 £ &

E18-1 ’c 2
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i c Y

NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in “Comment” box, or if you prefer, you may
also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228.

RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E18-1

See Sections 2.6.2 and 2.6.3 in the FEIS for discussion about the Gold Strike
Canyon Alternative and the reasons that the Sugarloaf Mountain alignment
was identified as the preferred alternative. The Gold Strike Canyon
Alternative, although 0.1 mile shorter than the preferred alternative, has the
poorest horizontal and vertical alignments. It also has a curve at each end
of the proposed bridge. The profile grade is by far the worst of the three
build alternatives and includes more than 2.5 miles of grades steeper than 5
percent. The preferred alternative has only 0.5 mile of grades steeper than
5 percent. Gold Strike Canyon also has the most severe impact on desert
bighorn sheep, has the highest cost of the three near-dam alternatives, and
would adversely impact a popular hiking trail through Gold Strike Canyon
to the hot springs.

Federal contracting regulations will be adhered to, including Davis-Bacon
rates to establish minimum labor rates. The federal government has no
control over contractors using union or nonunion labor. The contractor(s)
shall be responsible for their own hiring practices.
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COMMENTS DUE ll/v_l°/95 Conm‘er‘t t COMMENTS DUE 11/10/98
Your Nmezgwf‘_%éz*ls

Your Address:

Vs ri Z

Ifyou did not receive a newsletter in the mail, would you like to be added mthepm)ect
mailing list? -

@

Yourcom.ments llA, gAL e Bep ! /44. QL7 A,
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NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in “Comment” box, or if you prefer, youmay
also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228.
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SCO/LAW2667.00C/003672587

RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E19-1

FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative,
with the proposed mitigation measures, as the preferred alternative on the
basis of minimizing environmental impacts, engineering and operational
advantages, and lower construction cost. See Sections 2.6.2 and 2.6.3 in the
FEIS for discussion about the Gold Strike Canyon Alternative and the
reasons that the Sugarloaf Mountain alignment was identified as the
preferred alternative. Building the Gold Strike Canyon Alternative would
resultin a permanent noise increase of approximately 26 decibels on the
A-scale (dBA) along the canyon trail from highway traffic on the new route.
With noise barriers, the projected noise level increase can be reduced to

20 dBA above existing conditions; however, this still represents a
“substantial increase” under FHWA and NDOT abatement policies.

Although the Promontory Point alignment is 500 feet closer to the dam than
the Sugarloaf Mountain crossing, the project noise study concluded that
there is no discernable difference between these alternatives in term of their
noise impact in the vicinity of the dam and visitor’s center (see EIS

Section 3.2.2.2). The Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative would resultin a

5 dBA noise level increase over existing conditions at the raft put-in below
the dam, but this increase is not significant and is well below the federal
and state standard.

One of the primary reasons the Promontory Point Alternative was not
selected as the preferred alternative was the concern expressed by
numerous agencies and citizens about the risk of a hazardous material spill
into Lake Mead affecting this major drinking water supply. It also has the
most impact to water recreation, since boating restrictions would be
implemented during construction.
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NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in “Comment” box, or if you prefer, you may
also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228.

RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E20-1
See Sections 2.6.2 and 2.6.3 in the FEIS for discussion about the Gold Strike

Canyon Alternative, and the reasons that the Sugarloaf Mountain
alignment was identified as the preferred alternative. The Gold Strike
Canyon alignment has the most substantial impact on the environment,
especially desert bighorn sheep lambing habitat and movement corridors
(see EIS Section 3.3 and Table 3-14). It would impact over two times as
many acres of lambing habitat as the next most damaging alternative, the
Promontory Point alignment. Also, see EIS Section 3.2.2 and response to
Comment E19-1 for discussion about the substantial noise impact of the

Gold Strike Canyon Alternative.
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NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in “Comment” box, or if you prefer, you may
also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228.

SCO/LAW2667.00C/003672587

RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E21-1

FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative,
with the proposed mitigation measures, as the preferred alternative on the
basis of minimizing environmental impacts, engineering and operational
advantages, and lower construction cost. Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS
discusses the rationale for this decision. For a discussion of the visual effect
of thebridge on the surrounding environment, see Section 3.7.2.2.

The method of project delivery may influence the type of bridge selected
for construction. Under the “design-build” method, design competitors
would recommend innovative approaches and alternate designs (e.g., steel
or concrete deck arch versus cable-stayed suspension) to ensure least cost,
while maintaining architectural compatibility. See response to

Comment E2-1 regarding the design-build approach.
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Comment Sheet
Your Name: J:x\nigt < G’ \\\ln'\

Your Address: %00 _Al._Maine *\(3

Hendersan NV %9015

If you did not receive a newsletter in the mail, would you like to be added to the Pproject

mailing list?
& No Response to Comment E22-1
Your comments. T_Scel Yoot Yeis loridye Pogieck i3 See Sections 2.6.2 and 2.6.3 in the FEIS for discussion about the Gold Strike
SN b b o : oo : Canyon Alternative and the reasons that the Sugarloaf Mountain alignment
5 = \ - e o - ) : was identified as the preferred alternative. The Gold Strike Canyon
oA Alternative, although 0.1 mile shorter than the preferred alternative, has the

e2] e Gold Dcike Conyn wke. T Oelicye . . .
4000 siey poorest horizontal and vertical alignments. It also has a curve at each end

\ Ading 1Y o\ i\
' ___Yake  osemg  the "aws Scoen ), Plus dhe of the proposed bridge. The profile grade is by far the worst of the three
‘ Adin S o AW Qrea build alternatives and includes more than 2.5 miles of grades steeper than
L Fos. Onepdotly ol uaiant) 5 percent. The preferred alternative has only 0.5 mile of grades steeper
v 7

than 5 percent. Gold Strike Canyon also has the most severe impact on
desert bighorn sheep, has the highest cost of the three near-dam
alternatives, and would adversely impact a popular hiking trail through
Gold Strike Canyon to the hot springs.

The EIS concludes that the new bridge on the Sugarloaf Mountain
alignment would dramatically alter the view of Black Canyon from the
dam (Section 3.7.2.2). However, this view is already disturbed by the
numerous electrical transmission towers and lines crossing the canyon
immediately south of the dam (see EIS Figures 3-9 and 3-10). Also,
depending on the bridge type selected, the impact on views from the dam
can be mitigated by coloring the concrete or painting the steel to blend with
the surrounding environment.

NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in “Comment” box, or if you prefer, you may
also mail your comments to: Tesry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228.
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NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in “Comment” box, or if you prefer, you may
also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228.
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E23-1

The method of project delivery may influence the type of bridge selected
for construction. Under the “design-build” method, design competitors
would recommend innovative approaches and alternate designs (e.g., steel
or concrete deck arch versus cable-stayed suspension) to ensure least cost,
while maintaining architectural compatibility.

In identifying the preferred alternative, there was not a concern about the
potential for Hoover Dam failing and eroding or washing out a new bypass
bridge downstream. The planned bridge crossing on the Sugarloaf

‘Mountain alignment will be elevated 254 feet higher than the crest of

Hoover Dam, 836 feet above the Colorado River, and anchored to the
bedrock walls above Black Canyon.
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Comment Sheet Response to Comment E24-1
Your Name:__&shca7 L1 fCr2940 See response to Comment B1-4. Addressing the traffic problem in Boulder
Your Address: £ cfeany S7 [reldes STy Mot GoeS City is not part of the Hoover Dam Bypass Project purpose and need.
NDOT has begun preparation of an environmental study for the segment of
If you did not receive a newaletter in the mail, would you like to be added to the project U.S. 93 between the Wagonwheel interchange and the Hacienda Hotel. In

Y'e; gl No programming this project, NDOT has determined that the Boulder
Your comments T et care of Tde 7 Asge CAerces THeT City/U.S. 93 Corridor project is completely independent from the Hoover

Dam bypass.

Similar to Gold Strike Canyon, construction of the Sugarloaf Mountain
Alternative will all be done on new alignment, except at the tie-in points
with existing U.S. 93 in Nevada and Arizona. Hence, disruption of U.S. 93
traffic and dam activities will be minimized.

Because the bridge length over water is shorter for the Gold Strike Canyon
Alternative than the Promontory Point Alternative, there is less of a chance
for spilled materials or falling debris from the bridge to enter the water. In
addition, since the Gold Strike Canyon Alternative spans the river below
Hoover Dam, contamination to Lake Mead as a result of a spill is
essentially eliminated. However, see Sections 2.6.2 and 2.6.3 in the FEIS for
discussion about the Gold Strike Canyon Alternative and the reasons that

v the Sugarloaf Mountain alignment was identified as the preferred

NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet fn “Comment™ box, or if you prefer, you may alternative. The Gold Strike Canyon Alternative has the poorest horizontal
also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Highway and vertical alignments. Gold Strike Canyon also has the most severe
Adwiistration, 555 Zaxg Strect; Room 269, Lakewoood, CO 80223, impact on desert bighorn sheep, has the highest cost of the three near-dam
' alternatives, and would adversely impact a popular hiking trail through
Gold Strike Canyon to the hot springs.
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NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in “Comment” box, or if you prefer, youmay
also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228.
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E25-1

FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative
as the preferred alternative on the basis of minimizing environmental
impacts, engineering and operational advantages, and lower construction
cost. Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS discusses the rationale for this decision.
One of the primary reasons the Promontory Point Alternative was not
identified as the preferred alternative was the concern expressed by
numerous agencies and citizens about the risk of a hazardous material spill
into Lake Mead affecting this major drinking water supply. It also has the
most impact to water recreation, since boating restrictions would be
implemented during construction.

As stated in the EIS (Section 3.8.2.2), there would be no stopping for views
of the dam on the new Promontory Point (or the Sugarloaf Mountain)
bridge because parking, pedestrians, and bicycles on the bridge would

create a safety hazard.
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BOTYDER CITY

Your Name:
Your Address:,

If you did not receive a newsletter in the mail, would you like to be added to the project

mailinglist? @
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Response to Comment E26-1

See response to Comment B1-4. One of the primary reasons the
Promontory Point Alternative was not identified as the preferred
alternative was the concern expressed by numerous agencies and citizens
about the risk of a hazardous material spill into Lake Mead affecting this
major drinking water supply. The Sugarloaf Mountain alignment, the
preferred alternative, and the Promontory Point alignment each have only
0.5 mile of grades steeper than 5 percent.

NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in “Comment” box, or if you prefer, you may
also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228.

SCO/LAW2667.D0C/003672587 E-30




RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

DEIS Public Hearing October 1998

Comment Sheet
Your Name: ‘SH\K\, JAMES
Your Address:__13C% MiST1Y  Giape  ORrwvg

L. WV 8y §41-4s1
If you did not receive a newsletter in the mail, would you like to be added to the project
mailing list?
Yes No

Response to Comment E27-1
In discussions with EPA concerning the effects of the Hoover Dam bypass,
they concluded that the project does not result in indirect or cumulative

Yourcomments; \ vakisstund e pecesiity oN the RO boau .
¥ [
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L] T 14 T
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E27-t 4,, ety J° prevume] l" avotis 1o, Oolan Syings socioeconomic impacts to Boulder City or other outlying communities in
o et - waJl o, e 1 €easimin - slem Tl - -3 . . .
. = "‘*‘\' tas itermicg obet p Sl tocud: Hoasmnt the region (personal communication, Dave Carlson, EPA,
L ik oY ATTPILIIND Va 1-X SRS S Ny LRienm, wba . . P .
ARt topsy === . February 11, 1999). See the discussion of cumulative impacts in the FEIS
it dirvctid  yersw RN AP
I

Chapter 5.

NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in “Comment” box, or ifyou prefer, you may
also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Higiway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228.

SCO/LAW2667.DOC/003672587 E-31



BOULMER CITY
E28
Us 93 g
DEIS Public Hearing October 1998
Comment Sheet
Your Name: O‘@ 7@}]))‘)
Your Address:__& Dx)
AV 890Ds—

If you did not receive a newsletter in the mail, would you like to be added to the project

mailing list?
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NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in “Comment” box, or if you prefer, you may
also mailyour comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228.

SCO/LAW2667.00C/003672587

RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E28-1

For detailed discussion of the rationale for eliminating the LBA

(Route 95/163/68), please see EIS Section 2.5 and Appendix B, and
responses to Comments B1-5, B1-7, C7-2, C7-3, C7-4, and C7-9. Also, see

response to Comment B1-4.

Addressing truck traffic issues in Boulder City is not part of the Hoover
Dam Bypass Project purpose and need. In November 1999, NDOT began
an environmental study for improvements to the segment of U.S. 93
between the Wagonwheel interchange and the Hacienda Hotel. In
programming this project, NDOT determined that the Boulder City/U.S. 93
Corridor project is completely independent from the Hoover Dam bypass.

The proposed project will substantially reduce traffic congestion on U.S. 93
in the vicinity of the dam crossing. The traffic analysis for this project
forecasted a split of 6,100 AADT over the dam and 19,900 AADT on the
new bridge in the year 2027. The LOS is forecasted to be improved from a
current LOS F over the dam to LOS B over the new bridge in year 2027 (see
EIS Appendix A).
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E29-1

For detailed discussion of the rationale for eliminating the LBA

(Route 95/163/68), please see EIS Section 2.5 and Appendix B, and
responses to Comments B1-5, B1-7, C7-2, C7-3, C7-4, and C7-9. In
November 1999, NDOT began an environmental study for improvements
to the segment of U.S. 93 between the Wagonwheel interchange and the
Hacienda Hotel. In programming this project, NDOT determined that the
Boulder City /U.S. 93 Corridor project is completely independent from the
Hoover Dam bypass. The purpose and need for the Hoover Dam bypass
relates directly to solving the traffic congestion and accident problems on
the dam and approach roads, not to addressing traffic problems in Boulder
City.

NDOT and ADOT conducted a financial feasibility study to determine
viable funding sources for the Hoover Dam bypass. The study assessed toll
crossings among other options (see EIS Section 2.9). The scope of the study
is focused on the viability of tolling a new bridge crossing near the dam,
rather than on the dam itself. Serious present and projected congestion
levels and delay time experienced for several miles near the dam would
argue strongly against placing a toll crossing on existing U.S. 93 over the
dam. '
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Your Name:__@ehr_n__mm
Your Address: 13%0 Vill, §:dge Dy

7 V_ 293¢
If you did not receive a newsletter in the mail, would you like to be added to the project

E30-1

NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in “Comment” box, or ifyou prefer, you may
also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228.
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E30-1

FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative
as the preferred alternative on the basis of minimizing environmental
impacts, engineering and operational advantages, and lower construction
cost. Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS discusses the rationale for this decision.
The proposed project will remove all commercial truck traffic and
automobile through-trips from the dam to the new bridge, thereby
substantially reducing traffic congestion on the dam crossing.

NDOT and ADOT conducted a financial feasibility study to determine
viable funding sources for the Hoover Dam bypass (see EIS Section 2.9).
The study assessed toll crossings and other financing options. A toll facility
would require legislative action by both states and is not supported by
NDOT or ADOT.
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DEIS Public Hearing October 1998
Comment Sheet
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Ifyou did not receive a newsletter in the mail, would you like to be added to the project
mailing list? .

Yes No
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%.ra/.
NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in “Comment” box, or if you prefer, you may

also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228.
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E31-1
FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative

as the preferred alternative on the basis of minimizing environmental
impacts, engineering and operational advantages, and lower construction
cost. Section 2.6.2.1 of the EEIS discusses the rationale for this decision.
One of the primary reasons the Promontory Point Alternative was not
identified as the preferred alternative was the concern expressed by
numerous agencies and citizens about the risk of a hazardous material spill
into Lake Mead affecting this major drinking water supply. It also has the
most impact to water recreation, since boating restrictions near the dam
would be implemented during construction of the bridge over Lake Mead.

Evaluation of the Boulder City/U.S. 93 Corridor is included in NDOT’s
Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) (1998). Traffic
noise, congestion, and accidents through Hemenway Valley and in Boulder
City are currently being evaluated by NDOT as part of their Boulder

City /U.S. 93 Corridor Study, which began in November 1999.
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NOTE: Pleasedrop your comment sheet in “Comment” box, or if you prefer, you may
also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Highway
Administration, S55 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228.

RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E32-1
See Sections 2.6.2 and 2.6.3 in the FEIS for discussion about the Gold Strike

Canyon Alternative and the reasons that the Sugarloaf Mountain alignment
was identified as the preferred alternative. The Gold Strike Canyon
Alternative has the poorest horizontal and vertical alignments. Gold Strike
Canyon also has the most severe impact on desert bighorn sheep, has the
highest cost of the three near-dam alternatives, and would adversely
impact a popular hiking trail through Gold Strike Canyon to the hot
springs.

A major reason the Promontory Point Alternative was not identified as the
preferred alternative was the concern expressed by numerous agencies and
citizens about the risk of a hazardous material spill into Lake Mead
affecting this major drinking water supply.

Consultation with the Design Advisory Panel, as stipulated in the PA, will
influence bridge type and materials. It is presumed the bridge that is built
will have to be of a type and material that is viewed as complimentary to
the Hoover Dam National Historic Landmark (NHL).

The traffic analysis conducted for the Hoover Dam bypass determined that
a four-lane divided bridge will have sufficient capacity to handle
approximately 20,000 vehicles per day in year 2027, at a good level of
service (LOS B). That capacity is sufficient to meet the anticipated traffic
demand for 30 years and well beyond.
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NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in "Cémmmt" box, or if you prefer, you may é
also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228,

RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E33-1
See response to Comment B1-4. In November 1999, NDOT began an

environmental study for improvements to the segment of U.S. 93 between
the Wagonwheel interchange and the Hacienda Hotel. In programming
this project, NDOT determined that the Boulder City/U.S. 93 Corridor
project is completely independent from the dam bypass. The purpose and
need for the Hoover Dam bypass relates directly to solving the traffic
congestion and accident problems on the dam and approach roads, not to
addressing traffic problems in Boulder City.

The Willow Beach Alternative was eliminated from further consideration
because it requires about 19 additional miles of new highway construction
resulting in substantially greater environmental impacts — most notably
impacts to Section 4(f) lands (public park and recreational areas) — and
higher costs. See EIS Section 2.5 and response to Comments C4-1, C4-2,

C4-3, and C4-4.

For detailed discussion of the rationale for eliminating the LBA
(Route 95/163/68), please see EIS Section 2.5 and Appendix B, and
responses to Comments B1-5, B1-7, C7-2, C7-3, C7-4, and C7-9.
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NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in “Comment” box, or if you prefer, you may
also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HP D-16), Federal Highway

Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228.
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E34-1

For detailed discussion of the rationale for eliminating the LBA

(Route 95/163/68), please see EIS Section 2.5 and Appendix B, and
responses to Comments B1-5, B1-7, C7-2, C7-3, C7-4, and C7-9.
Furthermore, the LBA might have economic benefits for communities along
this route; however, this is not part of the purpose and need for the

Hoover Dam bypass (see response to Comment B1-2).
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DEIS Public Hearing October 1998
Comment Sheet

Your Name:_KEAGAAI LisNt/ARD

Your Address:. P QR 776 :
WIEADYIEW ,AZ __BeYYY

If you did not recelve a newsletter in the mail, would you like to be added to the pro

mailing list?

Response to Comment E35-1

See Sections 2.6.2 and 2.6.3 in the FEIS for discussion about the Gold Strike
Canyon Alternative and the reasons that the Sugarloaf Mountain alignment
was identified as the preferred alternative. The Gold Strike Canyon
Alternative would not be a faster route because, although 0.1 mile shorter
than the preferred alternative, it has the steepest vertical alignment. The
profile grade is by far the worst of the three build alternatives and includes
more than 2.5 miles of grades steeper than 5 percent. The preferred
alternative has only 0.5 mile of grades steeper than 5 percent.

-~ E35-1

As stated in the EIS (Section 3.8.2.2), there would be no stopping for views

—HHaneq 1;::; ! @ of the dam on the new Sugarloaf Mountain (or the Promontory Point)
67 Q bridge because parking, pedestrians, and bicycles on the bridge would
c create a safety hazard.

NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in “Comment” box, or if you prefer, you may
also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228.
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NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in “Comment” box, or if you prefer, you may
also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228,
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E36-1

See Sections 2.6.2 and 2.6.3 in the FEIS for discussion about the Gold Strike
Canyon Alternative and the reasons that the Sugarloaf Mountain alignment
was identified as the preferred alternative. The Gold Strike Canyon
Alternative, although 0.1 mile shorter than the preferred alternative, has the
poorest horizontal and vertical alignments. It also has a curve at each end
of the proposed bridge. The profile grade is by far the worst of the three
build alternatives and includes more than 2.5 miles of grades steeper than

5 percent. The preferred alternative has only 0.5 mile of grades steeper
than 5 percent.

Similar to Gold Strike Canyon, construction of the Sugarloaf Mountain
Alternative will all be done on new alignment, except at the tie-in points
with existing U.S. 93 in Nevada and Arizona. Hence, disruption of U.S. 93
traffic and dam activities will be minimized.

Given its proximity to Hoover Dam, there will be no stopping for views of
the dam on the new Sugarloaf Mountain bridge because parking,
pedestrians, and bicycles on the bridge would create a safety hazard (see
EIS Section 3.8.2.2).
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If you did not receive a newsletter in the mail, would you like to be added to the pro;ect

mailing list?
ve e / /A4 ,./.;, ] 2 Response to Comment E37-1
Ymmm’: / ’r/‘ mm// bauger— FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative

as the preferred alternative on the basis of minimizing environmental

/A o P impacts, engineering and operational advantages, and lower construction
E ,’mm’ cost. Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS discusses the rationale for this decision.
el . 5 D | e Concerning the vertical grade, the preferred alternative has only 0.5 mile of
i m ” m WW,,; grades steeper than 5 percent.
VA A PSR = 23128 TR DT and ADOT comducted a financia feasibility stad o determd
T 12/ 4 oadF rtitrs /o Mﬂ” . _ ana . conducted a financial feasibility study to determine
2L il orr aatens Sidoszs Mose viable funding sources for the Hoover Dam bypass (June 2000). The study
(&7, I nnd m, m I/ assessed toll crossings and other financing options (see EIS Section 2.9).
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NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in “Comment” box, or if you prefer, you may
also mail your comments to: Terry Haussles (HPD-16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228.
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If you did not receive a newsletter in the mail, would you like to beadded to the project
mailing list? J_ : .

Yes No Response to Comment E38-1
Your commeptsz_M‘ij 4 The Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative can be officially adopted after
el approval of the ROD in early 2001. After the ROD, engineering of the
roadways and bridges will be completed, and construction should begin by
2002 and be finished in 2007.

E38-1

NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in “Comment” box, or if you prefer, you may -
also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228.
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NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in “Comment” box, or if you prefer, you may
also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228.
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E39-1
FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative

as the preferred alternative on the basis of minimizing environmental
impacts, engineering and operational advantages, and lower construction
cost. Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS discusses the rationale for this decision.
Hoover Dam may be visible from high-profile vehicles traveling over the
Sugarloaf Mountain bridge; however, the high elevation of the bridge,
relative to the dam, and the safety rail will minimize viewing opportunities.
The EIS (Section 3.8.2.2) states that there will be no stopping for views of
the dam on the new bridge. Parking, pedestrians, and bicycles on the
bridge would create a safety hazard.

A major reason the Promontory Point Alternative was not identified as the
preferred alternative was the concern expressed by numerous agencies and
citizens about the risk of a hazardous material spill into Lake Mead
affecting this major drinking water supply. To protect the Colorado River,
the Sugarloaf Mountain bridge will have a containment system to collect
and contain pollutants in the event of a spill. The system would collect the
material and convey it to settling basins off of the bridge. The system
would also collect roadway pollutants from storm runoff.

E-46




RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

BOULDER CITY
E40

us 93
DEIS Public Hearing October 1998
Comment Sheet
Your Name: /‘/t"-'
Your Addréss; r 4%«/ i \@‘
’ S W2

If you did not receive a newsletter in the mail, would you like to be added to the pro

mailing list? :
Yes

No -
Your comments: 'I P u£Z _/% Z  eas

R i ——

E40-1

NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in “Comment” box, or if you prefer, you may
also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228.

Response to Comment E40-1
Consultation with the Design Advisory Panel, as stipulated in the PA, will
influence bridge type and materials.

SCO/LAW2667.D00C/003672587
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

E41
KINGMAN

g uses ﬂ
DEIS Public Hearing October 1998

Comment Sheet
Your Name: f%beﬁ* B - MO\'“V‘ ISSQ.I le
Your Address:___~ | | ¥ C-Sr“andv lew
<inamen Az Tetol

Ifyoudid not receive a new\srejtter in the mail, would you like to be added to the project

iling list?
( §8 t No Response to Comment E41-1
Tn Savor ok <ua olo % FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative
" \ J ¥

as the preferred alternative on the basis of minimizing environmental
impacts, engineering and operational advantages, and lower construction
cost. Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS discusses the rationale for this decision.

Ed41-1 IYour comumnents:

NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in ”C&mment” box, or if you prefer, you may
also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228.
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

BOULDER CITY
E42

Us 93
DEIS Public Hearing October 1998
Comment Sheet
YourName: <) --D- NiELSEN
Your Address; 007" /14TOR. #1413
HENDERSON ANV §90)8
| If you did not receive a newsletter in the mail, would you like to be added to the project

mailing list? .
No Response to Comment E42-1
Your comments: Z___ A/ MHoPING ¥ PRAVING THAT Federal contracting regulations will be adhered to, including Davis-Bacon
of be L € rates to establish minimum labor rates. The federal government has no
4_6o/ peins a union TRoN woRksk control over contractors using union or nonunion labor. The contractor(s)
oF covrs€ wE wANT 70 Buieo iz /[ acese shall be responsible for their own hiring practices.
LEING A RESIPDENT oF CLARIC covmwmTyY
L 7S o < LAD TNE TRAFFIC
. A T viLhH
Ba21 (AN THE DESERT LI ITN _ovl DAMLGING
E_ Voo A 7o BN Houd

THAT s DONE, Give  SOUTHERN NEUADA JATER
AVTHORITY A C4all vl ‘gg Dy G vpP , s t4yeD
AL R LD ED oveER & IRE S 8/6-

- S I___ - PiPE

THE OLESERT AND wrieh eorg SuRVIVED J ST  (roy”
AND 4 y7mie  TRAnING T
NOTE: Please drop yourcomment sheet in “Comment” box, or if you prefer, you may
also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228.

E-49
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DEIS Public Hea;ing October 1998
Comment Sheet

YourName:_ Erndford . Olbert
Your Address:__Z273 S._(Grésan Staeet, (Zitberf, 4o BS29¢

If you did pot receive a newsletter in the mail, would you like to be added to the project
mailing list?

Yes @

Your commb:—ﬂgﬁuﬁzﬂlﬁa[@ﬁéz,ﬁz_iygﬁ
> [

7

_éudf.z-

[Over)
7

NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in “Comment” box, or if you prefer, youmay
also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228.

SCO/LAW2667.00C/003672587

RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E43-1

See Sections 2.6.2 and 2.6.3 in the FEIS for discussion about the Gold Strike
Canyon Alternative and the reasons that the Sugarloaf Mountain alignment
was identified as the preferred alternative. The Gold Strike Canyon
Alternative has the poorest horizontal and vertical alignments. The profile
grade is by far the worst of the three build alternatives and includes more
than 2.5 miles of grades steeper than 5 percent. The preferred alternative
has only 0.5 mile of grades steeper than 5 percent. This considerably
greater length of steep grades would adversely affect truck speeds on the
Gold Strike Canyon alignment; however, climbing lanes were not
considered in development of this alternative.

Consultation with the Design Advisory Panel, as stipulated inthe PA, will
influence bridge type and materials.

As stated in the EIS (Section 3.8.2.2), there would be no stopping for views
of the dam on the new Promontory Point (or the Sugarloaf Mountain)
bridge because parking, pedestrians, and bicycles on the bridge would
create a safety hazard.

The dam crossing will stay open to automobiles, recreational vehicles,
pedestrians, and bicyclists after the bypass route is constructed (see EIS
Section 3.9.2.1, Bicyclists and Pedestrians). Detailed traffic analysis will be
completed during final design to determine whether at-grade crossings or
grade-separated interchanges are required to accommodate the expected
volumes of vehicles exiting to or returning from the dam and visitor’s
center.
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

DEIS Public Hearing October 1998
Co! t Sheet '
YourNamer___ A0 LY [CRRY

Your Address: L o4/
Heuldez (1 by NV K7 005

Ifyou did not receive a newsletter in the mail, would you like to be added to the project
mailing list?

@ No _\ . Response to Comment E44-1
\Zm’ mmens_ FAVGR € | AR Bedd f'} < ‘ S.he See Sections 2.6.2 and 2.6.3 in the FEIS for discussion about the Gold Strike
, elow 7he dﬂ”, = fif t f?Z he Al 7‘7__/”",/?{ Canyon Alternative and the reasons that the Sugarloaf Mountain alignment
e} 7€ ger : e [ikpleet, was identified as the preferred alternative. The only alignment above the

_ - - dam, the Promontory Point Alternative, was not the preferred alternative
et studre deve pal Meve / '// largely because of the risk of a hazardous material spill into Lake Mead

affecting this major drinking water supply.

NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in “Comment” box, or if you prefer, you may
also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228.
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BOULDER CITY
E45

- 90
§BYFASSES
Us 93
DEIS Public Hearing October 1998
Comment Sheet
Your Name:__/gm_e'ﬁ ?ﬂ BTHER

Your Address:_/32/ AppAioosa ®d.
Boveper Cay, NV 89005

If you did not receive a newsletter in the mail, would you like to be added to the pm]ect
mailing list?

Your comments:

No

MonE o©F 7#4 THERES TlRofossD
1727 e/ K EYET

MNeYclepn ASTE TRk TRAFFIC OU7T oOF

E45-1

l YO
BLIEMATIVE 15 THeE BEST  BERuSE 17 Wil Hpw
VISOAL . I

Boveper CiTy.
S A LL " B
Rovre Propospr  Be  Re-onsiperad .

— Oz gs7 A Pours JO NEEP Héx - LeveT
N,

L, V1%
)

i

L
£ (¢]]
-,

A 7
oozl OPENT).
OF  ZHE T#%_Weegmz_s”u

#00 VEeR L

'OTE: Please drop your comment sheet ﬁCo'mment" box, or if you prefer, you may
also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228.

SCO/LAW2667.

DOC/003672587

RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E45-1
See response to Comment B1-4. Resolving truck traffic issues in Boulder

City is not part of the Hoover Dam Bypass Project purpose and need.

The Willow Beach Alternative was eliminated from further consideration
because it requires about 19 additional miles of new highway construction
resulting in substantially greater environmental impacts — most notably
impacts to Section 4(f) lands (public park and recreational areas) — and
higher costs. See EIS Section 2.5 and response to Comments C4-1, C4-2,
C4-3, and C4-4.

Evaluation of the Boulder City/U.S. 93 Corridor is included in NDOT’s
STIP (1998). Rerouting of U.S. 93 truck traffic around Hemenway Valley
and Boulder City, among other alternatives, is currently being evaluated by
NDOT as part of their Boulder City/U.S. 93 Corridor Study, which began

in November 1999.

See Sections 2.6.2 and 2.6.3 in the FEIS for discussion about the Gold Strike
Canyon Alternative and the reasons that the Sugarloaf Mountain alignment
was identified as the preferred alternative. Construction of the preferred
alternative will have an adverse effect on Hoover Dam due to the
introduction of visual elements that are out of character with the landmark.
As required under Section 106 of the NHPA, FHWA consulted with the
Nevada and Arizona SHPOs and entered into a PA with the SHPOs, the
federal ACHP, and other parties committing to measures that will mitigate
the adverse effect. Those measures will be adopted in the ROD for this

project.

E-53



BOULDER CITY
E46

e

Us o3
DEIS Public Hearing October 1998
Comment Sheet
Your Name:; G‘e@ ° DNl
Your Address: > v o

—Zﬁ___Q_L_ML
Bl dee Oy A gP005

If you did not receive a newsletter in the mail, would you like to be added to the project
admghst’

Your comments: O‘C e 0*\:&@@//
SP/"I‘A Yede S (.z./a‘«r.ﬁﬂ/n )AJM

7 Qrug okl  @oobs Do Sass — e A‘/m Lh bae_ ud
Ed6-1 ‘l\/ﬂ\/ “slle // Uﬂrc:l-e/( el \/-fh\.

. h/)’ é/ P el hld'/n we  Cosnecs 15 Lo i ‘LA
-;LrJ,gr(f_ ‘,L A u,\//«/ V-'-' '7’—;;.//:&’ o .é L #rf

LAt ("AJ 7—.¢/'c PRV

‘IA:J-Z.': IR/ er:é/—,,, ]- 2o /a//r'-,.ug w A g /gv_a-ow/
e teiig - cur
L

2o /-dﬂd Lo ,./you)u/' 2

TA s
Nro.

NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in “Comment” box, or if you prefer, you may
also mailyour comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Highway
- Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228.

RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E46-1

FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative
as the preferred alternative on the basis of minimizing environmental
impacts, engineering and operational advantages, and lower construction
cost. Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS discusses the rationale for this decision.
Hoover Dam and Black Canyon may be visible from high-profile vehicles
traveling over the Sugarloaf Mountain bridge; however, the high elevation
of the bridge, relative to the dam and river, and the safety rail will
minimize viewing opportunities. The EIS (Section 3.8.2.2) states that there
will be no stopping for views of the dam on the new bridge. Parking,
pedestrians, and bicycles on the bridge would create a safety hazard.
However, in anticipation of great public desire for views of Hoover Dam
from the new bridge on the Sugarloaf Mountain alignment, FHWA will
study the technical feasibility of a separate viewing facility associated with
the bridge (see response to Comment A12-2).

Rerouting of U.S. 93 traffic around Hemenway Valley and Boulder City,
among other alternatives, is currently being evaluated by NDOT as part of
their Boulder City/U.S. 93 Corridor Study, which began in November 1999.
See response to Comment B1-4.
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

BOULDER CITY
E47

DEIS Public Hearing October 1998
_ Comment Sheet .
Your Name:__\J @ N/ REMENTERlﬂ
Your Address: ISI’—l Sﬂ"\lﬁﬂﬂ' DR\VLL.

Bovrner CiTY [ NV "R900F5
If you did not receive a newsletter in the mail, would you like to be added to the project
mailing list?
Yes Ne ‘ Response to Comment E47-1
Your comments.__£, L. L THEE E A LT ERNMAT, As stipulated in the EIS, the dam crossing will stay open to automobiles,
WL-—EO—HWE'—EDA D recreational vehicles, pedestrians, and bicyclists after the bypass route is

MEL&‘DAM—UE‘H&M&L constructed (see EIS Section 3.9.2.1, Bicyclists and Pedestrians). This

commitment to keeping the dam crossing open to tourists will also be
adopted in the ROD for this project. Commercial trucks will be prohibited

E&LK&_LEKE_MELL__&W , ,
ear-1| Eami, —E-: Ano PRIEXDS, Cm REG ARD LEsS OF from crossing the dam after the U.S. 93 bypass is open.
! '

74 z T VERNMWE N F

ERuaTE Woaog (IE RoL T

NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in ~Comment” box, or if you prefer, you may
also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228.
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

BOULDER CITY

DEIS Public Hearing October 1998
Comment Sheet
YourName__d04r  REMENTEAIA
. Your Address: JS-/"}' SaADRA J}R] vE

Boo T E9005-34/1

If you did not receive a newsletter in themail, would youlike to be added to the pro
mailing list? :

Yes No Response to Comment E47-2
Your comms:_L_ML_QE_A'_.EQﬁE.LGLOME_D The project is being financed with a combination of federal and state
ConsTARUVCTIon CompP any lunr s Wisrive transportation funds. The initial environmental studies were funded
Io Pivawcg 100 7, OP A BRIDGE through a USDOT Appropriation in fiscal year 1997 of $400,000, which was
‘ Ec matched with contributions of $400,000 each from Arizona and Nevada

PeRMITTED - O PanDcipaTe W iTh State transportation funds.

lae Doual ProTrczrs At Eimwer Sipe Additional project funding came from the federal Transportation Equity

OF 72 Rawes Prolgcr Act for the 21st Century (TEA 21). This project financing was derived from

the High Priority Project funds ($41,076,000), Public Lands Discretionary
Program funds ($10,000,000), and National Corridor and Development
Program funds ($2,000,000). These TEA 21 programs, plus other applicable
programs, will be sources of future funding.

Funding from all of the above programs is available for planning, design,
or construction activities associated with the Hoover Dam Bypass Project.

NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in “Comment” box, or if you prefer, you may
also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228.
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Your Name; %///V / //4 /‘/0//

Your Address: 730 / J %j/
)Zx/ogx//x A2 &504/

If you did not receive a newsletter in the mail, would you like to be added to the project
mailing list?
Yes

" _sman lenl thyse-Lhr. 12 /9%
6on-7¢u

[ SeoremaeR g;ga Dloare 7 - Tge BEST
THREE AGE LESS QD LERS/BIL EvisH
!M;f ﬁm—z@f %

I 4ove Secy/

E€48-1 ?—ﬁﬁﬁgﬂ&zz £ AS‘M?’/M/ GA7/0N A4S
S /S JHE EXD LLSULT

Your comments:

Aam”mme' 4 4/

NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in “Comment” box, or if you prefer, you may _
also mail your commentsto: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228.
S7a7ion OISPLAYS CLEAR, CONC/SE
AND  EASILY OmPARED,

eE,

SCO/LAW2667.D0C/003672587

RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E48-1

FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative,
with the proposed mitigation measures, as the preferred alternative on the
basis of minimizing environmental impacts, engineering and operational
advantages, and lower construction cost. Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS
discusses the rationale for this decision. The preferred alternative resolves
the negative impacts associated with the No Build Alternative (e.g., the
steep grades approaching the dam, hairpin turns, worsening congestion
and accident rate, and the risk of truck accidents on the dam crossing
contaminating the waters of Lake Mead and the Colorado River).

Consultation with the Design Advisory Panel, as stipulated in the PA, will
influence bridge type and materials.
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Public Open House October 1997 _.;: _
' Comment Sheet ’
) WIZ‘ 244
Your Name: mﬂ /V \S‘/:@IJ.U J/J )%— By, ¢ 9/
Your Address: l/ /V Y

ﬂ//aaﬂc =" 8554/

If you did not receive a newsletter in the mail, would you like to be added to the proyect ]
mailing list?

X‘tes C No

Your comments:

77(/&9‘ dow 2

NOTE: Please drop your camment :hut ln "Comment" box, or if you prefer, youmay <

also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-IG), Federal nghway
Admrmstmtwn, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228,

Crmparisond oF ABEILES oy she SHEET . -
W e s 7S SRS Wikt et

SCO/LAW2667.00C/003672587

RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

The dam crossing will stay open to automobiles, recreational vehicles,
pedestrians, and bicyclists after the bypass route is constructed (see EIS
Section 3.9.2.1, Bicyclists and Pedestrians). This commitment to keeping the
dam crossing open to tourists will also be adopted in the ROD for this
project. Commercial trucks will be prohibited from crossing the dam after
the U.S. 93 bypass is open.
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BOULDER CITY

DEIS Public Hearing October 1998

Comment Sheet
Your Name: foqgcr Stnptod
Your Address:_Zog /&), CMaeessrad Beud. # 209y
LAS feors, Myl F9/77
If you did not receive a newsletter in the mail, would you like to be added to the project

mailing list?

No

'Your comments: 3 LIKE TH -

B TELNATUIE  DSED TR BeueD As 4 Hop Kk sy  BIREE,

Ze r~ s Arafipmn. P9
BAO-VE e 0eToRMITIE  wdai D RE. ThE  rresy  Fatsose£ mlp
Rl Covr = ] . o~
SLanch _GEIADE AuD Y v e Beow OF TRASY ¢ preny o/é
Ar dot  £ds506C + STEAYER  Phre .

THevt Yoy

NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in “Comment” box, or if you prefer, you may
also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Highway
Administyation, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228.

SCO/LAW2667.00C/003672587

RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E49-1

FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative
as the preferred alternative on the basis of minimizing environmental
impacts, engineering and operational advantages, and lower construction
cost. Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS discusses the rationale for this decision.
One of the primary reasons the Promontory Point Alternative was not
identified as the preferred alternative was the concern expressed by
numnerous agencies and citizens about the risk of a hazardous material spill
into Lake Mead affecting this major drinking water supply. It also has the
most impact to water recreation, since boating restrictions near the dam
would be implemented during construction of the bridge over Lake Mead.

Comparing vertical profiles, the preferred alternative would have 0.5 mile
at 3 percent to 6 percent grades, whereas the Promontory Point alignment
would have 0.6 mile at 3 percent to 6 percent. Hence, although their grades
are similar when compared to the Gold Strike Canyon route with its

2.5 miles at 3 percent to 6 percent, the preferred alternative has 0.1 mile less
steep grade than Promontory Point.
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DEIS Public Hearing October 1998

Comment Sheet
louw Sove..sew
Your Address:__(?; Cingmon. ~ 310 NI 42T,
41(-«10\ . /43 Ko Yol

If youdid not receive i! i i
mZﬂmg_hs%Q- ve a newsletter in the mail, would you like to be added to the pxgect

Yes No Al o Mol Lind.
Ywmmmuzw
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Your Name:

ES50-1

NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in “Comment” box, or if you prefer, you may
also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Hightay
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228.

SCO/LAW2667.00C/003672587

RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E50-1
FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative,

with the proposed mitigation measures, as the preferred alternative on the
basis of minimizing environmental impacts, engineering and operational
advantages, and lower construction cost. Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS
discusses the rationale for this decision. The preferred alternative resolves
the negative impacts associated with the No Build Alternative (e.g., the
steep grades approaching the dam, hairpin turns, worsening congestion
and accident rate, and the risk of truck accidents on the dam crossing
contaminating the waters of Lake Mead and the Colorado River). As
indicated in the traffic study (See EIS Appendix A), the U.S. 93 dam
crossing currently operates at LOS F with 11,500 vehicles per day (average),
whereas there would be 26,000 vehicles per day crossing the dam in year
2027 without the bypass. The future bypass bridge is projected to carry

19,900 vehicles per day in year 2027 at LOS B.
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Comment Sheet
Your Name: pééd/" %’4’?@6

Your Address: 573{ E A/4mée\/$"+.
Fhx Az ESodd -4/z25

If you did not re eive a newsletter in the mail, would youlike to be added to the proje t
mailing list?

Yes No

Your comments:

E51-1
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NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in “Comment” box, or if you prefer, you may .
also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HP D-16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228.

SCO/LAW2667.00C/003672587

RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E51-1

See Sections 2.6.2 and 2.6.3 in the FEIS for discussion about the Gold Strike
Canyon Alternative and the reasons that the Sugarloaf Mountain alignment
was identified as the preferred alternative. The Gold Strike Canyon
Alternative has the poorest horizontal and vertical alignments. Gold Strike
Canyon also has the most severe impact on desert bighorn sheep, has the
highest cost of the three near-dam alternatives, and would adversely
impact a popular hiking trail through Gold Strike Canyon to the hot
springs.

A major reason the Promontory Point Alternative was not identified as the
preferred alternative was the concern expressed by numerous agencies and
citizens about the risk of a hazardous material spill into Lake Mead
affecting this major drinking water supply.
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

E52

@BYPASS

us 93
DEIS Public Hearing October 1998

Comment Sheet

Your Name; W& 57”0
Your Address: 5-68 fFairvein) QA &def.ﬂm IUC/ ?‘70/.5‘

If you did not receive a newsletter in the mail, would you like to be added to the project
ailing list?

Response to Comment E52-1
The author has been added to the mailing list for the U.S. 93 Hoover Dam

Bypass Project.

NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in “Comment” box, or if you prefer, you may
also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228.
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

DEIS Public Hearing October 1998

P Comment Sheet

Your Name; abricia ’ eat.

Your Address:_33 M5 —D_)nnr(, %(_
/(;hamz a A2 €6do;

If you did not , receive aZ;;vsletter in the mail, would you like to be added to the project
ist?

Response to Comment E53-1
Studies for the U.S. 93 Hoover Dam Bypass Project have been going on
since the mid 1960s. The government agencies studying this project have
included NDOT, Reclamation, ADOT, NPS, and AGFD. For a
chronological listing of previous studies leading up to the present EIS, see
- T EIS Section 1.3, Table 1-1. The first detailed cost estimates for the build
i_w (L s% 2 voad con W@ alternatives were developed by Reclamat}on in 1992 (see Phase B -
K Corridor Studies). These estimates were inflated in the EIS for the year

= T tome bo gets 2002 to update en.ginee?ring and mf)bilizat.ion costs. Because there is a .
dnde the \abe of viiec Yhis s dn ' potential for traffic accident spills in the river with the preferred alternative,
lohat eind £ A‘smw a solution for containing spilled pollutants at the source will be developed

Piea ne mor? sk Mie thel emobrucfne . during the project design phase (see EIS Section 3.4.3.2). A spill
’ T containment system will be incorporated into the bridge that will collect

potential pollutants resulting from spills. The system will also collect and
hold storm runoff that is generated from the bridge. Without the system,
spilled waste could enter the river and negatively impact the waters
depending on the intended use.

weuld e much loas's

E53-1

NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in “Comment” box, or if you prefer, you may
also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228,
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DEIS Public Hearing October 1998
Comment Sheet

Your Name: vo

Your Address:_#N2 Aay §23 Huny93 AT 2k wile mae :"lk«
King moen 42

If you did not receive a newsletter in the mail, would you like to be added to the project

mailing list? )
)
commmm:j_Ja_hdwgézgc_mﬂi&n'_ﬁg.%

'Q- Y s}

YO ,,;g,, now. T Rood 25' .]3 ncgga‘ﬁg Naw -

{2;] ng:ﬁ Tewck , AT Lon: &&d". wowt/ be
el con s .
N :Pkasf’r;p yourcmmne?&’lﬁeﬁu"Cmmmf‘ box, or if you prefer, you may

also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228,
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E54-1
FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative,

with the proposed mitigation measures, as the preferred alternative on the
basis of minimizing environmental impacts, engineering and operational
advantages, and lower construction cost. Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS
discusses the rationale for this decision. The high elevation of the bridge,
relative to the dam and river, and the safety rail will minimize viewing
opportunities of Hoover Dam. Furthermore, the EIS (Section 3.8.2.2) states
that there will be no stopping for views of the dam on the new bridge
because parking, pedestrians, and bicycles on the bridge would create a
safety hazard. The existing dam crossing will stay open to bicyclists and
tourists after the bypass route is constructed (see EIS Section 3.9.2.1,

Bicyclists and Pedestrians).
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DEIS Public Hearing October 1998
Comment Sheet
YourName:. _iclhow Tomdinson Aobls wieks Dimscroe
Your Address:_ #ASSCT A Lo
Eotlbend Cry, Auizonn Fo442
If you did not receive a newsletter in the mail, would you like to be added to the project

mailing list? .
(e No . Response to Comment E55-1
€551 |Your comments: _L&cuniSioer “f"““’“f//‘“f"‘” e doc. For detailed discussion of the rationale for eliminating the LBA

(Route 95/163/68), please see EIS Section 2.5 and Appendix B, and
responses to Comments B1-5, B1-7, C7-2, C7-3,C7-4, and C7-9.

NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in “Comment” box, or if you prefer, you may
also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HP D-16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228.
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

DEIS Public Hearing October 1998
COMMENTS DUE 11/10/98 CO tSheet COMMENTS DUE 11/?-0/9! .
Your Name:fu see 2 e j

Your Address: &4 Lue <

oflee ol WO mpoe0E
If you did not receive agewsletter in the mail, would you like to be added to the project
mailing list? .
@ No Response to Comment E56-1
Your comments: See Sections 2.6.1, 2.6.2, and 2.6.3 in the FEIS for explanation of the reasons

: i that the Sugarloaf Mountain alignment was identified as the preferred
——&@""ﬁ‘g"‘m&—h’——“{—iﬂ“cé alternative rather than Promontory Point or Gold Strike Canyon. A major
- < \ Q V1 Yost reason the Promontory Point Alternative was not the preferred alternative

. : ) was the concern expressed by numerous agencies and citizens about the
risk of a hazardous material spill into Lake Mead affecting this major
drinking water supply. The Gold Strike Canyon Alternative has the
7 poorest horizontal and vertical alignments, and it has the most severe
impact on desert bighorn sheep, has the highest cost of the three near-dam

alternatives, and would adversely impact a popular hiking trail through
Gold Strike Canyon to the hot springs.

F’o-oo" %wﬁcms}ow % L] c,s“\'éi'bo - DK-\\/

NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in “Comment” box, or if you prefer, you may
also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228.
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

DEIS Public Hearing October 1998
COMMENTS DUE 11/10/98 Comment Sheet COMMENTS DUE 11/10/98

YourName___ = of /l/lerx 3
Your Address__ 7.3 %0 Viild ®idee Dr.

o
Lo a LI A/ vV &%/ K%
If you did not receive a newsletter in the mail, would you like to be added to the project
mailing list?
@ No . Response to Comment E57-1

Your comments; P — FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative,
Ly C - - with the proposed mitigation measures, as the preferred alternative on the
Z basis of minimizing environmental impacts, engineering and operational

i o cafe. - advantages, and lower construction cost. Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS
- discusses the rationale for this decision.

NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in “Comment” box, or if you prefer, youmay
also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228,
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DEIS Public Hearing October 1998
Comment Sheet

Your Name:; m Ml wL Kg{& P2
Your Address; ¢/ XYEVADA HwY =5
b OER. STy, M. 39005

If you did not receive a newsletter in the mail, would you like to be ad
g idn you added to the project

Your co entsM —Mﬂ” 5 Wo@ %

NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in “Comment” box, or if you prefer, you may
also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228.
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E58-1
FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative,

with the proposed mitigation measures, as the preferred alternative on the
basis of minimizing environmental impacts, engineering and operational
advantages, and lower construction cost. Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS
discusses the rationale for this decision. The preferred alternative resolves
the negative impacts associated with the No Build Alternative (e.g., the
steep grades approaching the dam, hairpin turns, worsening congestion
and accident rate, and the risk of truck accidents on the dam crossing
contaminating the waters of Lake Mead and the Colorado River).
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