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VOLUME II I 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 comments: 

• A Government Agencies 
• B Ottgruruzations 
• 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, orgruruzations, and members of the 
general public before the close of the comment period. Another 14 comments were received 
from orgruruzations 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, orgruruzations, 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: 

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

SCO!lAW2660.00C/003672580 2·1-1 
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• 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 alternative. 

The public hearings were held in the following locations: 

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

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

• 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 
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Federal Resister I Vol. 63, No. 186/ Friday, September 25, 1998/ Notices 51349 
OPP has determined that access by 

Computer Based Systems, Inc. to 
Information on all pesticide chemicals 
Is necessary for the performance of this 
contract. 

Some of this lrdormaUon rnoy be 
entiUod to confldentlal'treetment. Tha 
Information has been submltled to EPA 
under sections 3, 4, 8, and 7 of FIPRA 
and under sections 408 and 409 of the 
FFDCA. 

In accordance with the requirements 
of 40 CFR 2.307(11)(2), the contract with 
Computer Based S)'lltems,lnc. prohlblla 
use of the information for any pwpose 
not specified In the contract; prohibits 
disclosure ol tho lrdormatlon to a third 
party without prior written approval 
from the Aaency; and requires thot each 
omclal ancf employee of the contractor 
sign an 11gR!81118RI to protect tho 
Information from unauthorized release 
and to handle It In eccordance with the 
I'1FRA Information Security Manual. No 
lrdormatlon claimed conRdentlal will be 
provided to thla contractor until the 
above requirements have been fully 
satisfied. Records of Information 
provided to this contractor will be 
maintained by the Worl< Assignment 
Manaaer for this contract In tlie EPA 
Olflce of Pesdclde PI'O(Ir1lms. All 
InfOrmation supplied to Computer 
Based Systems, Inc. by EPA for use In 
connecdon with this contract wUI be 
retwried to EPA when Computer Based 
Systems, Inc. has completed ILS work. 
Ust of Subjects 

Environmental protection, Transfer of 
data. 

Doled: Seplember 15,1998. 
Richard D. SclunlU, 
Actlnf' Dttector,lnlonnaUonResources and 
Serdr:u lltanch. Olflceofl'esUclde Pn>sram� 
(FR Doc. 98-25631 FUed 9-24-98: 8:45 sml 
ILUNCI COOl......., 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 

[ER-f'IIH4115-7) 

Environmental Impact Statementa IRd 
Ragulatlona; Availability ol I!PA 
Comments 

Availability of EPA comments 
prepared Ausust 17, 1998 Throuah 
August 21, 1998 purouant to the 
Environmental Review Process (ERP), 
under SecUon 309 of the Clean Air Act 
and SecUon 102(2)(c) of tho National 
Environmental PoUcy Act as Amended Requeats for copies of EPA comments 
can be directed to tho Omce of Federal 
Activities at (202) 564-5076. 

SCO/LAW2660.DOC/003670019 

An explonstlon of the ratlnp assigned 
to draft environmental impact 
statemenla (EISs) was published In FR 
dated April 10, 1998 (62 FR 17856). 
DrallEISs 

ERP No. D-DOC-C39012-PR RaU1J8 
W, Corals and Reef Assoclalsd Planla 

.and Invertebrates, Fishery Management 
Plan, Amendment I Marine 
Conservation District (MCD), Exclusive 
llconomic Zone {El!Zj, Puerto Islands 
ond U.S. Vtrgln Islands, P.R and VI. u:�=:��.: .=:::

v
::..� ,:�1 

further the �ectlves of U. Coral. 
Fishery Ma.....,...nt Plan ond will 
result In beneRclal environmental 

t'rc:.,= rl:::o�acc.!':.!::.. with EPA poUcy, EPA does not obJect to 
th

�W���&l"��1T..oo Rauns 

��J;:���':::'�.�=tlon 
ond Oporadon of three facllltles for 
Plutonium Disposition, Poealble Sltea 
Hardord, Idaho NatlonalBnalneertna 
and EnvlroMMntal Laboratory, Pantex 
Plant and Savannah River, CA, ID, NM, 
SC, TXond WA. 

Summlll)': EPA expressed 
environmental concern based on the 
effects on water and ecoloalcal 
resources and the presence of 
contamination In the exlstln& 
environment and lack of assurance that 
the proposed operadons would not lead 
to :::;r:.,a:t��-NY Ratlns 
EC2, Covernon Island Disposition of 

�";,'(!:��::'�.�:,::Orf.'w�ork Bay. 
NY. 

SWJ111181}'; EPA expressed 
environmental concerns about 
potentially significant lndtrect lmpacts 
to historic resources and air quality 
which could result from the 
Implementation of thla proJect, and that 
addiUonallnfonnatlon (2) should be 
pr .. ented In the hnal EIS to address 
these concerns. 

ERP No. D-NOA-A91064-00 RatlnB 
ECl, AtlanUc Bluefish Fishery 
Manaaement, Fishery Manasement Plan, 
lmplemenlatlon, Nova Scotia to florida, 
Northwestern Atlantic Ocean. 

SIIIJVIIIU)': EPA expressed 
environmental concerns that supported 
tho suite of manaaement altematlv .. to 
be Implemented to rebuild bluefish 
stocks. RoducUon ol fish limits per 
qler from ten to four/five bluefish was 
recommend for reaeatlonal Rshlng. 
Pinal I!ISs 

ERP No. F-FAA-F$1043-MN, Dual 
Track Airport Plannlna Process. 

Construction and Expansion. 
Mlnneapolls-SL Paul International 
Airport. Twin Cities, Hennepin and 
Dakota Counties, MN. 

Sumrrwy. EPA stated thot the FEIS 
did not provide tho level of Information 
that Is necessary to fully assess all 
environmental impacts of tho proferred 
alternative. EPA also ""J>J'!Ued 
obJections reprdlng seamontaUon of the 
Runway 4-22 extension project. In 
sddttlon, tho FB1S ts lecklna tho 
following Information: (I) BxlstlnS 1994 
alraoft operatlona; (2) details 
supportlna the "Plndlna of No 
Practicable Alternative" for wetlands 
lose; (3) clear distinction between 
Impacts associated with plans for 2010 
versus 2020; and (4) swnmarles of aub
altematlves evaluated In the previous 
studies. 

ERPNo. F-TVA-£09801-MS, Red 
Hills Power Project, Proposal to 
Pun:hase 440 megawatta (MW) of =.!�!'�'N;.c;>��ci'.!:'!w 
County, MS. 

en�':i!r!=af!.� ::a
ve 

project, due to the potential impact of 
the proposed power plant end surface 
coal mlnlna opentlons on 
envlron�ntally sensitive sites. 

Doled: SeprerN>er 22, 1998. WWiomD. Dlcbnon, 
Dlrector,NBPA Compllonco DlvUton, Office 
ofF«<enJIAcUriUe&. IFR Doc. 96-25748 Flied 9-24-98: 8:45 om) 
• ._..CDOI.......U 

EN�RONMENTALPROTEcnON 
AGENCY 

(ER-AIL-MBHI 
Envlrilnmonlll lmpact Slalemenll; 
Notice of Avolloblllly 

Respotulble Agency: omce of Federal 
Activities, General lrdorrnadon (202) 
564-7167 OR (202) 564-7153. 
Weekly receipt of Environmental Impact 

Statements 
Piled September 14, 1998 Through 

September 18, 1998 
Purouant to 40 CFR I 506.9. 
EIS No. 980385, Pinal EIS, AFS, OR, 

Christy Basin Planning Area, 
Implementation. Regeneration Timber 
HarvestlnR, WWamette National 
Forest, Oakrldae Ranaer Dlatrl� Lane 
County, OR, Due: October 26, 1998, 
Contact Tim Batley (541) 782-2263. 

EJS No. 980368. Draft EIS. BLM. NV. 
Sonoma·Gerlach and Parodlae·Denlo 
Manaaement Frameworl< Plans 
Amendment. ImplementaUon of 
Manaaement of tho Bleck Rock Duert, 

.. .. - - - - .. - .. .. 
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M350 Federal ReaJstu/Vol. 63, No. 188/Frlday, September 25, 1998/Notlces 

=:·:V':':!"\�;:".998, 
Contact Gerald Moritz (702) 823-
1500. 
B1S No. 980361, Droll EIS, AFS, UT, 

Pine Tract Project,lmplernontatlon, Coal 
Lease Tract (IITU-781915): Modlftcedon 
to Federal Coal Lease (U-83214 
Quitchupah Lease) ond Permit 
Amondment Application to Subside Box 
canyon, Manti·La Sal National Forest. ��:""C.::u�rrr.�=��� 
1998, ConractUane Mattson (435) 637-
2817. 
EIS No. 980388, Droll Supplement, 

FHW,IN,IN-145 New lload 
ConstrucUon, Updatsd Information 
IN-37 and tho oxtatlngl-84 
lnten:hanae noer SL Croix In Perry 
County to the esstJuncdon of IN-G4 
and IN-1451n Crawford County,IN, 
Due: Novombsr 18, 1998, Contact: 
Arthur A. Fendrick (317) 226-7475. 

EIS No. 980369, Droll EIS, Bu.!, AZ. 
Dee Pobreo/San Juan Mtn!na Plan ond 
Land l!xchanjre,lmplementatlon of 
two Open Pit Copper M� and one 
Central Ore FacUlty, NPDES and COE 
Section 404 Permits, Graham County. 
AZ, Due: November 25, 1998, Contact: 
Tom Terry (520) 348-4400. 

BIS No. 980370, Flnall!IS, NOA. AK. 
Kechemak Bsy Nadonal Estuarine 
Reeoarc:h Reserve (KBNI!RR) 
Monaaemont Plan, OperaUons and 
Devolopmo� Southcentral, AK. Due: 
O<toher 28, 1998, Contact: Jeffery R. 
Benoit (301) 713-3155, 

BJS No. 980371, Dnll BIS, DOl, CA. San 
=":,.K,!:ro�=�Ftow 
ObJectives for 1999-2010, Vernalis 
Adaptive Mansgament Plsn, San 
Joaquin, Stanislaus, Medora, Merced. 
Fl•no and Tuolume Counties, CA, 
Duo: November 9, 1998, Contact: 
Michael Delarnore (209) 481-5039. 

EIS No. 980372. Pinal EIS. FHW,IA, 
US-63 Eddyville Bypass 
Transportation Improvements. 
FundJns ond COB SecUon 404 Penntt, 
tho City of Eddyville, Mahaska, 
Monroe and Wapello CounUes,IA, 
Due: October 26, 1998, Conract: 
BobbyW. Blackmon (5115) 233-7300. 

EIS No. 980313, Dnlll!IS, FHW, NV. 
AZ, US 93 Hoover Dam Bypass 
ProJect, ConstrucUon of dlew Bridge 
and Hlahway, Fundlna. Rlaht.gf.Way 
l!uemant, US Coast Guard, NPDES 
ond COE Section 404 Permlla, Fedenli 
Lands-Lake Mead National 
Recreation Area and Hoover Dam 
Reservation, Clerk County, NV ond 
Mohave County, AZ, Duo: November 
10, 1998, Contact: Mr. Terry Haussler 
(303) 716-2116. 

B1S No. 980374, Droll Supplement, 
NOA. AK. Groundllsh Flahery of the 
Berlna Sea and Aleudan Islands Area 
and Groundflah of tha Gulf of Alaska, 
Implementation of Groundllsh To«al 
Allowable Catch Spec:lftcetlons ond 
ProhlbUed Species catch Umlta 
Under the Authority of tho Fishery 
Manaaement Pions, AK, Duo: 
November 9, 1998, Contact: James 
Balslaer (907) 586-7645. 

Amended Nod""' 
BJS No.li8o344,Dnlll Supplement, 

NOA. Northeast Multlapecles Fishery 
Monaaemont Plan, Updated 
Information amc:emlna Overflshlng of 
Red Hake and SUver Hake Flahlero, 
Northeast United States, Due: October 
26, 1998, Contact: Kathl Rodrigues 
(978) 281-9300. Published FR 09-11-
98, Com!ctlon to Telephone. 

B1S No. 980358, llnllll!IS, USA, HI, 
SchoReld Barracks Wastewater 
Treatment Plant (WWJl'), EIDuent 
Treatment and Disposal, NPDES 
Penntt and COB Section 404 Permit, 
City of County of Honolulu, Oahu, HI, 
Duo: November 2, 1998, Contact: 
WUUam 1!na (703) 426-7078. 
Publlahed FR-CIII-18-98-Due Date 
didn't show up Previous Federal Re&bler. Dilled: Sepllmbet' 22, 1998. WWiamD.JIIclcer-

Dkecl«, NBPA Compllanco Dtri<lon, 0/IJal 
ofF-oJAclftollle& 
(PR Doc. 98-25149 PUed 9-24-98; 8:45 om( 
....,.,__....., 

I!NVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 

[FRL-8187-1( 
COmmon a..HinllliiUve Council, 
(CSIC) 

AOINCY: Environmental ProtecUon 
Aaency (I!PA). 
AC11011: NoUftcetlon of Public Advisory 
CSI Prlnlln& Sector Subcomrnllteo and 
CSI Council Meetlnp: open meet�nas. 
1-RY: Purouant to the Federal Advlsoly Comridttee Ac� Public Law 
92-463, nodce .. heroby 81VOn that tho 
PrlnUna Sector Subcommittee ond tho 

CSI Council wUI meet on tho dates and 
times desatbod below. Both ...etlnas 
are open to the public. 

�
t both u=r:ru:!�tru � O.:..!::"d f.!�:hl!c 

comment For Cwther Jnfonnallon 
concemlna specific meetlnp, please 
contad tho Individuals llated with tho 
two announcements below. 

(I} PrlntlnB Sector Subcommittee 
MeetlnB-Cktober 14, 1998 

Notlce Is hereby given that the 
Environmental Protection Agency will ��:.��0�::�!.:�:!� 
October 14, 1998. Workaroup meetlnas 
wUI be held on Octob... 13 from 9:00 
a.m. EST unW 5:30p.m. EST and on 
October 14 from 8:00 a.m. EST until 
12:00 p.m. EST. Tha Subcommittee 
meeting will be held on October 14 from 
I :OOp.m. EST until 4:30 p.m. EST. The 
meeUnp will be held at the Doubletree =��t��-rs;::.� �.:SA��e. 
NW In Washtnston, D.C. 

Tho purpose of the meedna will be for 
tho New York City Bducatlon Prqect 
team to present their plan for 
concluding the New York City 
EducaUon Project and the PrlntSTRP 
project team will present the 
tmplementaUon plan for the state grant 
program. A formal oaende will be 
available at the meeting. 

For fwther lnfonnatlon concerning 
meetlna times and oaenda of this 
Printlns Sector SubcommUtee meeUns. =..c::�'!.� 8:::�!"RiroJ, at 
EPA by telephone on (202) 564-2242 In 
Wuhtnaton. D.C .. by fax on (202) 564-
0009, or by J!.mall at 
bushonB.atna•epa.aov. 
(2} Common Se""' lnl!latlve Council 
MeeUn8-0ctober 1 s. 1998 

The CSI Council will meet on 
Thursday, October 15, 1998,1n the 
Horizon Ballroom of the Ronald ReB8an 
lntf".matlonal Trade Center, 1300 
Pennsylvania Ave., N.W. Washtnsi.On, 
D.C. Tha meettna will be held from 8:30 
a.m. EST to 5:00p.m. EST. The 
tel

�-=:.:"a
m

�l ��!�\:.;'���of 
fow action plans concem&na the sector
based approach to environmental 
protectlon,atakeholder Involvement, 

'data quellty, and data gaps. Tha Council 
wtll also consider two reconunendatlons 
from lhe Computers and Electronlcs 
Sector Subconunlttee reasrdlna the 
ConsoUdated Uniform Report on the 
Environment (CURE), and a 

pe:::!::!�!t��nounced 
that. tho General Services 
Administration has extended tha CSI 
Council's Federal Advlaory Committee 
charter ror four months until February 
17, 1999. Tho Rnal meetlna of theCSI 
Council Is tentatively schedulsd for 
December t998. 

For further lnfonnatlon concemln& 
this Common Sense lnltlatlve CouncU 
meeting, contact Kathleen BaUey, 

Figure 2-1 
Notice of Availability 
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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: 

• Project schedule 

• Summary table of potential environmental impacts for all four alternatives (including 
No Build) 

• Summary table of engineering and construction features of the three alignments 

• Aerial photograph of the project area showing the three alignments 

• Topography map with the three alignments 

• Plan and profile of the three alignments 

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

• Videotape describing the project and the three alignments 

• 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 34letters 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.DOC/003672580 2-1-5 
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TABLE 2·1·1 
Index of Comment Letters on the DEIS 

Comment Number 

A. AGENCIES 

A1 

A2 
A3 

A4 

A5 

A6 

Commenter 

Arizona Game and Fish Department (AGFD) 

Nevada Health Division, via the Nevada Department of Administration 

United States (U.S.) Department of the Interior (DOl) 

U.S. Department of the Army, Corps of Engineers (ACOE) (11 /1 2/98) 

ACOE (1 2/8/98) 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 

A7 

AS 

Nevada Department of Museums, Ubrary, and Arts - State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) 

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 

Nevada Department of Human Resources, Health Division A10 

A1 1 Nevada Department of Conservation and Natural Resources, Division of Environmental 
Protection 

A1 2 Mohave County Public Land Use Committee 

A 1 3  Arizona Department of Environmental Quality 

A1 4 Western Area Power Administration ('NAPA), from Jim Hartzell 

A1 5 WAPA, from John Bridges 

B. ORGANIZATIONS 

B1 

B2 

B3 

84 
B5 

B6 

B7 

B8 

B9 

B1 0 

Sierra Club, Toiyabe Chapter 

Arizona Motor Transport Association 

Nevada Motor Transport Association, Inc. 

Pahrump Paiute Tribe 

Las Vegas Paiute Tribe 

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

Colorado River Indian Tribes 

Kaibab Band of Paiute Indians 

Las Vegas Indian Center, Inc. (2/1 0/99) 

American Indian Chamber of Commerce of Nevada (2/1 7/99) 

B1 1 American Indian Chamber of Commerce of Nevada (4/1 4/99) 

B1 2 Ahamakav Cultural Society 

C. GENERAL PUBLIC 

C1 

C2 

C3 

C4 
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Adams, Theresa A. 

Berdine, V. M. 

Bravo, Richard J. 
Brose, Robert C. 
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TABLE2·1 ·1 
Index of Comment Letters on the DEIS 

Comment Number Commenter 

C5 Burdette, Buck 

C6 Byford, Betty 

C7 Campbell, Greg (with attachment dated 1 0/1 2/98) 

C8 Campbell, Greg and Signatories (1 0/28/98) 

C9 Christensen, Nick 

C1 0 Clark, Dennis 

C1 1 Easley, Karl C. 

C1 2 Fraga, Roland M. 

C1 3 Hansen, Hank 

C1 4 Heidel, Raymond 

C1 5 Lasko, Fred J. 

C1 6 Leavitt, D. Henry 

C1 7 Laune, Larry 

C1 8 Lee, Ingrid 

C1 9 Lewis, Patti 

C20 McDonald, Patricia E., Alan C., and George D. 

C21 Murray, Russell 

C22 Partain, J. B. 

C23 Rementeria d. Cosio, Jon AHord 

C24 Siccardi, A. Joseph 

C25 Stewart, Mickey 

C26 Sturgill, Warren 

C27 VandeBerg, Russel 

C28 Wilson, Katheryn and Alonzo M. 

C29 Wilson, Fred 

C30 Rosen, Mark 

C31 Beymer, Easton 

C32 Beymer, Easton 

C33 Christensen, Peter 

C34 Ensign, Frank E. 

D. PUBLIC HEARING TRANSCRIPTS 

D1 Kniffen, Robert Earl 

D2 Shull, Charles 

D3 Hums, JoEIIe 

D4 Tester, Patricia 

D5 Elters, Sam 

D6 Jenkins, Frank 
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TABLE 2·1·1 
Index of Comment Letters on the DEIS 

Comment Number Commenter 

D7 Morrissette, Elaine 

DB 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 Spurlock, 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 

E2 

E3 

E4 
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Agnew, John H. 

Anderson, Carol S. 

Andersen, Giles C. 

Austin, Robert D. 
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I CHAPTER 2·1 COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT EIS 

I TABLE 2·1·1 
Index of Comment Letters on the DEIS 

I Comment Number Commenter 

E5 Benton, R. L. 

I E6 Blakesley, Leonard E., Jr. 

E7 Blockley, Marge 

I E8 Blockley, W. (illegible) 

E9 Bolton, Paul 

E10 Brandhagen, Layne; Kimley Hom and Associates 

I E1 1 Bravo, Richard J. 

E1 2 Cannon, Jerry 

I E1 3 Carlton, Gregory 

E1 4 Cooper, Donald K. 

E1 5 Denison, Andrew N. 

I E1 6 Doty, Jack and Marilyn 

E1 7 Edwards, William 

I E1 8 Fagg, Darrell 

E1 9 Fitzgibbons, Bobbye 

E20 Fitzgibbons, Pat 

I E21 Gibson, Dan 

E22 Glynn, Jennifer 

I E23 Gomez, William 

E24 Huffman, Robert 

E25 Hughes, Ralph L. 

I E26 Hughes, Rhea Renee 

E27 lshiki, James 

I E2B Keller, Lily 

E29 Keller, Ronald W. 

E30 Kinn, Rebecca 

I E31 Kos, L. H. 

E32 Kostner, Mark 

I E33 Kuster, Jack 

E34 Laughlin, Don 

E35 Lienhard, Reagan 

' E36 Lindberg, Carl W. 

E37 McCormick, Paul 

I E38 Miller, Byron L. 

E39 Miller, Pat and Ray 

E40 Moe, John 

I E41 Morrissette, Robert B. 
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Index of Comment Letters on the DEIS 

Comment Number Commenter I 
E42 Nielsen, J_ D. 

E43 Olbert, Bradford D. I E44 Perry, Ronald 

E45 Prather, Roger I E46 Quinn, George 

E47 Rementeria, John 

E48 Shannon, John H. I E49 Shannon, Robert 

E50 Sorensen, Lou I E51 Strar,ge, Richard 

E52 Stuckey, Wade 

E53 Tester, Patricia I E54 Thompson, Dorothy S. 

E55 Tomlinson, Michael I E56 W ., Russell (illegible) 

E57 Wiens, Ed 

E58 Wilkerson, Mark I 
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I 
I 
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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 

of Comments 

A1 ·5 

A1 -6 

A4-1 

SCO/lAW2660,DOC/003672580 

Sugarloaf, with the proposed mitigation, has least impact. 

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

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

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

Recommend no blasting or excavation activities conducted during the breeding season (March through July) within 1 mile of breeding 
lto:mitnri<>�· 0.5 mile is not adequate. 

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

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

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

3-14 - Reword EIS to state that impacts to Peregrine falcons are possible without mitigation. 

3-12- Revise EIS to Include status symbol ASC for Las Vegas bear paw poppy and bicolored penstemon. Other status 
,,.h,.nn<>� required for Peregrine falcon, banded Gila monster, desert bighorn sheep, and bat species. 

Duplicate of November 2, 1998, letter from Nevada Department of Human Resources, Health Division (see A 10-1) 

Duplicate of November 2, 1998, letter from Nevada Department of Human Resources, Health Division (see A 10-2) 

that there is no prudent and feasible alternative to the proposed project, if project objectives are to be met. Concur with 
lnrnnn<><>rl mitigation measures to minimize Section 4(f) impacts. 

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 Alternative until all processes, including the Traditional Cultural Properties (TCP), have been finalized. 

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

1 2-Nov-98 I 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. 

2·1·1 1 



CHAPTER 2-1 COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT EIS 

TABLE 2·1·2 
U.S. 93 Hoover Dam Bypass Draft EIS 
Summarv of Comment: -

Code Commenter Date Comment 

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

A4-3 All comments provided in review of the DE IS 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 Concerns, Insufficient Information. This rating is primarily based on 
concerns regarding cumulative effects, indirect impacts, impacts from excavation and erosion and runoff, encountering hazardous 
materials, and recreational impacts. Overall, the document was well wriHen and concise. The Purpose and Need should be used as a 
model of a clear statement, containing the appropriate amount of supporting documentation. 

A6-2 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.). 

A6-3 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. 

A6-4 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? 

A6-5 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. 

A6-6 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. 

A6-7 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. 

A6-8 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. 

A6-9 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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CHAPTER 2-1 COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT EIS 

TABLE 2·1·2 
U.S. 93 Hoover Dam Bypass Draft EIS 
Sunimarv of Comment: -··· �-

' 

Code Commenter Date Comment 
' 

A6-1 0 Disclose if there would be airborne concentrations of the hazardous materials found in the soils and which measures would be used to 
control them. 

A6-1 1 Mitigation measures for hazardous materials on Page 3-1 1 3  seem more appropriate for energy. Include recommended hazardous 
material mitigation here. 

A6-1 2 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 (FHW A) 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 
agreement (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 

A1 0-1 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, 

A1 0-2 Health Division Concerns that spills into lake would contaminate Lake Mead's public water system, which draws its drinking water at the dam. 

A1 1 -1 Nevada Division of 1 9-0ct-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 , 1 998, Guidelines for Revegetation enclosed.) 

A1 2-1 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. 

A1 2-2 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 Draft EIS 
Summarv of Comment: -

Code Commenter Date Comment 

A1 3-1 Arizona Department of 05-Nov-98 Lake Mead watershed indicators suggest that stressors include turbidity, which could be exacerbated by construction activities. 
Environmental Quality 

No Build would require steep approach with many switchbacks. Build alternatives will require new bridge. Risk of accidents reduced A1 3-2 (ADEQ) 
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. 

A1 3-5 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. 

A1 3-6 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. 

A1 3-9 Management Agency and/or Owner/Operator should be knowledgeable of waste streams, permits, and hazardous materials handling 
and offsite destination. 

A1 3-10 Water supply systems shall be developed to comply with rules. I I I 

A1 3-1 f Underground storage tanks (USTs) must be registered with ADEQ. i 
A1 3-1 2 Solid wastes shall be transported to an ADEQ-approved facility. Waste stored, treated, or disposed of on site may require facility 

approval. 

A1 3-1 3 Sewage facilities for human waste shall be planned and developed to ensure protection of water resources. An Aquifer Protection I 
Permit (APP) may be required. I I 

A1 3-14 Sanitary waste facilities provided during construction shall protect water resources. 

A1 3-15 An APP may be required. 

A1 3-16 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. 

Prescribed burns and resulting air quality issues must be addressed and a permit may be required. 
I 

A1 3-18 i --- ---
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TABLE 2·1 ·2 
U.S. 93 Hoover Dam Bypass Draft EIS 
Summarv ofO - ----------

Code Commenter 

A1 3·1 9 

A1 4·1 WAPA, Desert 
Southwest Customer 

A1 4-2 
Service Region 

A1 4-3 

A1 4-4 

A1 4-5 

A1 4-6 

A1 4-7 

A14-8 

A14-9 

A1 4-1 0 

A1 4-1 1 

A1 4·1 2 

A1 4-1 3 

A1 4-1 4 

A14-1 5 

A1 4-1 6 

SCO/LAW2660.DOC/003672580 

Date 

1 0-Nov-98 

CHAPTER 2-1 COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT EIS 

Comment 

Water quality standards must be complied with. Contact ADEQ for a copy. 

Concerned that not contacted sooner. WAPA not invited to participate in the drafting process. As owner of affected electrical facilities, 
has helpful input. 

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. 

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. 

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

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. 

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 Kingman. Clearance is of concern. 

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

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

Promontory Point, DEIS Page 3 · 1 09 - 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. 

Promontory Point, DEIS Page 3-1 1 5- 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. 

Sugarloaf Mountain - Same comment as A1 4-3. 

Sugarloaf Mountain - Same comment as A1 4-4. 

Sugarloaf Mountain - Same comment as A1 4-5. 

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. 

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

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. 

2-1-15 
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· 

of Comments 

Commenter Date 

A1 5-1 !Bridges, John M. (fromi1 0-Nov-98 
in Golden, CO) 

A1 5-2 

A1 5-3 

A1 5-4 

81 -2 
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CHAPTER 2-1 COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT EIS 

Comment 

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. 

Sugarloaf Mountain, DEIS Page 3-1 1 5 - WAPA doubts DEIS statement that Sugarloaf will only relocate four towers. Mitigation for the 
swltchyard 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. 

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. 

Sugarloaf Mountain - Rough cost estimate for potential transmission and switchyard construction would be $7 to $1 0 million, not 
including any potential loss of revenue costs. 

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 A 1 4-3 and A 1 4-1 1 .  

Gold Strike Canyon - Same comment as A 1 4-4 and A 1 4-1 2. 

Gold Strike Canyon, DEIS Page 3-1 1 6 - Clearance above the road grade is a potential concern. 6-1 2 structures could be affected and 
may need to be replaced with taller structures. 

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

Commenter believes it is important to get in touch with WAPA engineers in Phoenix, Arizona. 

DE IS Pages 3-1 1 5  to 3-1 1 6- 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. 

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

DE IS Chapter 5 - There is no discussion of cumulative Impacts relating to relocating transmission lines associated with the 
of the new highway. 

like their comments to be included in the public record. 

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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Summarv of Comment: -

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 1 63/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 environmental impacts 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. i 
Bighorn sheep would be little affected along the route of this alternative. 

B1 -1 1 Recreational access points to BLM and NPS lands on the west side of Lake Mohave would be fewer and more spread out, thus less I 
environmentally damaging than off of a U.S. 93 Kingman-to-Henderson freeway. I 

B1 -1 2 The LBA would be less visually obtrusive and more attractive for motorists. 

B1 -1 3 Problems with 4(f) rationale. 1 5-mile U.S. 93 Kingman-to-Henderson freeway in LMNRA would have much greater 4(f) impact. 

B1 -1 4 Diversion of commercial trucks and motorists from the LBA to the dam crossing could be avoided by charging a toll to cross the dam, I thereby meeting the goal of reducing accidents and congestion on the dam. Suggests various toll strategies. 

B1 -1 5 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 -1 6  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 ·1 7 Summary of major comments. 

B1 ·1 8 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 

Resolution states that the Hoover Dam Bypass Project is designed to resolve the mobility and safety problems of the current location B2·2 
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 1 5-0ct-98 Believes that the three Build Alternatives are viable options. No Build is unacceptable. 
Transport Association 

Supports rejecting the LBA due to the high costs of diverting traffic 23 miles, road safety concerns, and lack of congestion relief at the B3-2 
dam. 

B3-3 Supports the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative to be the most attractive of the three Build Alternatives for its road geometries, 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 Arnold, 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 cultural landscape under Bulletin 30 or Bulletin 38. There was disregard for evaluating 
impacts to access rights under Executive Order (EO) 1 3007. 

B5-1 Anderson, Curtis - 1 2-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 1 3007. 

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 

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

B7-1 Eddy, Daniel - 1 4-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. ----··--

SCOILAW2660.DOC/003672580 2-1-18 

_ _ _ __ .. _ _  - .. - (- ... .. _ - .. -- - -



- - - - - - - - - - \- - .. - _ .. - - �  

TABLE 2-1-2 
U.S. 93 Hoover Dam Bypass Draft EIS 
Summarv of Comment: � -
Code Commenter 

B7-2 

B7-3 

B8·1 Bradley, Carmen M. -
Chairperson, Kaibab 
Band of Paiute Indians 

B9-1 Arnold, Richard W. -
Executive Director, 
Las Vegas Indian 
Center 

B9-2 

B1 0-1 Morales, Larry -
President, American 

B10-2 Indian Chamber of 
Commerce of Nevada 

B1 0-3 

B1 0-4 

B1 1 -1 Simecka, Karl D. -
President, American 
Indian Chamber of 
Commerce of Nevada 

B1 2-1 Butler, Elda - Director, 
Ahamakav Cultural 
Society 

B1 2-2 

B1 2-3 

SCOILAW2660.00C/003672580 

Date 

21 -Jan-99 

1 0-Feb-99 

1 7-Feb-99 

1 4-Apr-99 

26-Apr-99 

CHAPTER 2·1 COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT EIS 

Comment 

EO 1 0037 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. 

FHW A needs to re-evaluate Sugarloaf alignment decision and request continued consultation to develop a consensus regarding 
compliance. 

Sugarloaf Mountain is looked upon as a sacred entity. It should not be impacted by traffic, noise, etc. Consideration for the site as a 
TCP hasn't been given. What actions have been completed for meeting the NHPA, EO 1 3007, and Bulletin 38 Guidelines? 

The Sugarloaf Alternative will significantly impact a sensitive site that has immense cultural implications. There appears to be 
adequate information to designate Sugarloaf Mountain as both a sacred site and a TCP under Bulletin 38. These guidelines should 
not be interpreted as limiting the size of area, but to identify a well-defined unit that can be clearly substantiated. 

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. 

Oppose construction of roads and bridges on sacred Indian ground. 

Recommend allowing only automobile traffic on Highway 93 and routing truck traffic through Searchlight via Highway 95 and 1-40. 
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. 

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. 

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. 

It appears lead agency has done a very thorough study and has minimized adverse impact to the environment and culture. Pleased 
lead agency has consulted many tribes or tribal organizations and is continuing to do so in an effort to minimize construction on sacred 
Indian ground. 

Concern about possible negative impact on future burial sites. Are aware that human remains and associated funerary objects have 
been unearthed at Willow Beach and nearby locations. 

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. 

Urge compliance with P .L. 1 06 for divulgence of burial sites and treatment of any burial remains. 
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Code 

B1 2-4 

C3-3 

C3-4 

C3-5 

C3-6 

C3-7 

of Comments 

Commenter 

Berdine, V. M. 

Bravo, Richard J. 

rose, Robert C. 

SCO/LAW2660.DOC/003672580 

Date Comment 

for endangered wildlife species in the project area, namely the tortoise and eagle. What protection measures would be 
lnrn\lirtort? Would future removal to other sites be considered? 

In favor of Sugarloaf Alternative, despite disruption to Bighorn sheep lambing grounds and loss of desert tortoise habitat. 

Keep us on your mailing list. 

Project should be built as soon as possible in order to avoid an accident closing down the highway over the dam. 

Keep the highway and bridge away from Gold Strike Canyon. 

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. 

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 
mistake to discourage use of the new bridge by applying a fee only to commercial vehicles. 

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? 

NPS opposes the Gold Strike Canyon Alternative - and agrees. 

ICommenter attached a detailed list of reasons to discontinue consideration of the Gold Strike Canyon Alternative. List cites statistics 
rlori\lorl directly from the DE IS. 

07-Nov-98 ! Disappointed that DEIS did not address crossing near Willow Beach. Considers this a fatal flaw in the document. 

Does not agree that 4(f) prohibitions eliminate the Willow Beach alternative, since other alternatives also have 4(f) impacts. Need to 
lt!nn�irlAr qualitative differences. 

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

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 

I 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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Code Commenter Date Comment 

C4-6 Expects that his comments will be addressed in the FEIS, especially concerning the format of the public meeting. 

C5-1 Burdette, Buck 01 -Sep-98 Prefers the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative. 
(01 -0ct-
98?) 

C6-1 Byford, Betty 08-0ct-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 27-0ct-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 
12-0ct-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 DE IS 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. I I 

C7-12 Attachment - Has the NDOT study about the possibility of prohibiting trucks from crossing Hoover Dam been completed? (Senate I I Concurrent Resolution No. 60 is attached.) Claims the results of this study were not included in the EIS. I 

SCO/LAW2660.DOC/003672580 2-1-21 



TABLE 2·1·2 
U.S. 93 Hoover Dam Bypass Draft EIS 
Summarv of Comment --- - - - - � - - - --
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C7-1 3 

C7·1 4 

C7-1 5 

C7-1 6 

C7-1 7 

C7-1 8 

C8-1 Campbell, Greg and 
Signatories (1 0/28/98) 

C9-1 Christensen, Nick 

C9·2 

C9-3 

C9-4 

C1 0-1 Clark, Dennis 

C1 1 -1 Easley, Karl C. 

Date 

28-0ct-98 

22-Sep-98 

1 4-0ct-98 

No date 

CHAPTER 2-1 COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT EIS 

Comment 

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. 

Attachment - Acknowledges the steep grades on Routes 68 and 1 63; 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. 

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. 

Attachment - Since the LBA only uses 36 acres of Section 4(f) land, It would become the highest priority of the Secretary of 
: 

Transportation for permit issuance. 

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

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. 

Sent letter to local newspapers encouraging a petition supporting routing Hoover Dam traffic through Laughlin on a temporary basis 
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.) 

Has the U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) approached the Las Vegas Convention and Visitor's Authority on a potential i 

room/gaming tax to help fund this project? 

If improvements to U.S. 93/60 from Wickenburg to 1 -40 were made, the visitor count from the Phoenix area would increase. 

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. 

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. 

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. 

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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C11-2 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. Alternatively, 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. i 

C1 1 -4 Disruption of commerce and lifestyle, along with spending public monies to protect turtles and wild sheep, borders on criminal mischief.! 
C1 1 -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. 

C1 1 -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. 

C1 1-7 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." 

C1 1 -9 The bridge design should have a western flavor, using the rail through arch design already proposed, but with an even more pleasing 
design. i 

C1 1 -1 0  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. 

C1 1 -1 1  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 und�rside of the bridge. 

C1 1 -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. 

C1 1 -1 3  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. 

C1 2-1 Fraga, Roland M. 1 2-0ct-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. 

C1 3-1 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. 

C1 4-1 Heidel, Raymond 16-0ct-98 Prefers the Sugarloaf Mountain route - best road geometries and least expensive. 
----
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C1 4-2 

C1 5-1 Lasko, Fred J. 1 6-0ct-98 

C1 5-2 

C1 5-3 

C1 5-4 

C1 5-5 

C1 5-6 

C1 5-7 

C1 5-8 

C1 6-1 Leavitt, D. Henry 1 2-0ct-98 

C1 7-1 Laune, Larry 29-Sep-98 

C1 7-2 

C1 7-3 

C1 7-4 

C1 8-1 Lee, Ingrid 29-Sep-98 

C1 8-2 

C1 9-1 Lewis, Patti 1 0-0ct-98 
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CHAPTER 2-1 COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT EIS 

Comment 

Strongly recommends that an alternative be chosen soon. The dam crossing has now reached the dangerous point with traffic and 
congestion. 

The outline does not have a title for safety comments. This is an important issue. 

The best location for a crossing would be the Gold Strike Canyon Alternative. 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. 

The outline does not have a title for security comments. 

A 1 0-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. 

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. 

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. 

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. 

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. 

Saw notice in the Arizona Republic. Votes for the Gold Strike option in order to alleviate congestion and enhance traffic flow. 

Chooses Route 3 because the others would cause a cost-of-living rise due to longer distances. 

Harm to businesses in Boulder City would be minimal. 

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

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

Supports the Sugarloaf Mountain bypass due to minimal environmental impacts, best geometries, and least cost. 

Why is a bridge/route through Laughlin not one of the choices? Is it because of Route 68? Because Boulder citizens are concerned 
about bypass of their city? Would the cost be less? 

Supports the Promontory Point crossings because of safety. � --- ------ �-�----- ------- --- -- ��-
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C20·1 McDonald, Patricia E., 07-Nov-98 
Alan C., and 
George D. 

C21-1 Murray, Russell 12-0ct-98 

C21-2 

C21-2a 

C21-3 

C21-4 

C21-5 

C22-1 Partain, J.B. No date 

C22-2 

C22-3 

C22·4 

C23-1 Rementeria d. Cosio, 27-Sep-98 
Jon Alford 

C24-1 Siccardi, A. Joseph 19-0ct-98 

C24-2 

C25-1 Stewart, Mickey 16-0ct-98 

C25·2 

C25-3 
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CHAPTER 2·1 COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT EIS 

Comment 

In favor of halting truck traffic over the Hoover Dam, directing it through Laughlin, to begin immediately. 

Does not support any of the alternatives. 

Supports the Willow Beach route. 

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. 

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

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

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

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. 

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). 

Both the peregrine falcon and bighorn sheep can adapt well to Gold Strike. 
i 

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

No need to attend the October meetings, because nothing will change. Many feel this way, as witnessed in the poor turnout at the last 
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. ! 
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 1 
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. 

Recommend the FE IS 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. I 

Why can't we cross at Willow Creek? Why at the Gold Strike crossing? 

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

The Willow Creek crossing fits the criteria well. Why Isn't it a choice? 
------------------ .. 
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C26-1 Sturgill, Warren 1 3-0ct-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 22-0ct-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 existin� traffic avoided if 
Willow Beach selected. 

C28·1 Wilson, Katheryn and 09-0ct-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 1 1 -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 1-1 5 about milepost 27. Would 
provide a faster route for through traffic. 

C30-1 Rosen, Mark 1 9-Dec-98 Need to consider expanding U.S. 95 and using U.S. 95 to 1 -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 1 7-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. 1 6-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 1 00 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. 

L____ 
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of Comments 

Commenter 

D2-1 !Shull, Charles 

D3-1 I Hurns, JoEIIe 

, Patricia 

Elters, Sam 

D6-1 Jenkins, Frank 

D7-1 Morrissette, Elaine 

D8-1 Morrissette, Robert 

D9-1 Castillo, Larry 

D1 0-1 McFerrin, Edith 

D1 1 -1 McFerrin, James 

D1 2-1 Works, Don 

D1 3-1 !Benton, Richard L. 
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Date Comment 

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. 

Believes the Gold Strike is the best because of traffic - avoids the tourists at the dam. 

the bridge at Gold Strike 1 00 to 200 feet higher, despite costs. 

1 3-0ct-98 I 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. 

1 3-0ct-98 'Supports the Hoover Dam bypass, but stands ready to look at the Laughlin route for environmental impact, economic impact, and 
finAnr.isll impact to the area. 

1 3-0ct-98 . 

1 3-0ct-98 

1 3-0ct-98 

1 3-0ct-98 

1 3-0ct-98 

1 3-0ct-98 

1 3-0ct-98 

1 3-0ct-98 

1 4-0ct-98 

1 4-0ct-98 

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

through Laughlin is 30 miles further, with steep grades in and out of Laughlin, U.S. 95 is only two Janes with Jots of traffic, and 
68 is bad too. Truckers won't do it. 

project and believes the Sugarloaf alternative is the best due to cost and better grades. The No Build Operation is not viable 

need a viewing area on the Arizona side and on the Nevada side, and it isn't in the proposal. 

In favor of the Sugarloaf route. 

Feel the same. Sugarloaf route would be our choice based on environmental, cost, and time to construct versus others. 

Build it quick. Traffic safety problem at dam and need for convenience. Should be an urgent project. 

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. 

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. 

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. 

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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TABLE 2·1·2 
U.S. 93 Hoover Dam Bypass Draft EIS 
Surrimarv of G - · · · · · · - · ·--

Code Commenter Date Comment 

D1 4·1 Hughes, Ralph L. 1 4-0ct-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. 

D1 5 ·1  Shannon, Robert 1 4-0ct-98 Likes the Promontory Point Alternative. More feasible as far as cost and traffic. 

D1 6·1 Stuckey, Wade 1 4-0ct-98 Wants the bridge built with union help. Thinks Promontory Point is more feasible. Better for the tourist industry. Prefers the cable 
suspension bridge. 

D1 7-1 Uehling, Ed 1 4-0ct-98 Main concern 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 1 930s industrial-type structure, then 
build it away from dam where can't be seen. 

D1 8-1 Anonymous 1 4-0ct-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. 

D1 9-1 Berman, Mrs. 1 4-0ct-98 Wants alternative with least stress on animals. 

D20-1 Vandeberg, Russell 1 4-0ct-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 1 4-0ct-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 1 4-0ct-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. 1 4-0ct-98 Would like to work on the bridge. Gives access to Las Vegas. 

D24-1 Lee, Jones 1 4-0ct-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 1 4-0ct-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 1 4-0ct-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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TABLE 2·1·2 
U.S. 93 Hoover Dam Bypass Draft EIS 

D35-1 !Anonymous 

D36-1 IOuinn, Pat 

D37-1 !Hughes, Nicholas M. 

D38-1 I La chase, Dennis 
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Date I Comment 

1 4-0ct-98 I 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 
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. 

1 4-0ct-98 I Upstream portion of the dam has been already altered by the water and visitors. Downstream is relatively wild. For that reason, 
Prnn1nntnn1 Point is the only acceptable option. 

1 4-0ct-98 I Supports project. Concerned about the environmental impact - especially for the bighorn sheep. 

should scrap the present dam project and have trucks go down through Laughlin. 

should be downstream near Laughlin due to hazardous waste and nuclear waste contamination. Move bridge south. Would 
Laughlin's economic slump. Bridges near dam will tum Boulder City into a median strip because NDOT will build a bypass. 

1 5-0ct-98 I 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. 

1 5-0ct-98 I 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 geometries, cost, noise, 
and other factors. Hopes that adverse impacts may be avoided or minimized. 

1 5-0ct-98 

--

1 5-0ct-98 

1 5-0ct-98 

1 5-0ct-98 

1 5-0ct-98 

Is promoting a route on Route 1 65 through Nelson. This would help rebuild the old marina area. Anything further north than Nelson is 
a restricted area. 

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. 

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. 

Gold Strike is the way to go because of less di.sturbance 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. 

Should have happened 1 5  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. 

Supports Sugarloaf because of cost, it's the shortest route, would take the least time to construct, would be safer from spills, and 
interfere with rafting or hiking. 
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TABLE 2·1·2 
U.S. 93 Hoover Dam Bypass Draft EIS 
Summarv of G � - - - - - -- - --

Code Commenter 

E2·1 Anderson, Carol S. 

E3-1 Andersen, Giles C. 

E4-1 Austin, Robert D. 

E5-1 Benton, R. L. 

E6-1 Blakesley, Leonard E., 
Jr. 

E7-1 Blockley, Marge 

E8-1 Blockley, W. 

E9-1 Bolton, Paul 

E1 0-1 Brandhagen, Layne; 
Kimley Horn & 
Associates 

E1 1 -1 Bravo, Richard J.  

E1 2-1 Cannon, Jerry 

E1 3·1 Carlton, Gregory 

E1 4-1 Cooper, Donald K. 

E1 5-1 Denison, Andrew N. 
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Date 

Oct-98 

Oct-98 

Oct-98 

Oct-98 

Oct-98 

Oct-98 

Oct-98 

Oct-98 

Oct-98 

Oct-98 

Oct-98 

Oct-98 

Oct-98 

Oct-98 

- - - - -

CHAPTER 2·1 COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT EIS 

Comment 

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. 

Sugarloaf is the best. Highway 95 would be better yet. 

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. 

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 donal 

Requests a copy of the EIR, including all maps and future updates. 

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. 

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. 

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 - 1 999? 

Prefers the Sugarloaf Alternative from the engineering/operational standpoint. 

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.) 

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, 

Project deserves the best quality workmanship available. Local unions should work on this project. 

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. 

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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TABLE 2·1·2 
U.S. 93 Hoover Dam Bypass Draft EIS 
Summarv of Comments 

Code Commenter Date 

E1 6·1 Doty, Jack and Marilyn Oct-98 

E1 7·1 Edwards, William Oct-98 

E1 8-1 Fagg, Darrell Oct-98 

E1 9-1 Fitzgibbons, Bobbye Oct-98 

E20-1 Fitzgibbons, Pat Oct-98 

E21 -1 Gibson, Dan Oct-98 

E22-1 Glynn, Jennifer Oct-98 

E23-1 Gomez, William Oct-98 

E24-1 Huffman, Robert Oct-98 

E25-1 Hughes, Ralph L. Oct-98 

E26-1 Hughes, Rhea Renee Oct-98 

E27-1 lshiki, James Oct-98 

E28-1 Keller, Lily Oct-98 

E29-1 Keller, Ronald W. Oct-98 

E30-1 Kinn, Rebecca Oct-98 

E31 -1 Kos, L. H. Oct-98 
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CHAPTER 2-1 COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT EIS 

Comment i 
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. 

Prefers the Sugarloaf Alternative. 

Prefers the Gold Strike Canyon with steel arch bridge. The traffic on Hoover Dam is unreal. The contract should go to a union 
contractor. 

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. 

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. 

Prefers Sugarloaf using the concrete cable-stayed bridge. 

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. 

Prefers the arch steel bridge - higher than the dam in case it goes. 

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. 

Prefers the Promontory Point suspension. It would enhance the view of the dam. 

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. 

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. 

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. 

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. 

Prefers the Sugarloaf Mountain route. A toll bridge is a good plan, as is restricting truck use. 

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. 

--
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TABLE 2-1-2 
U.S. 93 Hoover Dam Bypass Draft EIS 
Summarv of C - · ·  .. · ·-· · .. -

Code Commenter Date Comment 

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, Carl W. 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, Byron L. 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 learn 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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TABLE 2·1·2 
U.S. 93 Hoover Dam Bypass Draft EIS 
Summarv of C - - - - - - - - ·--

Code Commenter 

E47-1 Rementeria, John 

E47-2 

E48-1 Shannon, John H. 

E49-1 Shannon, Robert 

E50-1 Sorensen, Lou 

E51 -1 Strange, Richard 

E52-1 Stuckey, Wade 

E53-1 Tester, Patricia 

E54-1 Thompson, Dorothy S. 

E55-1 Tomlinson, Michael 

E56-1 W., Russell (illegible) 

E57-1 Wiens, Ed 

E58-1 Wilkerson, Mark 
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Date 

Oct-98 

Oct-98 

Oct-98 

Oct-98 

Oct-98 

Oct-98 

Oct-98 

Oct-98 
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Oct-98 

Oct-98 

Oct-98 
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CHAPTER 2·1 COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT EIS 

Comment 

Heard all three alternatives 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. 

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. 

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. 

Prefers Promontory Point. It is most feasible, cost effective and has good grades. 

The No Build is not an option, given the growing congestion on the dam. Prefers the Sugarloaf option. 

Prefers Sugarloaf Mountain. Opposed to the Gold Strike Alternative due to the environmental impacts. Promontory Point would be 
OK, but is the second choice. 

No comment. 

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. 

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. 

Reconsider Bullhead/Laughlin corridor. 

Promontory Point would be the first choice. Gold Strike Canyon would be last. Favors suspension for aesthetics only. 

Prefers Sugarloaf. 

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 I 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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GAME & FISH DEPARTMENT 
2221 W011 Greenway Road, Phoenia, Ari10na 85023·4399 (602) 942-3000 

www.gt.atatc.az.us 

November 1 0 ,  1998 

Mr . Terry Haussler (HDP - 1 6 )  
Federal Highway Administration 
5 5 5· Zang Street , Room 2 5 9  
Lakewood, Colorado 8 0 2 2 8  

- -

...,,_ 
J .. Dec Hull 

Cc-lubwrs· 
a.a ...... ..,...Gtleldhtr. THM 

Michiii M.Ooli�J.FiqiUfJ 
Wlftlunlcrlal.1'c:loll 

M . .leu "-•lL Seoadak 
Deuil D. Mulliftt. AlpiM 

DirMur 
D11111t L Sirouft 
lh,.t)·Dir«HN 

11IDmu W. S,.ldia1 

Re : Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for u . s .  93 Hoover 
Dam Bypass 

Dear Mr . Haussler : 

The Arizona Game and Fish Deparlment ( Department ) has reviewed the 
draft EIS, dated September ,  1 9 98 , for the proposed U . S .  93 Hoover 
Dam Bypass proj ect . The Department appreciates the close 
interagency cooperation and coordinat ion during development of this 
draft EIS . The following comments are provided for your 
consideration . 

Along with the No Build Alternative , three build alternat ives are 
evaluated in this document .  From north to south, they are 
Promontory Point, Sugarloaf Mountain, and Gold Strike Canyon . Each 
alternative would include construction of a four-lane highway, a 
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 -mil e - long project . The select ion of a 
preferred alternative will not be made until the alternative s •  
impacts and comments on the document have been fully evaluated . 

General Comments 

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 proj ect area also provides habitat 
for predator/furbearer species such as coyote ,  bobcat , and some 
mountain lion . Aquatic zpecies found in this portion of the 
Colorado River include rainbow trout, striped bass and the 
Endangered razorback sucker . 

An Equal Opponunity Reuonable Accommodarions Asency 
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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 spe·cies 
of greatest concern to the Department , such as the desert bighorn 
sheep and peregrine falcon, have been ident ified and addressed in 
the draft EIS . 

Based on our review of the three build alternatives,  the Sugarloaf 
Mountain al ignment , 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 land, 
including important wildlife habitats such as desert wash habitat 
and cliff  habitat . 

· Mitigation Measures -4 The init ial mit igation measures appear suitable and should work to 
minimize impacts to wildli fe resources . As the proj ect moves 
forward, the Department would appreciate the opportunity to be 
involved in all aspects of f ish and wildlife mit igation associated 
with this project ( in Arizona) . 

A1·3 

Specific mitigat ion measures proposed for the Sugarloaf Mountain 
Alternat ive 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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RESPONSES TO GOVERNMENT AGENCY COMMENTS 

Response to Comment Al-l 
FHW A, 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 Al-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. 

A-2 
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Mr. Terry Haussler 
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A1·4 

Section 3 , 3 . 3 ,  Subsection 3 , 3 . 3 . 1 ,  Construction Mitigation: the 
following statement appears under Peregrine Falcon : "Biologist from 
AGFD and NPS would cont inue to monitor peregrine falcons in the 
proposed proj ect area ... " The Department recently stopped our 
monitoring efforts on peregrine falcons in the proj ect 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 proj ect . Funding will 
need to be identi fied in order to continue monitoring efforts and 
to ensure that peregrine falcon mitigation objectives are met . 

i\1=5· 

A1·6 

Section 3 . 3 . 3  Subsection 3 . 3 . 3 . 1 :  On page 3 - 3 4 ,  under Peregrine 
Falcon , we recommend that breeding territories located within 1 
mile of construction activities have no blast ing or excavation 
activities 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 intere.st to the 
Department and we look forward to monitoring the e f fectiveness of 
these structures . The use of fencing should facilitate the use of 
these structures by sheep and other wildlife . Addit ional 
operational mitigation could include speed reductions within two 
miles approaching the bridge, and roadside signing 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 el iminate impacts to water resources also 

-- ·- appear adequate . All storm-water and potential chemical spill 
A1-7 related runoff collected and drained to settling basins should be 

covered and fence d .  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 

A1-8 I roosts for a variety of bat species . Simple modif ications 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 . 

SCO/LAW2662.DOC/ 003672582 

.. - .. .. _ .. � .. - -
RESPONSES TO GOVERNMENT AGENCY COMMENTS 

Response to Comment Al-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 Al-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 Al-6 
The following sentence has been added in Section 3.3.3. t, 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 Al-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. 

A-3 
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Mr . Terry Haussler 
November 1 0 ,  1998 
4 

Specific Comments 

Table 3 - 14 
Under impacts associated with the Sugarloaf Alternative 
peregrines, it states that " impact unlikely; bridge site is in area 
buffered by existing disturbances ,  and breeding area is greater 
than 1 mile " .  We suggest this be reworded to state that impacts 
are possible without mitigation . As stated previously, nest sites 
may change from year to year and peregrine falcons located at the 
nest site downstream of this alternative likely forage within the 
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 
monster . On page 3 - 2 5 ,  the status symbol AT should be deleted for 
desert bighorn sheep and the status symbol ASC should be added to 
all of the bat species except the small- footed myot is bat . 

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 proj ect . If you have any questions regarding this 
letter, please contact me at ( 6 0 2 )  7 8 9 - 36 0 2 . 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 Special ist,  at (520)  692 - 77 0 0 ,  extension 118 . 

Sincerely, Q) . ()� 
��� 
Director 

DLS : j k 

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

AGFD# 1 0 - 2 0 - 9 8 ( 0 8 )  
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Response to Comment Al-9 
The note regarding peregrine falcon impacts from the Sugarloaf Mountain 
Alternative in Table 3-14 has been changed to say: "Impact possible 
without mitigation; peregrines may forage within the project area." 

Response to Comment Al-10 
All of the requested changes in Table 3-12 have been made. 
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STATE OF NEVADA 

� • 

�. ' 

DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION 
209 E. Muooer Street, Room 200 

Carson City, Nevada 89701·4298 

November 12, 1998 

Terry Hausler 
Federal Highway Administration 
SSS Zang Street Room 259 
Lakewood, CO 80228 

Re: SAl NV #El999-040 
HPD-16 

Fax (702) 687 ·3983 

(702) 687·4065 

Project: DEIS for the Hoover Dam Bypass Project 

Dear Terry Haussler: 

I J 

JOHN P. COMEAUX 

,....,., 

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

Enclosure 

Sincerely, 
, cy� K UL--z:C 

Heather K. EUiott 
Nevada State Clearinghouse/SPOC 
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RESPONSES TO GOVERNMENT AGENCY COMMENTS 

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 AlO) 
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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, 

iCO/LAW2662.DOC/ 003672582 
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�,,o .,.,..,.<t. A6 ,; ft T,j · � ? \;.,llllt(J,�-:1' UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION IX 

Mr. Larry Smith 
Division Engineer 
Federal Highway Administration 

75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105-3901 

Central Federal Lands Highway Division 
555 Zang Street 
Oenver, 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 (FHW A) 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 
alternative, proposes to cross Lake Mead upstream of the Hoover Dam. The other two "Build" 
alternatives, Sugarloaf Mountain and Gold Strike Canyon, are downstream of the Hoover Dam. 
The DEIS did not identify FHW A's preferred alternative. 

I Based upon our review, we have rated the DEIS as Category EC-:Z, Environmental 
____ ___ Concerns • Insufficient Information (please refer to attachment II I, "Summary of Rating 

A6·1 Definitions and Follow-Up Action"). Our rating is primarily based on our concerns regarding 
cumulative effects, indirect impacts (particularly regarding utility relocations), impacts from 
excavation and erosion and runoff, impacts from encountering hazardous materials, and impacts 

'i to 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. 

p,;,.,�d M Rrn'c�d /'apr, 
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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 flied 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 1. Carlson of my staff at 41S-744-IS77. 

Since�ly, {l 1 

�'*'� 
cc: Jeffrey R. Brooks, FHW A, San Francisco 

Katiann Wong-Murillo, FHW A, San Francisco 
Sieve Thomas, FHW A-AZ 

SCO/l.AW2662.DOC/ 003672582 

David Farrel, Chief 
Office of Federal Activities 

RESPONSES TO GOVERNMENT AGENCY COMMENTS 

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. 
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U.S.  EPA Coamenta- Draft Environmental Irrpact Statement 
Hoover Dam Bypass 
Nevada and Arizona 
Novamber. 1998 

GENERAL COMMENTS: 

Indirect Impacts: 

- - -

The DEIS was unclelll' reglll'ding the possibility for relocation of transmission power lines 
and utilities which appe11I to be common in the area. We are concerned that it appeiiiS that any of 
the alternatives could impact these facilities causing them to either be removed and then 
modified or relocated altogether. If the power lines and transmission towers will need to be 
relocated depending on alternative, we recommend that the FEIS discuss the impacts, 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 clelll'ly 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 A6·3 1  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 area? 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? 

A6·4 

A&-5 

Also, the discussion was focused on Highway projects and roadway programs in the lll'ea. 
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 liiiX 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 progriii'RS 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 
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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 downsh·eam 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 (IDS}, 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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u . s .  EPA COD'IftenU- Draft Environmental Iq')act Statement 
Hoover Dam Bypass 
Nevada and Arizona 
November_ 1999 

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

A6-6 I culverts, bridges and construction activities, and channel designs, to minimize sedimentation into 
open water are implemented and vigorously monitored. 

We are concerned that there was no mention of what would become of the water sources 
that are either removed or modified by the alternatives. 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 

AS-71FEIS 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 FHW A and the project to protect those standards. 

HAZARDOUS WASTE 

A6·B 

We are concerned that infonnation regarding the extent of contaminated sites was not 
presented in the DEIS. Infonnation 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 tbe 
decisionmaker and public to voice their preference on alternatives with a complete set of 
infonnation regarding all environmental effects. This would be pertinent to understanding the 
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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 oc - maximw:n Nov.-Apr.: s 13°C 

May-June: S 1 7°C 
July-Oct: s 23°C 

aT0 aT S 2°C 

pH Units S.V.: 7.0 - 8.3 

apH: ± 0.5 Max. 

Total Phosphates A-Avg.: :s; 0.05 

(as P) - mg/L ---
Nitrogen Species Nitrate S.V.: s 1 0  
(N) - mg/L Nitrate S.V.: S.06 

Ammonia S.V.: S.02 

(un-ionized) 

Dissolved Oxygen - mg/L s.v. 
Nov.-May: � 6.0 

June-Oct.: � 5.0 

Suspended Solids - mg/L S.V.: S 25 

Turbidity - NTU S.V.: s 1 0  

Color - PCU Increase must not be more that 1 0 PCU above natural 
conditions 

Total Dissolved Solids - mg/L S.V.: S 723 

Alkalinity Less than 25 percent change from natural conditions 
(as CaC03) - mg/L 

Fecal Colifonn - S 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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- -

A I potential risks, costs, and procedures that may be encountered depending on alternative and the a-a type and extent of contamination. 

AG-9 

FHW A does not identify in the DEIS that tbe provisions of the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) and associated state hazardous waste disposal 
requirements apply to this project, and does not disclose how FHW A proposes to handle and 
treat hazardous material if it is encountered. Therefore, in tbe FEIS, FHW A sbould identify that 
the provisions of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) and associated state 
hazardous waste disposal requirements apply to tbis project, and disclose how FHW A proposes 
to bandle and treat the hazardous material. We reconunend tbnt tbe FEIS describe in detail the 
procedures tbat FHW A will follow in order to meet the requirements. Tbe FEIS sbould discuss; 
I) that FHW A or their contractor may become a hazardous waste geoerator upon extractioo of 
the soils, 2) that a generator ldentificatioo 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 FHW A or the contractor bas met all of the provisioos 
of the OSHA regulations regarding health and safety and handling of hazardous waste. We also 
reconunend that tbe FEIS discuss how FHWA will determine which soils will be bandied as 
hazardous waste and wbicb soils will be bandied as non-hazardous waste aod if tbere will be 
further soils sampling as the project progresses. 

I The FEIS should also disclose if there could be airborne concentrations of the hazardous 
AB-1 0 materials found in the soils and wbicb control measures will be followed by FHW A to ensure 

that the airborne toxics concentration levels do not exceed any state or federal standards. 

I We were concerned with the discussion of mitigation measures for hazardous materials 
impacts found on Page 3-1 13. It seems that this is a discussion more appropriate for mitigation 

A6-1 1 �or e�ergy use rather than bazardous
.
materials cle'?' up �d di�posal. V!� re�onunend that if this 

IS a d1screpancy, that the FEIS contain the appropnate d1scuss1on for nuUgat1on for hazardous 
materials treatment, following the suggestions above. 

RECREATIONAL OPPORTIJNITIES 

We.were concerned that we could not find a discussion of the traffic operations oo the 
remaining US 93 and Hoover Dam, and the recreational opportuoities, once the Bypass is A6-l2 lconstructed. Will there be more opportunities for more passive uses of the dam and enhanced 
bicycle and pedestriao access? We understand that FHW A 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. 
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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 W AP A 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 FHW A 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, FHW A 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 concern with a proposed action. 
The ratings are a combination of alphabetical calegories for evaluation of the environmental impacts of the 
proposal and numerical categories for evaluation of the adequacy of the EIS. 

ENYIRONMENTAI. JMPACT  OF THE ACTION 
"LO" (Lack o/ObjeetkJtu) 

The EPA review has not identified any potential environmental impacts requiring subslantive 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" (Environmenllll Concnru) 
The EPA review has identified environmental impacts thai should be avoided in order to fully protect the 
environment Corrective measures may require chanp to the preferred alternative or application of mitigation 
measures thai can reduce the environmental impact EPA would like to work with the lead agency to reduce 
these impacts. 

"EO" (EnvironmeiiiiJI ObjtctioiiS) 
The EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts thai must be avoided in order to provide 
adequate protection for the environment. Corrective measures may require substantial changes to the prefened 
alternative or consideration of some other project alternative (including the no action alternative or a new 
alternative). EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts. 

"EU" (EnvironmlntaUy Un�tory) 
The EPA review has identified adverse environmenral impacts that are of sufficient masnitude thai they are 
unsatisfactory from the slandpoint 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 correc!ed a1 the 
final EIS srage, this proposal will be recommended for referral to the CEQ. 

·ADEQUACY OF mE IMPACT STATEMENT 
Callgory l" (Adtquar•J 

EPA believes the draft EIS adequalely sets forth the environmental impact(o) of the preferred alternative and those 
of the alternatives reasonably available to the project or action. No further analyois or dala collection is necessary, 
but the reviewer may sugsest the addition of clarifying languase or information. 

"Category :Z" (lnsuffu:lsnt lnformarwn) 
The draft ElS does not contain sufficient information for EPA to fully assess environmenral impacts that should 
be avoided in order to fully protect the environment, or the EPA reviewer has identified new reasooably available 
alternatives thai are within the spectnJm of alternatives analyoed in the draft EIS, which could reduce the 
environmental impacts of the action. The identified additional information, data, analyses, or discusaion should 
be included in the final EIS. 

"Cntegory 3" (lnadequare) 
EPA does not believe that the draft EIS adequa1ely assesses potentially 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 analyoed in order to reduce the potentially significant 
environmental impacts. EPA believes that the identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussions are 
of such a magnitude that they should have full public review at a draft stase. EPA does not believe thai the draft 
E!S is adequate for the pulJIOSCS 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 significant 
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 lmpactins the Environment.•• 
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RESPONSES TO GOVERNMENT AGENCY 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 FHW A, 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 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. 

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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sTATE OF NEVADA 

DEPARTMENT OF MUSEUMS, LIBRARY AND ARTS 

STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE 
100 N. Stewart Street 

Carson City, Nevada 89701-4285 

- -

JOAN G. KERSCHNER 
DeP•tlment OiteciOI RONALD M. JAMES 

Mr. Teny Haussler 
Federal Highway Administration 
555 Zang Street Room 259 
Lakewood co 80228 

Sl'llte IHatodo l'rN•nt•Holl Olflcel 

November 9, 1998 

RE: Proposed U.S. Highway Hoover Dam Bypass Draft Environmenta1 1mpact 
Statement, Colorado River Basin, Clark County. _ 

Dear Mr. Haussler: 

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

I .  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-TI' alternative might read as follows: 

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

I Table ES-3, page ES- 1 0, should include potential adverse effects to the 
__ _ _ _ unevaluated Traditional Cultural Properties. If these features are detennined 

A7·2 eligible, and the undertaking will pose an adverse effect to these properties, this 
effect would also require a MOA re$ardless of the alternative chosen. The 
table should be revised to reflect thts possibility. 

I Table ES-3, page ES- 1 1 , should include a discussion of the unevaluated 
---,.7.3- Traditional Cultural Properties in the discussion of "Land Us�Sectlon 4 (f) 

Effects". Again these properties need to be addressed under all three build 
alternatives. 

_ _ _ _  concerning the National Register eligibility of the potential Traditional 
12. Consultation with this office, and possibly the Keeper of the Register, 

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. 
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RESPONSES TO GOVERNMENT AGENCY COMMENTS 

Response to Comment A7-1 
May-June 1998 site visits and field interviews with tribal elders, conducted 
for FHW A 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 FHW A 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 FHW A 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 FHW A 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. Teny Haussler 
November 9, 1 998 
Page 2 of 2 

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

If you have any questions concerning this correspondence, please feel free to contact 
me by phone at (702) 687-5 1 38 or by e-mail at rlpalmer@elan.lib.nv.us. 

RESPONSES TO GOVERNMENT AGENCY COMMENTS 

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, FHW A, 
Nevada and Arizona SHPOs, NPS, Reclamation, W AP A, NDOT, ADOT, 
and interested Native American Tribal Governments. 

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 AI 111111 A9 
BOB MILUR 

Go .. llrnDI' 
STATE OF NEVADA JOHN P. COMEAUX 

Director 

DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION 
209 E. Muooer Street, Room 200 

Caroon City, Nevada 89701·4298 

November 3, 1998 

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

Re: SAl NV #  El999-040 
HPD·l6 

Fax (702) 687-3983 

(702) 687-4065 

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 concerning the above referenced repon. 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 concerns in your fmal decision. If you have 
questions, please contact me at liR?-6367. 

Sincerely, 

c\� � �  
Heather K. Elliott 
Nevada State Clearinghouse/SPOC 

Enclosures 

L·U 
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RESPONSES TO GOVERNMENT AGENCY COMMENTS 
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NEVADA STATE CLEARINGHOUSE 
Department of Administration 
Budget and Planning Division 

209 East Muaaer Street., Room 200 
Carson City, Nevada 89701-4298 

(702) 687-4065 
RECEL'.:::� :;Er '- :� ;·.�3 

fax (702) 687·3983 
DATE: September 25, 1998 

....-- � . ·- : 1 \ l r: l"\  
Conservalion-NIIIIIal ResJ..:., · , __ L . .  Gcvemoo's OIIIca 
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Leglal-Counsel Bureau 
lnlonnolion T edulologr �. Training & Rehab Researti!CiiY. 
PUC . l:!:t�� 1 � J 3 1900 \ f!W!!Y t . .... ,...1 

Minerals I �= Develqxnenl .. . I 
Fire Marshall HunmRe"""""" 

Aaina SeMces I Heallh DiYision --) 
Indian Ccmmission 

CoiOiado Ri'<ef CcmmissiOII 

Nevada SAl II E1999·040 

TllllspCIIIIIian UNR Bureau ol Mines UNRI.ibrafy UNLV library HisiOflc: Pres.,..alion 
Eme<geney MMagemenl WashinQion Ollk:e I Nevada Assoc.<>!. Counlies ) 

I Widile - I Region I L-- -Region 2 
Region 3 

eon.valion llislrids 
SlaloPatb 

Project: Ora" Environmental Impact Statement for the Hoover Dam Bypass project on US 93 

CLEARINGHOUSE NOTES: 

_ .'H _No Send more Information on IIIII project A It btcomu avallabll. 

Endosed, lor � review and commenl, is a ccpy of llle above mentioned project. Please evaluate it with respect lo ils eRect on your plans and programs: 
the importance of ils conliibution 1o stale and/01 local areawide goals and objecdves; and lis IICCOid will\ any applicable laws, orders or regulations with which 
you ate famiiow. · 

Please submit your commenls no later than November 2. 1998. Use lile space below lor short comments. n significant comments are provided. please 
use agency lefterlleed end include llle Nevada SAl number and oomment due data lor our reference. Questions? Healller EHion, 687-6367. 

THIS SECTION TO BE COMPLETED BY REVIEW AGENCY: 

_No comment on lllis project 
_Proposal supported as wriften 
__Additional informadon below 

AGEIICY COMMENTS: 

_Cgpfetence desired (See below) ..t::::e0ndilional support (See below) 
_Disapproval (Explain below) 

I We request that the final EA analyze the potent ial eftects o f  the 
· - - ·-� various alt ernatives on the introduction and/or further spread of 

AB-1 1nvasive, noxious , and other undesirable weed species t hrough 
disturbance and other construction activit ies , and incorporate a l l  
necessary monitoring and control measures t o  avoid such impacts . 

J<f &Nlr-_s D .  M .. l'f4dJl N<�l:vr(/ I II�;;_� 91 ;a/��Q7 
Signature Agency ..,J Date •·tl!ar.iafdur clrll'.doc 
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RESPONSES TO GOVERNMENT AGENCY COMMENTS 

Response to Comment AS-1 
BMPs, such as hosing of equipment to deter the spread of seeds, will be 
implemented during construction and monitored for effectiveness. 
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NEVADA STATE CLEARINGHOUSE--- - - - 
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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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STATE OF NEVADA 

DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN RESOURCES 
HEALTH DIVISION 

BUREAU OF HEALTH PROTECTION SERVICES 
Novambw 2, 1998 

Nevada Slate Clearinghouse 
Department of AdmlnlllraUon 
Budget and Plaming Division 
209 East Mussar Street, Room 200 
Carson City, Navada 89701-4298 

YVO .... SYLVA 
-

VACANT _ _  .,.,_ 

RE: NEVADA SAil E1898-040 DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
STATEMENT FOR THI! HOOVER DAM BYPASS PROJECT ON US 385 

... ,_ pports two (2) of the thrve (3) altemalivea. Both the Sugarloaf at Mountain 

�a Nevada State Health Division, Bureau of Health Protection Sarvlcea, has 
C9ivad the Draft Environmental Impact Stetemenl for the Hoover Dam Bypass 
oject on United States Highway 96 (US 95). The Nevada State Health Division 

10:1 amative and the Gold Strike Canyon Altematlva ara acc:aptable for the Hoover 
am Bypass without comment. However, the Nevada State Health Dlvlaion Is 

concerned with lha Promontory Point AltemaUve Bypass. 
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II 
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(7MJoi8-5HO A10-2 Altamaliva proposes to span Lake Mead at or near the dam, the Nevada Slate 
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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, 

�J Z-.;o/"" 
Rick Ralghlay, P.E. 
PubUc Health Englnaer 
Bureau of Health Proledlon Services 

cc: Jon Palm, Manager, Public Health Engineering -

- - -' - - - - - -

RESPONSES TO GOVERNMENT AGENCY COMMENTS 

Response to Comment Al0-1 
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 Al0-2 
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). 
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STATE OF NEVADA 
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�1inina Rcll\ll&tion and Rcclam;ation 

Facslrnll� 634·5259 DEPARniENT OF CONSERVATION AND NATURAL RESOURCES 

DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
333 W. Nye Lane, Room 138 

Carson City, Nevada 89706-0851 

October 19, 1998 

CLEARINGHOUSE COMMENTS 

NDEP # 1999-053 
SAl NV # E l999-040 

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

- -R·-r.-,�, , . - ,, : 

/J c� ,� 
01 �CIIINISIRAIION 

-�O!!QTQg_ --

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

I The project proponent will be required to obtain a NPDES water pollution control 
· · · Al-1=1 discharge permit for rolling stock. It is anticipated that extensive erosion conrrol measures Will 

be required. Re-vegetation of the disturbed sites after completion of the project will be required. 
Required water quality monitoring will depend upon which site option is eventually chosen. 

� 

�dt(� 
David R. Cowperthwaite 
Clearinghouse Coordinator 
Division of Environmental Protection 
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RESPONSES TO GOVERNMENT AGENCY COMMENTS 

Response to Comment All-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 Guly 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 
Budget and Planning Division 

209 East Musser Streel, Room 200 
Carson CHy, Nevada 89701-4298 

(702) 687-4065 
lax (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 confticts 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 fonn 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 return 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 
infonnation is available from the Nevada State Clearinghouse (702)-687-6367. 
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NEVADA 
GUIDELINES F OR 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. Consultation with appropriate State agencies is advised and 
encouraged for either site-specific, or general questions and concerns 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 Community: 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. 
�: any plant species not falling under the native definition. 
Exotics Indigenous to North Amadea: a plant species that is indigenous to North 
America but not to Nevada. 
l..!!l!UiY!!: 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. 
Niliv§: 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, or  is  pushed out as native vegetation becomes established. 

Page 1 July 1, 1998 
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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 Natjyes: 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 supported by the State of Nevada is to return 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, 
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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 IJ!!l!!!l 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 555.010 are prohibited and must be controlled 
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(Nevada Revised Statute Chapter 555.010). 

1 .  Use unaided natural revegetation, where the size and condHion of the site 
make H 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 sourca-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. 
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�2 
MOHA VE COUNTY PUBLIC LAND USE COMMITTEE 

P.O. Box 1000 + KJr9non, Artzanl 86402·7000 3675 E. Highway 68 + (520) 757-0903 + FAX 757-3577 + TOO (520)753-0728 
Michael KandeBs, Chairman James Butcher, Vice Chairman 

NovemberS, 1998 

Terry Haussler 
Federal Highway Administration 
SSS 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 alternatives 
-�-,;1�2�1which would have diverted the truck and commercial traffic around Boulder City, Nevada. The same risks 

of accidents involving trucks canying flammable, hazardous and volatile loads crossing Hoover Dam also 
exist with passage through the center of Boulder City. 

Based upon the three alternatives being evaluated in the current Draft Environmental 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: 

I .  

•' A12.:212. 

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 Vegas. 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 tnillion 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. 

SUBCOMMmEE CHAIRPERSONS: 
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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 Al-l 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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Terry Haussler 
page 2 

4. 

s. 

Desert Bighorn Sheep: The Sugarloaf Alternative impacts the least number of acres of lambing 
habitat. The one man-made water soun:e, the sewage ponds, 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 abecp from entering the roadway. 
The Gold Strike Alternative has serious impact on the bighorn sheep water sources on the Nevada 
side. 

. A12·2 

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 Alternative, 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. 

6. I 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. 

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

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

Sincerely, 

� --\.c..�f� 
Michael Kondelis, Chainnan 
Mohave County Public Land Use Committee 

c: Mohave County Board of Supervisors 
Chris Ballard, Planning & Zoning Director 
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RESPONSES TO GOVERNMENT AGENCY COMMENTS 

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). 

Concerning 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, FHW A 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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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL Q UALITY 

Oovcmor Jane Dec Hull Rusaell F. Rhoadeo, Dlrccror 

Pl•nbq; Secdoa.lnd Floor 
1-100-234-!677 (Aitzonallllly) 

FAX(601)207-4634 
(601) 207-46]0 

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 Impaet 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-pass on U.S. 93 (HPD-16). The Arizona Department of Environmental Quality offers the 
following comments: 

I .  

2. 

3 .  

The Hoover Dam is  in  the Lake Mead U.S. Geologic Service Cataloging Unit (HUC 
150 I 0005). 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 alternatives would disturb up to 143 acres of land and habitat, with resultant 
temporary and potentially permanent water quality impacts. Two of the alternatives 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 bighorn sheep. Options for mitigating the habitat 
and other environmental impacts are provided in the EIS, but cannot be fully evaluated Wltil 
an alternative is selected and specific plans are developed. 

3033 North Cenrral 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 re<:ommends that: 

1 .  I The Management Agency and or Owner/Operator should over-see consttuction to ensure that 
--- Ai3-4 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, 
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, pettoleum, 
nutrients, bacteria and other pollutants to the watershed or to all Waters of the State/Waters 
of the U.S.; 

A13·5 

A13·6 
3. I BeS1 Management Practices should be implemented for construction activities for mechanical 

equipment to minimize ground disturbance; 

_ _  .. <j.. • . . , A monitoring program should be implemented to evaluate the effectiveness of Best 
A13-7 Management Practices in protecting watershed condition and Waters of the State; 

5. 

- -A13·B · 

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 
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; 

�- I Where applicable the Management Agency and or Owner/Operator should demonstrate a 
A13·9 knowledge of waste streams, permits and hazardous materials handling as well as indicate 

the destination of each hazardous waste being disposed off-site; 

A 1 _1 0 Semi-Public Water Supply Systems Rules. Contact Mr. Dale Ohnmelss at (602) 207 4648 
7. I Public or semi-public water supply systems shall be developed to comply with Public god 

3 
with the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality, Program Development & Outreach 
Unit, regarding assistance; 

8. I All underground storage tanks must be registered with ADEQ. Contact Mr. Stacl Munday ·· p,13.11 at (602) 207-4329 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-S 
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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9. 

- - - - - -

- - "A1a-f:! 

All solid wastes generated by the activity shall be 1ransported to an ADEQ approved facility. 
Waste stored on site for more than 90 days, or will be tteated 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; 

10. I Sewage treatment facilities for hwnan waste shall be planned and developed in such a· 
manner to ensure protection of both surface and groundwater resources. An Aquifer 

A13·13 I Protection Permit (APP) may be required for such facilities. Contact Mr. Charles Grafat (602) 207-4661 with the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality, Aquifer Protection 
Program Section, regarding assistance in applying for this permit; 

I I . I Sanitary waste facilities provided during construction phases shall be planned and developed 
-- · .A1s:1·4· in such a manner to ensure protection of both surface and groundwater resources; 

12. I An Aquifer Protection Permit (APP) may be required. Contact Mr. Troy Day at (602) 207-
---A13-15 4661 with the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality, Aquifer Protection Program 

Section, regarding assistance in applying for this permit; 

13. 1 A Clean Water Act, Section 402, NPDES Permit is required for all ground disturbing 

Ala·lS 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 

_ this federal permit; 

14. I 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 or the US Army Corp or 

- - A13-17- 1 Engineers at (602) 640-5385 regarding a 404 Permit application. In addition a Section 401 
Certification may be required and can be obtained from ADEQ. Contact Mr. Jayanta Du 
at (602) 207-4502 with the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality, Engineering 
Review and Permits, for assistance in obtaining certification; 

15. I Prescribed bums require that air quality concerns and issues be addressed. Contact Mr. 
- -- A13:1e Peter Lahm at (602) 20.7-2356 with the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality, 

Evaluation Unit. regarding assistance in applying for this permit; and 

16. 1 Nwneric water quality standards listed in A.A. C. R18-1 1-109.0. must be complied with. For 

----Aia:1-g a copy of the A.A.C. R18-l l- 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 AS-2). See Table 7-1 for a complete listing 
of these and other anticipated permits and approvals. 

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

Response to Comment A13-19 
For portions of the project impacting 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-i). 
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The Arizona Department of Environmental Quality would appreciate receiving information on the 
progress of this project. Thank you for your cooperation, should you have any questions, please 
contact me at (602) 207-4535. 

Sinperely, 

� 1� 
Ren Northup, Watershed Coordinator 

cc: Russell Rhoades, ADEQ 
Karen L. Smith, ADEQ 
Jack Bale, ADEQ 
Larry Stephenson, ADEQ 
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COMMENTS ON HOOVER DAM BYPASS PROJECT November 10, 1998 
DRAFT - EIS Dated: September 1998 
By: Jim Hartzell, Maintenance Engineering, Code OSS30, Desert Southwest Region, Phoenix 
Arizona, Western Area Power Administration, US Dept of Energy - Phone (602) 352-2763 l Due to the very short review time I 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. It is 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 

--- A14:1 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 alternatives 
one would ihink that the owners of the facilities ma) mtve some input that might be helpful. 

:c----1AII Dept. Q[Enerp{DOE/ I WAPA environmental Cl!fluir<numll sftould be addressed In this 
A 14·2 EIS and not CCfi.Uire Western to prepare a new document, other than an qdoption. to com env!romnentql issues resulting in the ronslructi(lll work on taywnl.ss/OIIIines or suhstqtfons. 

Alternative: Promontory Point 

I) 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 
structures. Construction of bridges and tunnels will likely require blasting and this is of concern 

---A14-3Ito 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 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. 

- --- A14�
-

-�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. i2) As the highway proceeds, paralleling the existing road, it again crosses these same two lines. 

--
-
- AT4• 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. 

__ _ _ __ _  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 concern. 14) The road alignment next cuts right thru the abandoned 69-kV switchyard. Some of the 
---i\14·7 structures in this vicinity are used with the 69-kV transmission line. 
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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 
W AP A's November 10, 1998, comments on the DEIS. This was followed up 
with a formal letter dated November 20, 1998, from FHWA requesting 
W AP A 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. FHW A has continued to 
consult with WAP A 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 W AP A power transmission 
facilities have been identified in the FEIS (see Section 3.11.2.2). FHW A will 
work with W AP A 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 
FHW A, 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, W AP A 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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A14·8 1 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. 1 7) Pg. 3-109 - Though the switchyard is abandoned, there is a 69-k V transmission line that is still 

A14-9 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. 

A14-10 

8) Pg. 3- 1 1 5  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 cenain times of the day and for shon periods of time. 

Alternative: Sugarloaf Mountain 

I) At the beginning of the project, just east of the Gold Strike Casino (asswning 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 

A 14-11 I 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. 

A1 I This location of the road will likely effect two structures. They may need to be replaced with 
4"12 

different structures if clearances above the new roadway is inadequate. 1 2) As the highway proceeds, paralleling the existing road, it again crosses these same two lines 

A 14_1 3 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. 1 3) Northeast of the warehouse the road curves from a northeasterly to

. 

a southeasterly direction. 

A 14_1 4  At the apex of this curve the roadway could impact as many as S 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. 1 4) As the road proceeds in a southeasterly direction it crosses 6 additional lines ( the three former 

A14-15 LADWP lines, two MWD lines, and the Hoover-Mead line.} New structures may be required 
for clearance. 

A14-16 1 S) 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 W AP A towers 
and lines has been expanded in FEIS Section 3.11.2.2. Any necessary 
relocations, removals, and decommissioning of transmission lines will be 
performed with direct oversight by W AP A. Meetings with W AP A 
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 Al4-13. 
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Arizona/Nevada 230-kV switchyard. In Section 2.6.2.1 this area of the alignment is referred to · 
as "a gap in the high rock ridge that parallels the river". This gap is the location of an energized 
switchyard, and the transmission lines leading back to the generators at Hoover Dam. 

A14·16 
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 switch yard. 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. 

Ref. T pg. 3-50 : Related to Construction Impacts Under Biology, states "The Southern most 
A 14-17 electrical power transmission switch yard would be indirectly affected" - There is no indirect 

about it. It will be affected. It will probably require moving the switchyard to a new location, 

1 7) Chapter 3: Affected Environment ... 

A14-18 

leveling that site and building a new switchyard. · 
8) Pg. 3-1 1 5  
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. 1 9) Power outages will be required during construction of any facilities and there are potential 

A14-19 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. 

A14_201 I 0) 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 

I I) At the beginning of the project, just east of the Gold Strike Casino (assuming they re-build it 

A14_21 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 concern 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 Switch yard bypass would be a separate future project by W AP A. 
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 right-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-l, W APA 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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A14-21 

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. 

A 1 4_221 This location of the road may effect several transmission structures. They may need to be 
replaced with different structures if clearances above thll new roadway is inadequate. 

A14_23' 2) Pg. 3-1 16: 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. 

· 1 4) This Is the best alternative from an eledrlcal 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 
�onstruction. 
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Response to Comment A14-19 
All relocations, removals, and decommissioning of transmission lines will 
be performed with direct oversight by W AP A. 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 Al4-21 through A14-24 
FHW A 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, 
W AP A 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. 
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A16· 
I John Bridgeii-;1E35 .i1Mii710/98 , Comment• on Hoover BliP••• Draf I 
Return-Path : <BRIDGES@wapa . gov> 
Dat e :  Tue , 10 Nov 1 9 9 8  1 1 : 3 5 : 2 3 -0700 
From: John Bridges <BRI DGES@wapa . gov> 
To : haussler@road. cflhd. gov 
Subj ect : Comments on Hoover Bypas s  Draft EIS 
Encoding : 4 8  Text 

Below are my comments on the subject document . I did not have time to 
review it 
t horoughly, (a result of my schedule and yours) but I do bel ieve i t  is 

-Aft>-1limportant �hat you get i n  touch with our engineers in Phoenix, . AZ .  
I hope this helps, i f  I can do more, let me know 

J . M .  Bridges ( 3 0 3 ) 275-1 7 1 2  

Comments o n  Hoover Dam Bypass Project Draft EIS 

J.M. Bridges, A3 4 0 0 ,  Western Area Power Administration, Golden, CO 

A very brief review of the Envi ronmental Consequences Chapte r  and 
Cumulative 
Impacts Chapter . 

Construction Activities on Page 3-11 5-1 1 6  -- I would s t rongly urge you 
to 
contact Western ' s  As sistant Regional Manager for Power System 
Maintenance in 
Phoenix, AZ . Mr. Bruce Berg, 602/352-2 4 4 0 ,  and Western ' s  Regional 
Envi ronmental !Manage r, Mr . John Holt 602/352-2 592 . I t  is apparent from the 

1discussion on 
---Jthese pages regarding the "relocation" and " remova l "  of electric 

Al5-2 transmission 
facilities that this action is either not wel l thought out or not well 
understood. Removal and/or relocation of these facil ities will 
require a NEPA !document for Western . As we have not been a s ked to be a cooperator on 
this 

roject, there may be some delay in your proposed action unt i l  we can 1come up to 
1speed. iithout a field check, I would gues s  that relocation o f  several 

attice steel 
-�5 owers will be needed to construct any of the a l ternatives . This will 

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

I Printed for Tarzy Haussler <hausslar@roacl.cflhcl.gov:> - ----r I 
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Response to Comment AlS-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, FHW A has been working closely with 
W AP A's Phoenix, Arizona, engineering staff to assess potential 
transmission tower relocations for construction of the preferred bypass 
alternative. 

Response to Comment AlS-2 
See responses to Comment Letter A14 from W AP A. 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 W AP A 
engineering staff, it does not appear there would be indirect impacts from 
tower relocations not covered in this EIS. A separate NEP A document will 
not be required since W APA has joined as a cooperating agency. 

Response to Comment AlS-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 regarding 
potential power outages. 
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�umulative Impacts Chapter -- There is no discussion here regarding 
--� he impacts 

A15·4 f relocating electric t ransmission lines associated with construction 
f 

_ _  ighway bridges and tunnels . 

I -Pd.nttlcf for Terry liiuloloiei<haussler8road. cUhd.qov> 2 I 
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Response to Comment AlS-4 
No cumulative or indirect impacts associated with the relocation of 
electrical transmission facilities are anticipated. This is based on meetings 
between FHW A and W AP A engineers since circulation of the DEIS. 
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SIERRA CLUB 
Toiyabe Chapter - Nevada and Eastern California 
P.O. Box 8096, Reno, Nevada 89507 

Sierra Club 
LAS vmAS GROUP 
p .o. Box 19777 

Mr. Terry Haussler (IIPD-16 ) 
Federal Highway Administration 
555 Zang. Street, Room 259 �· C0 80228 

Las Vegas, Nv. 89119 

Nov. 4, 1998 

Dear Mr. Haussler: 

-----··1The Las Vegas Group, Toiyabe Chapter, Sierra Club, would like these 
61·1 ccmnents on the Hoover Dam Bypass DEIS (September 1998) to be included 

in the public record for the project. 

We finnly 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· without 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 
proposed traffic improvements over ·a bridge and that these projects, 

_ _ ___ though possibly incremental in time and extent, will as a result proceed 
B1=2fto 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 
project be· inadequately forwamed of any unacceptable US93 KH 
environmental ,  social 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 
currenUy managing each of these projects or that each is financed fran 
'a separate source does not alter these conclusions . � the Arizona side of the dam, for instance, the environmental impacts 

a freeway through National Park Service (NPS) land and associated 
ghorn sheep and desert tortoise habitats needs much discussion. How 

- 11 frontage roads or highway on/off ramps necessary to service 111•3 pproxirnately six recreational access roads and trails within this 15 
le segment of highway be designed and what will be the total impacts 

this highway complex? How will this segment' s  improvement add to the 
st of the entire US93 KH program? . � the Nevada side of the dam, any of the bypass bridges will surely 

esult in Boulder City soon acquiring a freeway within its borders with 
arying degrees of social and enviroomen� impacts dependent on the 

- -81:4 hoice of routing. The city and its citizens need to know the effects of 
is improved highway on noise, air pollution, flood control, 
agmentation of the city, visual elements and inducements to growth and 

prawl (prime concerns in Boulder City) . The contribution of this 
egment to total US93 KH program costs need to be analyzed. 

lAS VEGAS GROUP 
P.O. Box 19777 
Las Vt!gas, Nevada 891 19 
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To explore. enjoy. and protut tht! wild ploca of tile eo11h. , . 

GREI\T BASIN GROUP 
P.O. Bo. S096 

Reno, Nevada 89507 

RESPONSES TO ORGANIZATIONS' COMMENTS 

Response to Comment 81-1 
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 81-2 
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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'!be 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 JOOSt logical of these is the one we have always 

- -81_5Jadvocated, a 101 bypass of Hoover Dam via AZ Rt 68/NV Rt 163/US95, the 
DEIS' laughlin-Bullhead City Alternative (LBA) . 'Ibis 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 101 routes , the LBA may well prove to be the route of 
choice. 

IFirst of all, a I!Dre rational cost canparison between the US93 101 
Alternative ( 93A) and the LBA can be obtained than that presented in the · ·-m 6 DEIS, which canpares LBA construction costs with that of the bridge 

- segment alternatives only and concludes that they are in the same 
ballpark. Ccmparing costs of the entire 93A and LBA will likely show 
that the 93A WJUld be very much more costly to build. 

'!be increased inconvenience and longterm driving costs of the LBA over 
those of the 93A, as included in the DEIS analysis, may be valid but 
need to be canpared with the impacts, favorable or not, envitom�e��tal 
and econanic alike, potentially affecting <XXIIllUI1ities along entire 

BlYiroutes. We understand that sane or all cannunities along the LBA favor 
- its selection. IDng term econanic considerations for these cannunities 

(gains?) are as worthy of analysis as the long tenn econanics of a 
longer LBA are to the trucking industry or the private I!Dtorist 
constituency (costs? ) .  In any case, highways are to serve cannunities, 
not the other way around . ,The envirorunental impacts mentioned earlier in this letter for 93A 
highway improvements on the Arizona side of Hoover Dam WJUld disappear. 
While sane continued improvements of traffic flow through Boulder City 

·-a on the Nevada side of the dam may necessitate improvements here in time, 
a freeway and its impacts �uld be avoided. In fact, the selection of 
the LBA should improve envirot'll1elltal conditions on both sides of the dam 
for at least sane years to ccme. 

Any one of the three bridge alternatives selected WJUld occupy the 
central segment of a 93A. '!be Goldstrike Alternative , well south of the 
dam and the JOOSt costly to build, would not only impair the wild 
character of northern Black Canyon but also that of a scenic hiking 
route down Goldstrike Canyon to popular hot springs near the river. The 

-- B1-=9lSugarloaf Alternative , however graceful a span, would canpete with and 
therefore degrade those otherwise incredible views fran either the dam 
or visitor center. Such views are important for one to fully appreciate 
the achievement in the construction of Hoover Dam. The Pranontory Point 
Alternative has least .Impact on one ' s  views, whether up the lake fran 
the dam or of the dam fran the lake surface, since the lake f�lls much 
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outlined the issues very well . . .  containing the appropriate amount of supporting 
documentation. " 

Response to Comment Bl-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 Bl-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). 

B-2 
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'of the canyon and placidly laps high against the dam' s  upstream face. By 
· "l:h.g oanparison with any of these the LBA's additional low bridge across the 

Colorado River near laughlin would impose little IIDre visual impact than 
the existing span connecting NV Rt 163 with AZ Rt 68. 1 feel that a careful analysis of the impacts of a LBA on the 
threatened desert tortoise in Eldorado Valley and Piute Valley would 

how a positive effect, contrary to conclusions reached in the DEIS. 
-81.1 '!his would result fran both the IIDre rigid oontrol of traffic on a 

reeway having limited access to adjacent tortoise habitat and the ease 
implementing tortoise fencing to essentially eliminate road kills. 

ghom sheep habitat would be little affected along the route of this 
ternative. 

j

1Recreational access points to BI.M and NPS lands on the west side of Lake 
lobhave would be fewer and IIDre spread out and thus less environmentally -· ---81 damaging than off of a 93A because IIDSt recreational vehicle trails and ·1 roads begin on NV Rts 164 or 16S or intersect power line corridor roads 
that often are alligned nearly parallel to the route. 'lllese tend to 
serve as frontage roads for recreational access. � LBA would be far less visually obtrusive in the expansive valleys 

_ __ upied by US9S than would a freeway through the topographically 
Bt-12 fined and visually stunning NPS lands along the 93A. But the LBA 

uld be scenically attractive for IIDtorists in view of IIDUntain 
kdrops along its course. 

IMany of the environmental factors mentioned provided the rationale for 
handling Sec 4(f)  lands in the US Dept of Transportation Act of 1966 (49 lusc P 303 ) , as quoted in the DEIS, P 2-7. It seems hard to reconcile 
the relatively large acreage of the 4(f) lands actually impacted by a 
93A and the requirement ..W.ch "dictates that alternatives requiring 

!substantially less land subject to 4 ( f) protection be selected. "  '1\Jere lare a mere 36 acres of 4(f)  lands along the LBA and these are located 
close to the already disturbed southern boundary of lake Mead NRA (I.MNRA) . By oanparison, acreage associated with the 93A ranges fran SO 
to 73 acres for the bridge segments alone, depending on choice of 
bridge, and as yet undetermined much larger acreage along the !S-

Imile segment within LMNRA. All of the I.MNRA 4 ( f )  lands impacted involve 
major scenic and wildlife habitat segments. '1\Je 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 I.MNRA lands or the BI.M' s nearby Mt. Wilson Wilderness. 

''1\Je DEIS analysis attempts to show that goals of reduced accident hazard 
and congestion on Hoover Dam- -would not be fully met by simply directing cannercial truck traffic to a LBA since IIDSt IIDtorists 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 

_ sane imaginative traffic control methods such as a toll for crossing the -Bl·14ldam were incorporated. A visit to the dam without crossing it and thus 
without incurring a toll would be readily possible for those IIDtorists who want to return the way they had cane ( fran either north or south) . 
For dam visitors continuing through fran north or south, a toll could be 
avoided with roodest inconvenience by a detour of about eleven miles fran 
the LBA at the US9S/US93 junction in Boulder City to parking facilities 
,on the Nevada side of the dam. '1\Je relatively few IIDtorists caning fran 
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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 Bl-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 Bl-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. 

B-3 



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 bett.een the Dolan Springs/Pearce Ferry turnoff and the Chloride 
turnoff could be allowed to CJ:OSs the dam toll free if they remained in 
northwest Arizona for nore than a prescribed nll11ber of hours before 
exiting the area through either the Arizona or Nevada-side toll 
stations. Times of entry and exit would be stamped on a toll ticket 
received at the Nevada-side toll station . Similarly, traffic passing the 
'aforementioned toll station in Arizona fran the south could cross the 
[dam toll free with the requisite nll11ber of hours spent, for whatever 

- 81 -141reason , south of the dam. Of course, notorists fran Kingman entering · ,Nevada for whatever reason and not seeking this pause bett.een toll 
,stations ..:>uld nonnally drive via the toll free I&. People living off 
lof US93 between the AZ toll station and the dam could be given peananent 
free passage over the dam for whatever needs they have in Nevada. 'nlese 

'arrangements ""'uld provide for all those unfairly inconvenienced by the 'long drive via the LBA/Arizona US93 circuit that 100uld be required to 
[avoid a toll that for sane persons could be repetitive over a year' s  . 
time. Other refinements or alternatives to this scenario may be �sidered to the same end of encouraging travel via the I& and thus 

ucing Hoover Dam traffic and congestion to acceptable limits. 'nle 
unt of the toll could be adjusted to achieve the desired goals. €le we understand the designation of US93 as a NArrA trade route, it 

-1-1 hould be perfectly feasible to redirect the US93/NAFI'A KH segment to 8 
• !low the LBA with little overall impact on the efficiency and cost of 

aveling major segments of the entire NAF7A route. 

jMany of the points raised in this letter were also included in our 
comnents during the scoping process. sane other points we have raised 
that we believe were not addressed in the DEIS include: 1 . )  The relative 
93A and LBA costs of bridqe and highway maintenance over the long run 

-·- a1=1aland possible vehicle costs if these are paid for through initiation of a 
vehicle bridqe 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 I& project canpletion time estimates and their 
respective effects on the speed and the magnitude of relief fran 

:congestion on the Boulder City and dam segments of US93 .  

I n  SlJ1111SI}', we wish to emphasize the main thrust o f  these caments :  'nle 
lbridqe bypass project DOES WT stand alone but drives the magnitude and 
therefore the considerable cost, environnental and social impacts of the 
adjacent Arizona and Nevada segments of the US93 Kingman-to-Henderson 
route. 'nle total end point to end point costs and effects are what 
should be analyzed in canparison with those of any reasonable 

· -81-17 alternatives. 'nle LBA is the nost reasonable alternative and a 
canparison of the envirormental and econanic factors of the LBA and 93A 

ill likely show the I& to be the preferred alternative. There are 
likely no real obstacles to designating the I& to serve the goala of a 

bypass and residual cross-dam traffic occuring subsequent to 
letion of the LBA can be regulated to achieve needed goals by use of 

imaginative methods such as manipulating a cross-dam toll fee. 
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Response to Comment Bl-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 81-5). 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 Bl-8 
See response to Comments 81-3, 81-4, and B1-5. 

Response to Comment Bl-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 
da� can be mitigated by coloring the concrete or painting the steel to blend 
with the surrounding environment. 

Response to Comment Bl-10 
See response to Comment 81-5. 

Response to Comment Bl-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 Bl-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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-- a1=181We believe the DEIS should be reissued for public cxmnent reflecting ·an 
·-!expanded scope and roore canplete analyses of both the LBA and 93A. 

We appreciate the work the Project Management Team has acccmplished on 
this project even as we disagree with the DEIS on important points . We 
are also appreciative of this opportunity to oa:ment. 
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,., , - • /} 1),_ ..# ,lp7� P:;v1' if"' 
•· Howard BOoth 

OlaUman, Hoover Dam 
Bypass camdttee 
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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(£) protection than the preferred 
alternative. As discussed in response to comments Bl-2 and Bl-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 (NEP A) 
regulations. 

Response to Comment B1-14 
NDOT and ADOT conducted a financial feasibility study to determine 
viable funding sources for the Hoover Dam bypass Q'une 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 Bl-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 geometries (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 81-15 
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 Bl-5, these goals cannot be met by the LBA. 

Response to Comment 81-16 
A Kingman, Arizona, to Henderson, Nevada, U.S. 93 Alternative would not 
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November 3, 1998 

The Federal Highway Administration 
555 Zang Street 
Room 259 
Lakewood, Colorado 80228 

Attention: Terry Haussler 

· --1!2""" 

�ached Is a copy of the Resolution passed by the Arizona Motor Transport 
___ sociation's Executive Committee and Board of Directors on October 301", 1998. 

B2·1 

. · · he resolution, I believe, is self-explanatory. Therefore, I would appreciate your 
a king it a part of the official public hearing record. 

If you need additional information, or have any questions, please do not hesitate to 
contact me. 

TS/mw 
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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 
Comment Bl-6). However, concerning the comment about time/distance 
risks for water polluting accidents on the respective bridges, more 
important factors influencing accident rates are roadway geometry 
(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 
See combined responses to Comment Letter Bl above. 

Response to Comment B1-18 
See combined responses to Comment Letter Bl above. 

Response to Comment B2-1 
The attached Resolution passed by the Arizona Motor Transport 
Association's Executive Committee and Board of Directors has been made 
part of the public record for the project. 
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RESOLUTION 

HOOVER DAM BYPASS 

WHEREAS US !13 S THE MAIN BIGDWAY BElWEEN ARIZONA AND NEVADA AND IS A 
1WO-LANE BJGDWAY WHICH CROSSES HOOVER DAM; AND 

WHEREAS US !13 AS PRESENTLY LOCATED, CAN NO LONGER ADEQUATELY HANDLE 
THE 14,000 VEHICLES, INCLUDING AUTOMOBILES, RECREATIONAL VEHICLES 
AND COMMERCIAL VEHICLES, WHICH CROSS HOOVER DAM EACH DAY, 
DOUBLE THE VOLUME OF FIFTEEN YEARS AGO; AND 

WHEREAS THIS SECTION OF BJGDWAY IS NARROW, WINDING AND STEEP, 
INADEQUATE AND UNSAFE fOR THE CURRENT VOLUME OF TRAFFIC; AND 

WHEREAS US 93 IS A SIGNmCANT SEGMENT OF A MAJOR NORTH AMERICAN 
FREE TRADE AGREEMENT (NAFI'A) ROUTE BETWEEN MEXICO AND CANADA 
AND A MAJOR COMMERCIAL ROUTE BElWEEN THE STATES OF 
ARIZONA, NEVADA AND UTAH; AND 

WHEREAS THERE IS NO OTHER ROUTE IN THE WESTERN UNJTJ:D STATES TBA T 
CAN EmCIENTLY AND SAFELY ACCOMMODATE mJS TRAJ'FIC; AND 

WHEREAS AN ALTERNATE CROSSING OF THE HOOVER DAM HAS BEEN IN 
THE PLANNING STAGES FOR MORE THAN THIRTY YEARS; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED BY TID: ARIZONA MOTOR 
TRANSPORT ASSOCIATION THAT TID: HOOVER DAM BYPASS PROJECT, 
DESIGNED TO RESOLVE THE MOBILITY AND SAFETY PROBLEMS 
ASSOCIATED WITH THE PRESENT LOCATION OF US !13, BE ADVANCED 
AS A FEDERAL HIGH PRIORITY PROJECT, AND 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED BY THE ARIZONA MOTOR TRANSPORT 
ASSOCIATION THAT TilE HOOVER DAM BYPASS PROJECT IS 
PRIMARILY A FEDERAL RESPONSmiLITY AND SHOULD NOT COMPETE 
FOR FUNDING WITH OTHER STATE PROJECTS AND THAT TilE FUTURE 
COSTS TO COMPLETE THE PROJECT SHOULD COME FROM THE 
"NATIONAL CORRIDOR AND DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM" AND THE 
"FEDERAL LANDS HIGHWAY PROGRAM" FUNDS. 

.. 

� THI YOIC< O• 
TE Y, co RA SECRETARY TH< TOUCKING INOUITIIY 
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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. 

I 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 current 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. II is also a 
significant segment of a major NAFT A 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 Alternatives 
Promontory Point, Sugarloaf Mountain, and Gold Strike Canyon are viable options. 

- ·- --�The No Build Alternative is, in our estimation, not an alternative at all. Ignoring a 
63"1 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 ---e3-21 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. 

P.O. BOX 51610, SPARKS, NV 18435 e 2215 GREEN VISTA DR., SUITE 304, SPARKS, NV 11431 e (7112) 173 .. 1t1 e FAX {T02) 17:1-1700 
175 E. RENO AVE, SUITE C.f, LAS VEGAS, NV lt11t e {T02) 212-5115 e FAX {T02) 282-4161 

EoMAIL ADDRESS: NVTBNSCI!AOLCOM e WEBSITE ADDRESS: WWW.NMTA.COM 
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Response to Comment 83-1 
See response to Comments Al-l and C3-2. 

Response to Comment 83-2 
The LBA does not meet the project's purpose and need (see responses to 
Comment Bl). 
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NEVADA MOTOR TRANSPORT ASSOCIATION, INC. 
---

Based on the information contained in the DEIS, The Nevada Motor Transport 
Association has concluded the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative to be the most 
attractive of the three Build Alternatives. This decision is based on road geometries, 
cost, noise impacts, and other factors. We are, however, cognizant of the potential 
problems each of the alternatives presents to wildlife and cultural resources in the 
area. We await further details on the full impact of whichever of the Build 
Alternatives is selected. We hope any adverse impacts may be avoided or 
minimized. 

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 wlnerable to damage. It is time to 
move ahead, to find solutions, and to worlt together to meet the challenges of 
providing an alternative to the US93 Hoover Dam crossing. 1 As a final note, along with my comments here today, I would like to provide you 
with a copy of the HOOVER DAM BYPASS REsOWTTON adopted by the Nevada Motor 

----. Transport Association on October S, 1998. This resolution has been sent to each 
63-4 member of the Nevada Congressional Delegation and to Nevada's Governor Bob 

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, 

tf::t· �  
Industry & Government Relations 
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Response to Comment B3-3 
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 B3-4 
The attached Resolution passed by the Nevada Motor Transport 
Association has been made part of the public record for the project. 
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RESOLUTION 

HOOVER DAM BYPASS 

WHEREAS US 93 Is the main highway between Arizona and Nevada and Is a two-lane 
highway which crosses Hoover Dam, and 

· 

WHEREAS US 93 as presenUy located, can no longer adequately handle the 14,000 
vehicles, Including automobiles, recreational vehicles and commercial vehicles, 
which cross Hoover Dam each day, double the volume of fifteen 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 Arizona, Naveda and Utah; and 

WHEREAS there Is no other route In the Western United States that can efficiently and 
safely accommodate this traffic; and 

WHEREAS an alternate crossing of the Hoover Dam has bean In the planning stages 
for more than thirty years; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by The Nevada 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 Nevada 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 Planning and 
Development Program" and the "Federal Lands Highway Program" funds. 

Adopted this � day of October , 1998 

SCO/LAW2664.DOC/003672584 

&g�� Daryl E. Capurro 
Managing Director 

.. .. - - - .. - - -

RESPONSES TO ORGANIZATIONS' COMMENTS 
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PAHRUMP PAIUTE TRIBE 

January 6, 1999 

Mr. Terry Haussler, Project Manager 
Federal Highway Administrlltion 
SSS 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 Sugarloaf 
Alternative as the preferred route for the Hoover Dam Bypass Project. Thil decillion concerns me 
and our tribal inembers greatly not to mention the numerous other Southern Paiutea tribes who 
express aimilar discord. 

I regret thllt a decillion was made to select the Suptoaf Alternative and thllt the Federal Highway 
Administration has ignored the cultural concerns of our elden. I believe thllt our elders have spoken 

84-1 1 with great clarity about the importanc:e of the cu1tural lancbcape and the adverse impacts to Sugarloaf 
Mountain, as it is known as 1 "Healing Mountain" among the Southern Paiutes. No other cultural 
landscape is known to exist thllt contains the vut 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 BuDeti'n 30 Guidelines for Evalualing and Documendng lbuaJ Historic Landscopes 
as mandllted under the National Historic Preservation Act. Nor wu tbls imponaot area considered 

84-2 1 for nomination under BuDetin 38 Guidellnu for Evaluating and Documenting Traditional Cult11ral 
Properties of the ume act. Equally important is the disnlgard for evaluating the impacts to out rights 
of a� to this sacred site as promulgllled under Presidential Executive Order 13007, Access to 
Sacred Sites. 

Clearly, it appears that this decision was made in error and should be inunediately reconsidered. 
Based upon our earlier conversations, it was my understanding that you would make no selection 
until such time as all studies were complete and properly evaluated. I would urge you to review the 
merits of our concerns before making any hasty decisions. 

�C7 
Tribf!( Chairman 

P.O. Box 3411 • Pahrump, Nawdll 89041 

SCO/LAW2664.DOC/003672584 

_ .. - - - - - .. - -
RESPONSES TO ORGANIZATIONS' COMMENTS 

Response to Comments 84-1 and 84-2 
See the following FHW A 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 

0 
US. Department Cf 'lalsportaOOn 

Conlnl F-Lands 
Hlghwoy DMIIon 

555 lang stnot, Room 259 
... -.co 110228 

,__Highway Admlnlstnlllon 
JAN 1 5 1999 

In Reply Refer To: 
HPD-16 

Mr. Earl Havatone 
Tribal Chair 
Hualapai Tribe 
PO Box 179 
Peach Springs, AZ 86434 

Dear Mr. Havatone: 

Enclosed is your copy of the final ethnographic report for tho Hoover Dam Bypass project. We 
very much appreciate your participation in this important project. 

During the coming months, wo will compile and respond to tho comments that we have received 
on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. We will also use the information received during 
the ethnographic interviews, following tho guidelines in National Register Bulletin #38, 
Gujde)jnes fpr Bya!uating and Documenting Tradjtional Cultural Pmpenies. The Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (PElS) will be completed this summer and the Record of 
Decision will follow shortly thereafter. 

· 

As you may have heard, the interasency project team has identified tho Sugarloaf Mountain 
alignment u the preferred alternative based on technical considerations and public comments. 
However, the final selection of an alternative (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 free to contact me at (303) 716-21 16. 

Sincerely youra, 

I S/ 
Terry K. Haussler 
Project Manager 

Enclosure 

cc (without enclosure): 

.. 

Mr. Jeff Bingham, CH2M HILL, PO Box 241325, Denver, CO 80224-9325 
Dr. Richard Stoffio, Bureau of Applied Research in Anthropology, Anthropology 

Building 317A, University of Arizollll, Tucson, AZ 85721-0300 

- - - - - .. -
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RESPONSES TO ORGANIZATIONS' COMMENTS 

0 
US.Departmenr 
ol1ansparta1ic:in 

....... Highway 
Admlnlollallon 

Mr. Allen Grosa 
Hallock and Gross 
5 1 7  W. University Dr. 
Tempe, AZ 85281 

Dear Mr. Gross: 

Cenlrll F-Larxfo HlgiMay Dlvlofon SSS lang Sfllel, Room 259 
Lolcowood, co 80228 

. I A N  2 � 1oou 

In Reply Refer To: 
HPD-16 

I am enclosing a copy of the Draft Envirorunental lmpact Statement (DEIS) for the Hoover Dam 
Byp8B8 Project on U.S. 93. Based on our discusaion and on my discussion with Gary Gofonh, 
Tribal Administrator, at Fort Mohave, it appears that this project is considerably nonh of where 
Fon Mohave concerns may be. Although the fonnal comment period expired in November, we 
still welcome your comments and concerns on behalf oft he Fon Mohave Tribe. 

We would appreciate receiving your written comments by February 26. Please contact me at 
(303) 716-2 1 16 ifyou need additional information. 

Enclosure 

cc (w/o enclosure): 

�incerely yours, 

I '' 
Terry K. Haussler, P.E. 
Project Manager 

Ms. Nora Helton, Chairperson, Fon Mohave Indian Tribe, 500 Merriman Avenue, 
Needles, CA 92363 

be (w/o enclosure): 
T. Haussler 
left'Bingham, CH2M Hll.L, 3 Hutton Center Drive, Suite 200, Santa Ana, CA 92707 

yc: reading file 
THAUSSLER:jm: 1125/99:L\design\hoover\mohave. wpd 
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RESPONSES TO ORGANIZATIONS' COMMENTS 

0 
US. Department ol'llansporto1icn 
r.deral HlgiMay 
Admlnlltrallon 

Mr. Steve Parker 
Actins Environmental Direc:tor 

Control Fedorol Lando Hlgllwoy Dlvlllon 

Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community 
I 0005 E. Osborne Road 
Scottsdale, AZ 85256 

Dear Mr. Parker: 

565 lang Slllol, Room 259 
l.akfiood, co 80228 

JAN 2 5 1999 
In Reply Refer To: 

HPD-16 

Per our discussion, I am enclosing a copy of 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 stiU welcome your comments and concerns on 
behalf of the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community. 

We would apprec:iate receiving your written comments by February 26. Please contact me at 
(303) 716-2 1 16 ifyou need additional information. 

Enclosures 

cc (w/o enclosures): 

Sincerely yours, 

!sf 
Terry K. Haussler, P.E. 
Project Manager 

Mr. Ivan Maki� Pn:sident, Pima-Maricopa Indian Tribal Council, 10005 E. Osborne Road, 
Scottsdale, AZ BS2S6 

be (w/o enclosures): 
T. Haussler 
JeffBingharn, CH2M IfiLL, 3 Hutton Center Drive, Suite 200, Santa Ana, CA 92707 

yc: readins file 
THAUSSLER:jm:I/25/99:L\design\hoover\maricopa.wpd 

- - - - - - - -
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RESPONSES TO ORGANIZATIONS' COMMENTS 

0 
USDepallllenl cl1anspcrtalion 
...... rai HigiMay 
Admlnlmatlon 

Ms. Pauline Owl 
Cultural Commission 
Fon Yuma Quechan Tribal Council 
PO Box 282 
Winterhaven, CA 92283 

Dear Ms. Owl: 

C-F-I.ando 
Highway OMolon 

555 Z.ng Slreel, Room 259 
l.akoWood. co 110228 

JAN 2 5 1999 
In Reply Refer To: 

HPD-16 

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 concerns. 

We would appreciate receiving your written comments by February 26. Please contact me at 
(303) 716-2 1 1 6  if you need additional information. 

Enclosure 

cc (w/o enclosure): 

Sincerely yours, 

� �� 
Terry K. Haussler, P.E. 
Project Manager 

Mr. Michael Jackson, President, Fon Yuma Quechan Tribal Council, PO Box 1 1352, 
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: 1125/99:L\designlhoover\quechan. wpd 
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Identical letter to: 

Mr. Richard Arnold 
Tribal Chairman 
The Pahrump Paiute Tribe 
PO Box: 34l l  
Pahrump, NV 89041 

Mr. Pbil Swami 
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. I, Box23·B 
Parker, AZ 85344 

Ms. Vivienne-Caron lake 
Director of Environmental Program 
The Kaibab Paiute Tribe 
HC 65, Box 2 
Pipe Springs, AZ 86022 

Mr. Richard Arnold 
Exeaitive 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. Alfieda Mitre 
Tribal Chair 
The Las Vegaa Paiute Tribe 
I# I Paiute 
Las Vegas, NV 89106 

yc: readins file 
1HAUSSLER:jm: I/15/99:L:Design\Hoover\tribes.cov 

- - - - -

RESPONSES TO ORGANIZATIONS' COMMENTS 

.. 
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RESPONSES TO ORGANIZATIONS' COMMENTS 

0 
US.Depannent 
ofllanspcr1111ion 

Federal Highway 
Admlnlstratton 

Ms. Elda Butler 
Cultural Resource Management 
Fort Mohave Tribe 
1909 Smokestack Drive 
Needles, CA 92363 

Dear Ms. Butler: 

Central Federal Landi 
Highway Division 

&55 Zang -� Room 258 
Lak-. co 80228 

FEB 1 8 1999 
In Reply Refer To: 

HPD-16 

I enjoyed talking with you yesteiday about the proposed Hoover Dam Bypass Project on U.S. 93. 
As I mentioned, the archeologists with the National Park Service, Western Area 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 F;ort 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 2S. We requested written commentsfconcems 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) 7 16-21 16 if you have any questions. 

Enclosure 

Sincerely yours, 

r /s/  
Terry K. Haussler, P.E. 
Project Manager 

8-17 
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cc (w/o enclosure): 
Mr. Allen Gross, Hallock and Gross, 517 W. University Dr., Tempe, AZ 85281 
Ms. No� Helton, Chairperson, Fort Mohave Indian Tribe, 500 Merriman Avenue, 
Needles, CA 92363 

be (w/o enclosure): 
Mr. Ieff Bingham, CH2M HILL, 3 Hutton Center Drive, Suite 200, Santa Ana, CA 92707 
T. Haussler· 

yc: reading file 
TKHAUSSLER:jm:2118/99:L\designlhoover\butler.wpd 

- - - - - - - -
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�al lod€/gross I I VIC. 
plaVJVJIVJg • laVJd deslgVJ • eVJvlronrnent • tolArlsrn 

602.967.4356 • fax 602.967.2878 • halqros@amwq.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: 

I have received my copy of your letter to Mrs. Elda Butler, Fort Mojave Cultural 
Resource Management. I will contact Mrs. Butler to assist In combining the 
Tribal comments and the.CuHural Resource Department comments Into one 
letter. Thank you for the extension to allow a complete review of the project. 

Please feel free to call H we may harp In any additional way. Mrs. Butler Is 
certainly the person who should lead the review and comment on the project. 

Best regards, 
Hallock/Gross, Inc. ��Jave_Trlbal Planners 

w��G..0$8,'Prasiile 

517 West IAnlversity Drive • Tempe. Arizona 85281 

SCOILAW2664.DOC/003672584 
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RESPONSES TO ORGANIZATIONS' COMMENTS 
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.Las Vegas Paiute ?:ri6e 

Janumy 12, 1999 

Mr. Terry Haussler, Project Manager 
Federal Highway Administration 
555 Zang Street, Room 259 
Lakewood, CO 80228 

RE: Hoover Dam Bypass 

Dear Mr. Haussler: 

Curtis Anderson 
Tribal Chairman 

The las Vegas Paiute Trlbe has been informed that you have made a decision to select the 
proposed Sugarloaf Alternative as the preferred route for the Hoover Dam Bypass Project. This 
decision Is of great concern to our tribe and other Southern Paiutes tribes. ·- � We are disturbed that a decision was mede to select the Sugarloaf AHemative and that the 
Federal Highway Administration has not listened to the concerns of our elders. Sugarlaaf 

85·1 Mountain Ia known to contain numerous resources that are not found In other locations rnaki�g It 
eligible as a sacred sHe and TradiUonal Cultural Property. This area Is known as a healing spot 
that tells within a very Important cultural landscapa. 

85-2 

Your decision appaars to be made without any consideration for the cultural landscape to be 
nominated under B�lletin 30 Guidelines for Evalueling and Documenting Rural Historic 
Landscapes nor was consideration given to nominating. Sugarloaf Mountain as a Traditional 
CuHural Property as defined under Bulletin 38 Guidelines for Evaluating and Documenting Cultural 
Properties of the National Histone Preservation Acl Executive Order 13007 Access to Sacred 
Sites requires federal agencies 10 meke provisions to allow access to areas such as the SugarlOaf 
Mountain area. We have not seen nor participated in any assessments evaluating the impacts to 
our rights of access to this Important sacred sHe. 

In closing, I would urge you to reconsider this option and view the merlts of our concerns before 
making any hasty decisions. 

Sin:;f'� a4 
c:rti�nderson 
Trlbal Chairman 

Number One Paiute Drive • Las Vegas, Nevada 89106·3261 • .1702) 386-3926 • Fax (702) 383·4019 
9500.020·71!)3 
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RESPONSES TO ORGANIZATIONS' COMMENTS 

0 
US.DepQ'tmenr ctllansporJa!iOn 
Federal Hlahwar 
Admlnlllralton 

Mr. Curtis Anderson 
Tribal Chair 
The Las Vegas Paiute Tribe 
f# I Paiute Drive 
Las Vegas, NV 89106 

Dear Mr. Anderson: 

Control F-.1 Londo 
Highway Dlvialon 

555 lang Sltoe� Roam 259 

Lokewood, co 80228 

FEB 2 2 1999 
In Reply Refer To: 

HPD-16 

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 concerns with the Sug8rloafMountain Alternative, as well as with the other 
two Mbuild" alternatives. The guidelines in NPS Bulletin 38, Guidelines for Evaluoting 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 I 06 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, 
u well as for historic and prehistoric features. In the meantime, we are proceeding with the Final 
EIS with Sugarloaf Mountain as the preferred alternative. 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) 716·21 16. 

- - -

Sincerely yours, 

. / s/ r . 
Terry K. Haussler 
Project Manager 

- - - - -
B-20 
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- - -

Mr. Terry Haussler, Project Manager 
Federal Highway Administration 
SSS Zang Street, Room 2S9 
Lakewood, Colorado 80228 

RE: Hoover Dam Bypass 

Dear Mr. Haussler: 

- - - - -

BS 

Las Vegas Indian Center, Inc. 
January 7, 1999 

Our organization has been informed that a decision has been made regarding the Hoover Dam Bypass 
Project. It is our understanding that the proposed Sugarloaf Alternative has been selected as the 
preferred route fur the Hoover Dam Bypass Project. Our office represents over I S,OOO 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 making this designation. 

The Las Vegas Indian Center has been ac:tively involved in numerous cultural resources programs for 
the past twenty years. I personally participated in the &t!ldies 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 ares as the preferred route, 
would be a grave mistake and be analogous to desecrating a holy place or similar shrine. 

I In monitoring this program, I am extremely concerned about the disregard fur the Indian opinions 
86-2 expressed and the fililure to nominste 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 baaed upon erroneous 
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 ihe 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, 

d � 
Don Cloquet, �ember 
Board of Directors 

b</YJ�/"1- Che/lamv.s � aot . c o ..,  

2300 WEST BONANZA ROAD • LAS VBGAS, NBVADA 89106 • (102) 641·SUl • FAX (102) 641·2641 

SCO/LAW2664.00C/003672584 
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RESPONSES TO ORGANIZATIONS' COMMENTS 

Response to Comments B6-l and B6-2 
See the FHW A 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 

Mr. Teny Hauuler, Project Manaser Fedenllfishway Administmtion 
SSS, ZaJ18 SIDet, ROOII1 2S9 
Labwood, Colocado 80228 

RE: Hoowr Dam .Bypua 

Dear Mr. HaU88ler: 

ROUTE I BOX 23-B PARKER, ARIZONA 8S344 
TELEPHONE (S20) 1569-921 1  

liii\JIIY 14, 1999 

Tbe Colondo lUwr IDdiaD Tribes hu ._. iDfilnDed of a deciaiCJD that wu made by the Federal Highway Admiuiltndian on the propoaed pojec:t a the lfomw Dam Bypu1. Of the 
three altematiw bridge CCIIIItruction ailel, the Supdoaf.Mouatain a1tlmliiw wu the FHA' I 
choice. 

We feel tbil cboice is of CCIIIliiD u the ama is impodlllt to the aftiliated tribel illwlwd in 
the "Amelicau IDdiaa EtJmosrapbic stu4iea RepldiDa thelfomw DlmBypul Project" 
completedaud � in May, 1998. Tribal.expa filmililrwilhcultuml JandacapM aud 

87·1 1 cnl tradition� haw llllled aud expnued, in tbil npod, the impodlmlle oipeservioa II8Cnd _. 
IUCh u Supdoat'MouataiD, a poltaity aud a the eliat"bility ofnomirwtion u a Tnditioaal 
Cultmal Property (TCP) 'UIIder the Nationl1 Historic� Act. In the put, lllliw people 

_ _ _ _ haw iuhablled the wllole c:onidor of the Colcndo lUwr aud -)'Ill filmililr with 8lllleltJal ties to 
· aigoifi.caDt sites alooa tbil route. BDcutiw Older 13007 � to Salad Sites nquires filclal 

87•2 ,aaeociel to lllllb proviaioDII to allow uatiw people -••bility to IUCh aitel aud allow throuah 
poper COOIUJtation the pnaervation ofiiJCh aifel throuah foaDal RlllOIIIIIIIIII 
eflmDsmpbical studielll aud auesi!!M!!I1! n-1111111111\W -t to be cmflllJy lldbered to to UlliRI 

. complele COOIUltatica nquinmenta -mel. 

- · -- · ---- � 'l'1lolufin, we feel the Fede!al Highway Admioiltmtioo -ts to NeValuate the deciJion a 
the cultunilJy IIIISWW Supdoat'Moualain. We recplt continued c:oasultation oftbia � aud 

87·3 call to your attemion the -t to eltablisha CIIIIIIIIIUII ngudiua cnmpli��MW. We loolt filrwlud to 
your eonm.da . . Siacelely, 

� 
DIDiel Eddy Jr. 
Chaimwl 
Colcndo Ri_. IDdiaa Tribea 

SCO/LAW2664.DOC/003672584 
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RESPONSES TO ORGANIZATIONS' COMMENTS 

0 
US.Deporrmenr aflmspararton 
Federal Highway Administration 

Mr. Daniel Eddy Jr. 
Chainnan 
Colorado River Indian Tribes 
Route I, Box 23-8 
Parker, AZ 85344 

Dear Mr. Eddy: 

Cenlnll Fedenl Lando 
Highway Division 

555 lang Slntot. Room 259 
Lakowood, co 80228 

FEB 2 2 1999 
In Reply Refer To: 

HPD-16  

We have received your letter dated January 14, 1 999, 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 concerns with the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative, 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 alternative. 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) 716-21 16. 

- - - -

Sincerely yours, 

r js/ 
Terry K. Haussler 
Project Manager 

- - - -
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Euclos108 
cc: Roaie Pepito 

Natioaal Parle Selvice 
Dr. Richard Stome 
Bureau of Applied Researoh iD Anthropology 
Ridlard Amold 
Laa Vepa IDdiao Ce.oier 

James Oarrison 
Arizoom State Historic � Office 
Roo JIIIDell 
Nevada Slate Hilllorie Preaervatioa Office 

SCO/LAW2684.DOC/003672584 
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Reoolutlon No R-33-83 

RESOLUTION 
COLORADO RIVER TRIBAL COUNCIL 

A Reoolullon to Assert and claim i ts sacred trust to respect and protect 
tradi tional lands. · . . . · .. · 

Be It resolv•d by the Tribal Coundl of the Colorado River Indian Trlb,a, ln-,.�liar · ine•tlng 
. . \ � . .  .. 

auembl•don Apri l 9, 1 983 . , , . 

• WHEREAS, 

•rHEREAS, 

WHEREAS, 

lo/HEREA:i , 

1-IHEREAS, 

Indian nations have occupi ed ·and exerci sed stewardshfp'.!)ver .the 
lands throughout the North American continent s ince time inmemorial : 
and 

the people of these Indian. nations have ·always been aware of their · 
unique and sacred relationship to these l ands ; and 

these l ands and · the relationship of the Iil.dfan peopl e· to them · 
have been the principal material heritage and · spiritual inspi ration 
of a l l  American peopl e;· and. · 

many of these lands have been ceded by Indian nations to the non-Indi 0 peopl es , whi l e  other of these lands have been taken and··are no longer 
con s i dered to be owned by the Indian nations ; and 

it I s  the sacred obl igation of the In�i.ln peoples to·.provi·de 
stewardship for their tradi tional lands; and 

WHEREAS , these l ands from ti!ft1-to-�ime are considered .for use .. �'-�J.q,.at1o.ns 
for po�1er transmi ssion 1 1  nes , hi ghwa.Y.S , gas .P.ipel fne$.r.:o:h!IZ1rdous 
waste di sposal sites, power pl ints and other. similar.-de�elopments : and· A 11 9 1 983 

. 0 
• • • 

• • 

The for1golng r•ocolullon wos an pr • 
··duly app��.l#a �egf· 

8 for and 0 ' agalnat, by tho Tribal Council al th• Colcridii itiv.r Indian 

Trlbeo, pursuant to authority v••t•cl ln II by Section 1 . V • . · ArtiCle Vi'=:. ·!;< · of lh� 
Conotltullon and By Iowa of th• Trlb•o. rotlft•cl by tho Trtb11 on March 1, 1 97S.ancl.apprmcl br..the 
S.cr•tary of th• Interior on May 29, 1971. purouont Ia Section 1 6  of th• Act of J�n· 11. 193A, r•• Stat. 0 

. 984), Thio r•oolution is olfectlve as of the dato of Ita adoption. 

COLORADO RIVER TRIBAL COUNCIL 

� · · �. � ·�· · 
� .�� 

IMr•·-;• 
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REsOlUtiON NO. R-33-83 .. .  
APRtt_.,O"; 1 gs3 
PAGE<Z 

WHEREAS, some devel opments and activities may · be coiisis'fint·;w1,til·:t!ie�;· xerc· 
· of our stewardship responsibil ities . while· tbe: constructton. of.�l 

developments has in the past caused the dami!ie·:and ciei";.i,l!i: ai\·.,·of .. 

rel igi ous and cul tural values' relative to the land ; is 
land .i tself ; and 

· 

WHEREAS . the protection and preservation of these lands which consti tuti .our 
. heri tage depends upon the judicious ; coord1natid efforts of' the 

American peopl e ,  governments .and commerc1il cioncerns'·with the 

Indian nations;  · ·· · 

NOW , THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Colorado River. Indian Tribes· hereby · · · 

dedicate themselves to the protection and preservation of· tl\Ur.· 
tradi ti onal l ands ;  • 

· 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that .the Tribes hereby assert;and claim .a. "'ser'{\i.::·;, •. .i: . . . 
· easement over all off-reservation traditi�l)al!.l��···f.�r .thi�iif'60��:-� · . 

of fulf i l l ing .their  sacrl!d trust with respect'.!tO';sucli·,1andi�-;:{11'1\Dd,nn: . i,· 

but not 1 imi ted to, the right · to preserve ·ancf ' · '·L� .... · ••A•• ";,or..:it1o'ii\;.1l{cii11a'l'·· 

spi ri tual s i gni fi cance; . , · 
BE IT· FURTHER RESOLVED that the Tribes request the SUPP".r:-.• 'I!J_.�, •. ,..· 

governments , . the fedenl • state and local 91!1!eri)!!I!IRt5o(l 

other organi zations and agencies, whenever.:t�.e,.ii9!Yl:�nS:, 

governments and organizations are •- ---AWl .. uw-•anl'lo'Stai 
responsibi l i ti es ,  to preserve our 

aE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Tribes wil l  .a1d ·other 

in thei r  efforts to similarly preserve and pro,;e�:li- · 

lands .  
...--· ,. . 

., . . 

BE IT FURTHER AND FINALLY RESOLVED that the for�going claim of· rese�t�1-•!��$�� 

shal l not be deemed or construed to .be in derogation of ai\y�fl"eate.i!.;::·:>. 

right to property ownership and sovereignty that the 'Tribes-;may .have ·· · . 

to any of thei r  traditional tribal lands .  l · ' 

''· 
...... , :· � :��� • •f 
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. , ' 
... ' · RESOLUTION 

COLORADO RIVIR TRIIAL COUNCIL 
.. . , . .  

.. . . 

Aieaarutlon to Take 4 pgj1t1gn SOOcim1ng the prejerya};1gn pf encestral "I' 
areas of the ��have and other Tribes i. It resolved by the Tribal C:ouncll of the Colorado R�yer' lndl011 Trtbe1, In JiliJ111m .. tlng ' 

•••rnbled on December 7 ,  1 979 

WHEREAS , the present admfnfstrat1.ons of both Federal and State :goteriline�t 
support cul tural area preservation for Native.'.AIIIertcans.",through 
the fol l owing legislation exi sting :  American- lnd1a�·Ri11giqus 
Freedom Act, P.L. g5-341 ; National Environmental Policy .. ACt, . 
P .L. 91 -1 90; Joint Resolution American Indian Raligfous�fi'eedt)m 
S.J. Res . 1 02 ;  An Act for - the preservation o'f'llllleritali'·antfAuf�ies, 
June 8 ,  1 906 (34 Stat. 225 ) ,  Publ ic Law No. 209; ArChaeoloy· ical 
Resources Protection Act of 1979 , P.L • .  9&-95; and GaUforn 1 :le.gis- . · 
lation establ ishing the Native ·Amarican Her.ftage �ss1on; · AB - �239 
si gned into taw, September 29 , 1 97& and legisl ation to ·protect the 
Native American interest on Publ ic  Lands (Pu�l ic Resources · Co�e , 

. Dfv. 5 ,  Chapter 1 .75, as revised) and Arizona Antiquities Act of 
1960 amending Title 41 , ·Cha�ter 4, Art�le 4. Arizona Revised 

WHEREAS , 

Statues ,  and · • 

there are areas on and contiguous to the Colorado River Indian 
Reservatioo extendino to remote �reas which are still  the ancestral 
an� tradi tior.al use areas . of the Mohave and Chemahuevi of ·the 
Colo

_
rado River lndian .. Tri.bes , and 

... .  

The for•golng resolution wos o n  De,.•mbe" 7 , 1 979 duly ilpprilvecl by a voto of 

5 f�r and 1 agalnat, .,. the Tribal Councll ofthe Colorado Rl'ter lndl�n 
trlbta, punuant to authority v••t•d In II· by Sedl�n 1 ( r l . Anlclo VI af tho 
Conslllutlon and ly lowo of the Trlb•s, rallfled by the Trlbei an March 1. 1975 end epproved by tho 
Secrelo,Y of the lnterlo• on May 29, 1975, punuant ta S•ctlon 16 of the Act of Julie11. 193-4; (4 Stat. 
914), Thla Nlo!utlon Is effective os ot the date of Ita adoption, · · : 

. · . .  
. · 

. · . . 

... . . . . • . 

', . ¢LORADO RIVPTIIIAl. C:OI,INCIL 

:· 

. 
. 

. 
• '1-.. . . . . 

=:-::=====::-=::-== .. :-:.:-:'.":-�. :-;.� .. ·· ·:-·.---::-:-------.-. . -.--··-.: -·-·· 
... -...:.. -
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. .d:Z' .. "''" ""·:JS::.u�£:":.;-;.o'..i/.l! __ 

A!�HBER 7 I 1 979 

, . .  
WHEREAS, these l ands wi l l  continue to be the subject far further 

development, use plans and/or preservation. 

BE IT RESOLVED that the Mohave and other Tribes whose interests are 
f · eff.ected b� consulted i-diately prior to and durint any· 

discussions regarding the respective ·Indian cultura1 concerns �nvolvfng the disposition of lands, 
. : BE �T FURTHER RESOLVED, that a l l  ffnal decisions pei'1111tt1n' tfle USI of . 

Indian cultural areas contain a wrf tten consut l.'Ciil ·the;re-
. · spec;:tive Tribe or Tribes setting forth stiPulations for the 

project , . · . .  · · 
BE IT FINALLY RESOLVED that copies of this resolutions IMt sent to all 

the President, Senator Kennedy, state Dalegattons·, the Gover-

i I 
I ; ·• 

nors of Arizona and cal i fornia, Bureau of lndfan Affairs and · 
its subigencies, southern Cll i fornia and Arizona Indian reser
vations , Bureau of Land Management, Cll ifornta Har1taga .COimi�sion, 
Native American Museums Association, Publ ic· S.rvfca COmpanies , 
Papago Freeway Highway eo-i ssion, National Ccmgress of Allllr1can 
Indians , National Tribal Chai rmen.' s  Associati-on and others • • 

l ·  
•. 

.. 

. . .. 

. . 

. .. . 

SCO/LAW2664.DOC/003672584 

- - - - - - - - - -
RESPONSES TO ORGANIZATIONS' COMMENTS 

B-27 



R.ESOLU:rrON 
COLORADO RIVBR TRIIAL COUNCIL 

State the position of ·the Colo�ado tivu, Indhn. Tl:ibu re;ndf.t, 
1o.. Resolution to .. . !':nr.J.:!!d,!;f.U .. !UO!HI.tl'.�r..�t.WJ.J:bJ.IJ. .. �U,U.�J.q,nfl...ln�lf.t\.,"U .. III:C1II .. On .. ' 

pu!:llf.c lan:!s. 
Be it resolved by the Tribal Council of the Colorado River Indian Tribes, In . regular meeting 

assembled on .............. -... "'"""'"JJ!ISl!..l.�.a • •  UZlL-..... ,. __ _ 

WHEREAS ; the�e are Indian artifacts found on public lind and . other lind· 
presently under federal Juria�ictf.on, and 

·•' WdEaE/.il;' said land • ts II �rad{t�Qna'f Usa· area ;;f tha'trlbei' of: the �lorado · 

WHER;!AS , 

.·WHER:£AS, 

WHEREAS, 

Rivar Indian Reservation, end 

artifacts found vera oriaiaally made, Ulad, and owa1d by tha 
ancestors of saf.d Tribes, and 

these artifacts ve�e never e�ld or otharvisa tran•ferr1d 1D -
otme�ship, and . . 
so�• of these artifacts and the area' from vhf.ch they cam1 :my be 
considered by· �he Trf.bae as sacnd, 

The fcregoi�!l resolution wos on ........... -�;;!F;Sli ... U ... Y�l� ......... - dulr c::prO"o"ed by a vote of 
••.•. uo••·'-··•·u• f;r Or'id .••••. :J. ....... . .. :;::::s:, C'"" : .. , 7:-;::J" ��-:1Cfl of the Ccdorai;o River J.,dicn ·, 
Tribes, pursuant to authority vested in it il·t S::r:�n ..... l.(x.l"-·"�-��Cif "TI'l!l.-

-
-· of the 

Constitution (or By·Lcws) of the Trib,.�. �tifi,¢�· the Tribes on':JUijl'1�'iS!!Il:' ond approved 
bY the Sacretcry of the lnrerior on r..ul;=iit .1:3;=l:i\a?, punuanr to Section 1 6  of the Act·of June 
1 8, 1934, (48 Stot. 984). This resolution Is effecrlve 01 of t� date of Its adoption. 

COLORADO RIVER J"RIBAL COUNCIL 

' �. 

By �· ( �
-. ---.· �-=--�ciiiinun . . :: ·:·' · "' 

. �-
·\ : .. 

Approved: 

...... -................... iicij;;ji;ic;;.i;�i ..... -------· 
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' 
/ 

·' 

::; 

.: .. . •' 

- - - - - - - -

KAllCH 16, 1979 
l'ME 2 

.. . . 
. • 

• . . . ,; I . HOif,· 'l'IIJmEF!)RE, B! IT ltESOLVED chAt: ince�e�Cd ��be• of the Co1��!4o,;�er 
IDdlan Rcso�vacion c��oldo� tho=•�lvoa �he �Jahcfu�.��·�• :�� i���. 
anifac:t: ac:qul�ad ho1a t�adttlonal u1a and ••end a:roa1 • . . Ai\4 . • 

tho .. l'duoa cbcouS:t ti:e idbal Couudl vtlh co neei:ve .cho .:i!;h� . . : 
to ulti=ataly dotor.:�lnc the d1spoddon of both lites lUllS a.:cUaob 
undu condde:ration. 

. � j: · 
... 

· .. · . . . •
. • l • •  • • •  : . . :· . .  • ' . . . . . . . . 

... 

' 

. .  
.· 

. . 
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. . . -�., -:·:_ .. -: Resolution No • ••• -.B:.U=.l.t __ · < ··· 

RESOLUTION 
COLORADO ltiYBR TIIIIW. COUNCIL 

St�tm the position of the Colorado River Indian Tribes conce�ina ., Resolution :c ... U:il: .... l!�:ll.ell)llll'.e.o.� .... mll .. t.'r.'r.U.f ... �.9-.P.\\�I.I.� .. Al\IL.RI'.J.XAiill:.lA»siJ.JtiW;h a:::· t raditional use areu by iz::areated llll!lllbcra of the 'rrib .. �f tho:... Colo�cdo River Indian Renrvaf.ion Be or re10l•ed by the Tribol Councir of the Colorado Rtwr ndlan Tribes, in regular; meeting · 
assembled on ............................... _Hf.t�.J:\..J§. .... U.?l.-.......... _.,_ .. ___ , _________ _ 
llllEREt.S, b•velo�mcnt or use of traditional lands both nov and in the �rture cay hn�e impact on the Colorado liver Indian Reservation and ita peop l e ,  and 

IIHEREAS, 

ln!!l!!:.\S, 
t.'H!:Rr-�s , 

IIHER£AS , 

t=�•li:l.onaJ. use arua And aecred areea of th.a Tribea of the Colorado River Indi�n leaervatioa are aot all contained Within tbe external hound11.ries of the COlorado lliver Indian le8arvatioa, and 
trnditl.on�l Indian lands under consideration may also be aacred, · aad 
these sacred and traditional use areas hold continued importance to t�e !::!.be� and their descendents, ead 

tribal government ia sovereign, a:d 
WdEREAS, :h� Cor.s�eas of the United States in recosaition of Tribal aovereiaaty &nd :r�dition through an Act have established tbe right of Native :�!ric�ns to practice tha�r � I'�iaion (P.L. Ro . 95·341), ead Th3 f=regci"; :e:=!�:r!::n wcs on ........ ; ... tlt�.r.r,.1 .. L, .. J,l ... -............... duly oppro...d by a Wile of ......... '--....... fer and ...... :!.. .......... ogoinst, by the Tribol c.,..,cll of the Colotado River Indian Tribes, pursucnr ro authority vested in it by Section ·--.l!Y.l.-... , .. 

�Lclt .. ,. .... iJ.-·--·· of the C.,nsriMoon ;cr By-Laws) of the Tr(��� 9tflfl��lw the Tribes on lol ... �·�ond oppro...d by the Soterero•• of !nor Interior on 1\r'lpurl:it,; ·�. pursuant to Section 16  of the Act of June 18. 1934, l�e Srot. 911<�1. This resolution Is effective as of the dote of Its adoption. 

COLORACIJ RIVER TRIBAL COUNCIL. 

By /? . . � l!.d._f'J!... ..... ___ _ 
�� .............. �:-. 

Approved: 

•••••••••• ••••••• •••• ••••  '''&;j;;;i�t;;.d;;i''u••••-•n•••••••••oouooo 
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. � ... - -.... . . . . . . . . . A'i��·�:=� 
/ "uiQi.motl KO, R-14-79 

UUCII 16, 1979 
/ PAGE 2 

Wll!REAS, ehq semte of C&U.fo�rn:l.a h .. eatabl:l.alled les:l.llat:l.on to p�rotjot the 
Native ,\'nO&'i.oan :l.ntenau an Publ:l.o t.anda (Publ:l.c lleaou&"Ciia Coda, 
Dlvlclon 5 ,  Chapte&' 1.75, •• �rev:l.aed),  

• ! ' 

NOll, r.mtu:For.:: , DE I'l' RESOL\'IlD that the 'f&'ibal Gave11:11111811t vUl .. ek to .. ClUe 
feu:- 1:� people the r:Labt of ace .. • aiiCI nv:l.av of 1111e &JIId deyelopmeut 
to dotormlnc. :l.f such uae :La compat:l.bla w:l.th t�rad:l.t:l.oual uaaaa. 
Tribal Government vill not ab�roaata the IDd:l.aa peopla from thaaa; 
ric�ts but vill saek to pacpatuata the t�rad:l.t:l.oaal and aaored uaa 
of eradlelond lands. 
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88 �t&a& CJ3and of 9?atute Cfndlans 

BB-1 

Mr. Terry Haussler, Project Manager 
Federal Highway Administration 
SSS Zang Street, Room 259 
Lakewood, Colorado 80228 

Re: Hoover Dam Bypass 

Dear Mr. Haussler: 

January 21, 1999 

The decision regarding the proposed Sugar Loaf Alternative for the Hoover Dam Bypass 
Project is a decision of great concern 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 
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 lias 
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, 

CMB:vcj 
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 
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US.IlEparlment 
of'llanspcrlalton 

Fecletal Highway 
Admlnbtrallon 

Ms. Carmen M. Bradley 
Chairperson 
Kaibab Band of Paiute Indians 
HC 65, Box 2 
Pipe Spring, AZ 86022 

Dear Ms. Bradley: 

Control Federal Landa 
Hlgllwoy Dlvlalon 555 Zang Stroe� Room 258 

La"-d, co 80228 

FEB 2 3 1999 
In Reply Refer To: 

HPD-16 

Just yesterday I received your letter dated January 21, L999, 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 concerns with the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative. 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 to Sacred Sites, will also be met so 
that access to sacred areas is accommodated. 

The Federal Highway Administration will initiate the Section I 06 consultation process with the 
State Historic Pres�tion 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 alternative. 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 a1 (303) 716-21 16. 

- - - -

Sincerely yours, 

� IV� 
Terry K. Haussler 
Project Manager 

- - - -
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Mr. Terry K. Haussler, P.E. 
Project Manager - Hoover Dam Bypass 
SSS Zang Street, Room 259 
Lakewood, Colorado 80228 

Dear Mr. Haussler: 

- - - - -

89 

Las Vegas Indian Center, Inc. 
February 10, 1999 

Thank you for the opportunity to meet both you 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 CuiiWlll Assessment that' was conducted in collaboration with the 
University of Arizona-Tucson. 

I am pleased to learn of your commitment to working closely with the culturally affiliated tribes and 
organizations in tbis elfon. As you have no doubt now found out, the project is fuU of a host of 
complex issues, especially those surroundins the American Indian perspective. The Susarfoaf 

· ·· - - · sensitive and significant site that has immense cuiiWlll impliCations. Based upon the discussions with I Ahemstive that has been designated as the preferred alternative will significantly impact an extremely 

numerous tribal representatives, there appearS to be adequate information to designate Susarfoaf 89-1 Mountain as both a sacred site and a Traditional CuiiWlll Property (TCP), as defined in National 
Register Bulletin No. 38. As I 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 weD defined unit that can be clearly substantiated. 

- -·I am glad to learn that your office had made contact with the Fon Mojave Tn"be in Needles, 
California. It is my understandins that based upon the correspondence that you received, they chose 

89-2 I not to participate. Your effuns in this regard nre commendable and should satisfactorily address any 
future concerns that may arise. 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, I wish to again express my gratitude for taking the time to meet and diiiCUSS some of the 
cultural concerns surrounding Ibis project. I look forward to working closely with your office and 
assisting in the development of acceptable mitigation measures . 

. �'CA ��3---Ri� ····: .. · 

Executive Director 

2300 WEST BONANZA ROAD • LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89106 • (70:1) 641·$842 • I' AX (702) 641-2641 
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US.Depar1menl 011mspcrlalial 
Peclelal Highway -*'lllndlon 

Mr. Richard Arnold 
Executive Director 
Las Vegas Indian Center, Inc. 
2300 West Bonanza Road 
Las Vegas, NV 89106 

Dear Mr. Arnold: 

Central Feclonll llnda 
Hlgllwoy Dlvlolan 

555 lang Street, Room 259 
lakewood, co 80228 

FEB 2 2 1999 
In Reply Refer To: 

HPD-.16 

Thank you for meeting with Mr. Jim Roller and myselfin your office on February 9. It was 
interesting to learn 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 Fon Mohave Tribe. Your understanding 
was that they chose not to panicipate 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 Alternative as the preferred alternative 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 
lines. 

Now that a preferred alternative has been identified, our office will initiate the Section I 06 
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 Sacred Sites, will be met 
so that access to sacred areas is accommodated. 
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We are proceeding with the Final EIS with SugorloafMountain as the preferred alternative. 
Please keep in mind that the final decision will not be made until the Record of Decision is 
issued this fall. 

2 

We appreciate' your comments and concerns on this important project. Please feel free to contact 
me at (303) 716-21 16. 

be: T. Haussler 

Sincerely yours, 

ft. I sf 
Terry K. Haussler, P.E. 
Project Manager 

J. Bingham, CH2M HILL, 3 Hutton Center Drive, Suite 200, Santa Ana, CA 92707 
yc: reading file 
TKHAUSSLER:jm:211 9/99:L\design\hooverlamold. wpd 
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American Indian Chamber of Commerce 
of Nevada 810 

- - -

1404 Colorado·Street 
Boulder City, NV 8900S 
(702) 29J-40S I 

I •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• I 

I7 FebruiiiY 1999 

810-4 a. 14. 

b. 
c. 
d. 

this letter is to express the c:onc;ems that American Indian Chamber of Commen:c of 
bas regardina the proposed bridae across the Colruado River below Hoover Dam: 

oppose the construction of roads or bricJses on acred Indian arouncJ. 
recommend consideration of the foUow;;.g altemalivo to building a bridge over the 

Allow only automobile traffic on Highway 93 between Boulder City and Kingman. 
belween Boulder City and Kingman through Sean:hlight via Highway 95 and 

UBC a portion of the fimds earmarked fbr the propos�1bridgo to widen 
mtato and Highway 93 to at least four lanes, JIOSiiblv IIi!< laites. since this 

a lllllior north-sciutb artery. This allemative bas 

Why Wllllll't an altemalive 

. .:.·d··;r.;{ 

�5

. 

million dollan of Bureau of Indian Aftilin (BIA) funds 
y. of �����emarives. This filet should be confirmed and, if true, . American Indians, should be restored to the BIA. 

study. This study should invite public opinion and 

Was the cost of destruction of� � 
Was the cost of i1DJ1rovin8 the roads cili""eiilior side of the Dam considered? 
What other bidden costS, financial or not, are a poleJIIia1 threat to Boulder City, Lake "MCacJ 
National Parle and the Indian community? 

SCO/LAW2664.DOC/003672584 
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0 
US.Deparrmenr 
ol1onsporlalicn 
Federal Highway 
Admlnlllnlllon 

Mr. Larry Morales, President 

Cenlral F-al lands Highway Division 

March 12, 1999 

American Indian Chamber ofConunerce ofNevada 
1404 Colorado Street 
Boulder City, NV 89005 

Dear Mr. Morales: 

555 Zang Street. Room 259 
Lakewood. co 80228 

In Reply Refer To: 
HPD-16 

We have received your letter dated February 17, 1999, regarding our selection ofa 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 
distwbed with roada, tmnsmission lines, and other Hoover Dam appurtenances. 

Your letter addressed four specilic concerns. Following is a response to each: 

I. Concerns wltb Impacts to sacred Indian ground 

The guidelines in NPS Bulletin 38, Guidelines for Evaluating and Documenting Trrulitional Cultural 
Propenles, are being followed to evaluate potential Traditional Cultural Properties (TCP's). The 
requirements in Executive Order 13007, Acces.t to Sacred Sites, will also be met so that access to 
sacred areas is accommodated. ' 

2. Recommendation to require trucken to use the U.S. 95 and 1-40 corrldon 
This alternative was considered and dismissed in Chapter 2 of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (OBIS). Per yopr request, a copy of the OBIS is enclosed. A similar alternative, the 
Laughlin-Bullbead City Alternative, was studied in more detail and dismissed for similar reasons. The 
Laugblin-Bullhead City study is included in the OBIS 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 
throuab traffic from Hoover Dam Although trucks could be restricted from crossing at Hoover 
Dam (if a reasonable alternative was available), vehicular through tmffic would continue to use 
the Hoover Dam crossina. 

Tbe U.S. 93 route is 23 miles aborter than the Laughlin-Bullhead City route and 70 miles shorter 
than the U.S. 9511·40 route. The indirect costs associated with this additional distance are 
enormous · 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 aenerated because of the 
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American Indian Chamber of Commerce 
of Nevada 

Page l\vo 

Please don't take these concerns lightly. We an: aware that other groups have similar eoncems and hope 
that you understnnd we all want what is best for all people. Additionally, we would app� if you 
would send us the Environmental Impact Study and the related Hoover Dam Bypass update letters. 

Respectfully submitted, 

�� 
Cc: Richard Arnold, Las Vegas Indian Center 

Fred Dexter, Siena Club 
Nevada Indian Environmental Coalition 

SCOJI.AW2664.00C/003672584 
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additional distance. These costs have not been computed. 

3. Undentandlng that BIA funds were used to conduct tbe bridge study 

There have not been BlA funds used for any ofthe studies. The studies have been funded by the 
Bureau of Reclamation, the FHW A, and the two state highway departments. 

4. Recommend an addendum to the bridge study and additional public Input 

A. Other alternative routes have already been studied and were dropped from further consideration. 

B. The cost ofthe impacts to lands considered sacred by Native Americans has not been computed. 
This would be very difficult, if not impossible, to quantil'y. 

C. The cost of improving the roads adjacent to the Hoover Dam Bypass project has not been 
considered, since a now bridge crossing does not necessitate the improvement of these roads. 

D. We do not believe there are "hidden" costs or impacts associated with this project. Certainly there 
are indirect and cumulative impacts. These are ad�sed in Chapter S ofthe DEIS. 

The Federal 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 BIS with Sugarloaf Mountain as 
the preferred al!�mative. Please k� 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 that have been sent out during the 
last year and a half. You are also being added to our mailing list to receive copies of future newslettel)l. If 
you have any additional questions or concerns, feel free to contact me at (303) 716-2116. 

l!nclosures 

be: T. Haussler 

Sincerely yours, 

/.J/ 
Terry K. Haussler, P.E. 
EIS Manager 

Mr. Jeff Bingham, CH2M HILL, 3 Hutton Center Drive, Suite 200, Santa Ana, CA 92707 
THAUSSLER:3112199:L:Design\Hoover\tribes4.wpd 
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1404 Colorado Stre•t I 
Boulder City, NV lfOOS I Phone: (702) 293-4051 

Fax: (702) 293-SIS I ! 
I 

Board of Dlrocton � 
laOOII 

LIITJ Morale• 
lnl ... iiyDodp 
� 

Karl Slmecka 

i 
B1j-1 

Arrowht ... T«<n•ololltt. lnt. i 

- - - - - - -

I ndian C ham ber of Com merce 
811 

14 April 1999 

Mr. Arthur E. Hamilton, P. E. 
Program Manager, Federal Lands Highway 
U. S. Department of Transportation 
Federal Highway Administration 
400 Seventh Street S. W. 
Washington, D. C. 20590 
Dear Mr. Hamilton: 

This is in response to your letter dated S April 1999. Mr. Lany Morales recently resigned 
as President of the American Indian Chamber of Commerce of Nevada to devote more 
time to assisting needy Indians with their legal difficulties. As the new President, 1 want 
to thank you for your expeditious reply · to Senator Bryan's request to review Mr. 
Morales' letter, and to Mr. Terry Haussler, CFLHD, Denver for his earlier response to 
Mr. Morales' letter expressing concerns about the Hoover Dam Bypass Project. 1t 
appears your agency bas conducted a very thorough study and bas minimized adverse 
impact to the environment and culture. 1 am particularly pleased that you have consulted 
many tribes or tribal organizations and that you are continuing to do so in an effort to 
minimize construction on sacred Indian ground. 

i 
Karla =·Krrn ! Our Board of.D�rectors bas been.�e� on the �es we received from you and :O.Ir • 

.u.-••"' T..O•-••� 11 Haussler and IS m agreement that this IS a closed ISSUe as far as we are concerned. Again, 

lsmlm: thank you for providing us the facts. �==• ! Respectfully submitted, I . Lo=... ,. � /./ /. a..ow... {��L 
Ll=•• ! Karl D. Simecka A••JDcll••; f President 

.l!lmW: 
Bob Crow 

Arrowhe ... T«<IDOiocin 

� 
Fouodla1 Mta1ben 

j Cc: The'Honorable Richard H;.Bryan ' United States Senate 

I 

Terry Haussler, Project Director 
Federal Highway Administration 

S .... BaiiMa.W......,_IIon • 
a..\YCII .. N'mtdll ! 

STPDe.....,..,al 
"'""""-d THhnol .. lt .. Jnr. 
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Response to Comment Bll 
See the FHWA Central Federal Lands Highway Division letter (dated · 
March 12, 1999, from Mr. Terry K. Haussler) in response to comment letter 
B10, dated February 17, 1999, from the American Indian Chamber of 
Commerce of Nevada. 

/ /--
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April 26, 1999 

Teny K. Haussler, P.E. 
U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
Federal Highway Administration 
SSS Zang Street, Room 259 
Lakewood, CO 80228 

Dear Mr. Haussler: 

812 

Referenee :  HPD-16 

Thank you for the subject material regarding the Hoover Dam Bypass Proposal for 
conslruction of an additional bridge over the Colorado River to all.:viate the hell\/)' vehicle 
traffic flow and·influ." of tourist at the Dam. We appreciate the contact and solicitation for 
lribal input from the AHAMAKAV CULTURAL SOCffilY 

I . Of utmost concern regarding the project is the possible negative impact on future burial 
Bites. We are aware human remaina and 11880Ciated funermy objects have been unearthed 
at Willow Beach and nearby locations through archaeological sun,-eys, floodwaters, 
excavations and probably also through sqme inadvertent discoveries. 

• 
l11e Mojave People of the lower Colorado River began their existence on o:aJ1h 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 aonp. Theae 
traditional lands extend to the present Blythe, CA area. 

Although the Mojave baa 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 ulilized in 
the performance, d) Completion of the analysis in a timely manner, e) Return of remains, 
et al, to initial site for reinlenunent if area safe, f) Contact of proper affdiated lribe, 
otherwise, for other arrangements. 

I . An additional concern is for the endangered wildlife species in the project area; namely, 
the tortoise and the eagle. What protection/prcac:nlllion measures would be provided? 
Might future removal to other sites be considered if ne�sary? 

I lrregardless of the route and bridge site selected by FHW A, Federal Highways 
Administration, Traditional Cultural Properties would be affected to some degree. 

SCO/LAW2664.DOC/003872564 
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0 
US.Deportmenr olllansporiOiion 
=·=y 

Ms. Elda Butler 
Director 
AHAMAKA V CULTURAL SOCIElY 
P.O. Box 5990 
Mohave Valley, AZ 86440 

Dear Ms. Butler: 

Cenlral Faderal landa 
Highway Division 

May 21, 1999 

655 Zang Slraot Room 259 
lakewood, co 80228 

In Reply Refer To: 
HFL-16 

Thank you for your letter dated April 26, 1999, with your comments and concerns about the 
Hoover Darn 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 sites during 
construction. 'During our cultural resource surveys, we did not find any burial sites along any of 
the proposed r,mridors. 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 followea, including the notification of tribal 
representatives. 

During the biological surveys, no bald eagle roosting sites were found in the project area. 
Additional surveys will be done prior to construction. If any perch sites or roosting sites 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 tortoise. 
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 preferred 
alternative. During our telephone conversation this week, you indicated that you prefer the 
Promontory Point Alternative over the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative. As we discussed, both 
of these alternatives have less environments! 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. Most agencies and organizations prefer the Sugarloaf Mountain 
Alternative because it has the least environmental impacts, the best roadway geometry, 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, because it spans 
across Lake Mead. Even though we are proposing a "containment" system to capture any 

- - - - - - - -
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T11ank you. Pl�ase notifY us of future undertakinp which may be of concern to the 
Mojave. 

Sincerely yours. 

__.@_{?jlo_, (1J Len_. 
Elda Butler, Director 
AHAMAKAV CULTURAL SOClliTY 
P.O. Box S990 
Mohave Valley, AZ 86440 

EB:Ido 

cc: Mr. Alkn Gross, Hallock and Gross, SI1 W. University Dr., Tempe, AZ 85281 

SCO/LAW2664.DOC/003672584 
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hazardous 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 southern 
Nevada. 

Even though we are proceeding with the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative, 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 co
m

ments to us. 
We will be contacting you later this summer as we continue to coordinate with interested tribes. 
If you wish to discuss our selection of the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative, or if you have any 
other questions or comments, please feel free to contact me at (303) 716-21 16 or Jim Roller, 
Project Manager, at (303) 716-2009. 

Sincerely yours, 

.z:;. ;r, N� 
Terry K. Haussler, P.E. �IS Manager 
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RESPONSES TO THE GENERAL PUBLIC'S COMMENTS 

Response to Comment Cl-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 Cl-2 
The author has been added to the permanent mailing list for the Hoover 
Dam Bypass Project. 

C-1 
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CBBBBZRDINB8aol . com, 0!1 : 42 PM 10/14/118 , Dam B:xpus ; 

Return-Path : <BBBBERDINE@aol . com> 
From: BBBBERDI NE@aol . com 
Dat e :  Wed, 1 4  Oct 1 998 2 1 : 4 2 : 02 EDT 
To: haus sler@road . c flhd . gov 
Subj ect : Dam Bypa ss 

The bypass needs to be built as soon as possible . The chance of an 
accident 

· 

clos ing down the highway increases with each passing truck over the 
dam. It 

11 should not take any thought process at all to figure out that if this 
C2· happens 

we and a l l  of the visitors at the dam could be put in a very periless 
position . Pl ease proceed at full speed to complete the bypa s s . 
Thank you, 
V . M .  Berdine 

I Printed for 'l'erry Haussler <hausslar@road. cflhd.qov> 1 I 
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Response to Comment C2-1 
Before construction can begin, the FEIS and a ROD must be approved. In 
doing so, public safety is a requirement that the U.S. 93 bypass and new 
bridge must meet, as this is one of the screening criteria used in 
development of the preferred alternative (Chapter 2, Table 2-1). The EIS 
process will help ensure that the newly constructed crossing meets traffic 
and pedestrian safety requirements and greatly reduces the numerous 
accidents at the dam. 

C·2 
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Memorandum ·- ----- - . --··-

To: Teny Haussler, Federal Highway Administration 

From: Richard J. Bravo 

Date: 1 0/25/98 

Re: Hoover Dam Bypass draft Environmenlal lmpad Statement and Section 4(1) 

Evaluation Dated 9/14/98 

Teny. 

II was a pleasure lalklng with you al the 10/14/98 public meeling in Boulder City. At I hal 
time, I had prepared a table of reasons to stop considering the Gold Strike Canyon 
Alternative and I placed a copy In the suggestion box at that meeting. I have since revised, 
and added to, that table and a copy of the new version, dated 1 0/25/98, is enclosed. C3-1 I My motive is clear: keep the highway and bridge away from Gold Strike Canyon. 

03-2 

There are a few other matters tha1 did not seem to belong in the table and they follow. 

1 .  About funding this project, I have long felt that the politically powerful people 
of Southern California should be involved In getting Congress to find the 
needed money. It Is Southern California that takes most of the power from 
Hoover Dam and without the dam to regulate the Colorado River flow, the 
heavily termed Imperial Valley could not exist. Should the No Build 

Alternative 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 lhe 
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 Southern 
California than In Southern Nevada and Arizona. The FHWA project team 
should take a lead role in explaining this situation and obtaining the full 
support of the California people (and especially their Congress-persons) In 
making sure that this project Is adequately funded, and soon. It Is clearly in 
their best Interests to do so. 

Along this line, you may recall that some trucks carrying radioactive materials 
arrived at the Nevada Test SHe last year which were leaking hot material. 
These trucks crossed Hoover Dam on their way to the NTS. I spend some 
time as a volunteer at the Hoover Dam Visitor Center and there is almost no 

SCO/LAW2665.DOC/ 003672585 
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Response to Comment C3-1 
FHW A, 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 Oune 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 Al0-2. 
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October 25, . 1998 

•. ..I" 

2. 

C3·3 

·e:a�"- 1 3. 

cB- 1 4. 

C3� I 5. 

time when a large truck Is not on the dam. Just one human error Is all it 
takes. 

There is some discussion on page ES-7 about the possibility of charging a 
toll for using the bridge. I have been told by a former Bureau of Reclamation 
senior manager that Arizona Is historically opposed to road or bridge tolls, 
and so am I. The purpose of the bridge is not just to allow faster north-south 
transit to help the NAFTA but to protect the Hoover Dam facility. This 
protection benefits us all, not just the crossers of the bridge. Therefore, we, 
the people ofthe UnHed 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 
fee only to commercial vehicles. 

No date Is given for completion of the NDOT/ADOT "financing study" and tor 
the solicitation of public Input. Is there a schedule? 

II appears from page 3-62 and from my discussion with the National Park 
Service representative at the 10/14198 meeting that the NPS is strongly 
opposed to the Gold Strike Canyon Alternative. That makes a great deal of 
sense to me. 

A minor point, but I do not believe that the Lake Mead shoreline is 822 miles 
long (page 3-36). I think that it Is closer to 540 miles long (about the same as 
the distance from me to you), but this Is an easy thing to check out. 

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. 

Best regards, 

��9 
1573 Bermuda Dunes Drive 

Boulder CHy, NV 89005-3649 

Voice: 7021293-1 590 

Facsimile: 7021293-6655 

E-mail: rbravo@anv.net 

SCO/LAW2665.DOC/ 003672585 
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Response to Comment C3-3 
See response to Comment C3-2. 

Response to Comment C3-4 

RESPONSES TO THE GENERAL PUBLIC'S COMMENTS 

The NDOT I ADOT financial feasibility study was released in June 2000 (see 
EIS Section 2.9). 

Response to Comment C3-5 
NPS, in a letter to FHW A dated November 11, 1998, stated that that 
organization would refrain from identifying a preferred alternative until all 
EIS and related processes have been finalized. However, they did note that 
more public hearing participants supported the Sugarloaf Mountain 
Alternative than both the Gold Strike and Promontory Point Alternatives 
combined. 

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 
approximately 953 miles long. The FEIS has been revised to include this 
updated information. 

C-4 
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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 9/14198 

ITEM REFERENCE 
Project Cost 

Project Table 3-22 
Construe-

lion Period 

Noise Table ES·1 
Table 6·1 

Habitat Table 3-13 
Previously 

Undisturbed 
Cliff Habitat Table 3-13 

Biological Table ES-1 
Resources Tabla 3-13 

Biological Table E$-1 
Resources Table 3-14 

Prepared by Richard J. Bravo 
rbravo@anv.net 

PAGE COMMENT 
ES-2 The Gold Stnke Canyon Alternative (GSCA) cost 
ES-3 estimate Is 5.4% higher than that for the 
3-15 Promontory POint Alternative (PPA) and 8.8% 
3-40 higher than the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative 
6-25 (SMA) esUmate. The OEIS is not dear on 

whether the GSCA cost Includes the 
recommended $1 million 5,170- or 7000-foot 
(depending on the OEIS page) sound barriers 
and whether the PPA estimate Includes the extra 
cost of the recommended accelerated bridge 
buildina schedule. 

2-1 7  Although the GSCA construction requires as 
2-31 much as 6 years, all three alternatives are 
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 3-1 14 do not seem to be 
consistent with the 5 and 5-8 year figures used 
elsewhere. 

ES-4 Only the GSCA causes a substantial increase 
3-13 In operational noise level (more than 1 5dBA) 
3-14 under FHWA, NOOT and ADOT noise abatement 
4-1 policies. This noise level exceeds standards. 
6-7 

6·18 
8·25 
3-27 GSCA disturbs 3.4 times as much previously 

undisturbed habitat as does PPA and 3.8 limes 
as much as does SMA. 

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 II creates a possible Impact 
on the mountain lion population, which does 
occur with either PPA or SMA. 

ES-4 The GSCA disturbs 18 times as much desert 
3-27 wash habilat as does the PPA and 37 times as 

much as does SMA. 
ES-4 The GSCA causes the loss of 1.5% more 
3-29 marginal desert tortOise habHat than does PPA 

and 9.2% more than does SMA. 
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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 
Biological Table ES·1 

Resources Table 3·14 
Table 3·15 

Biological Table ES-1 
Resources Table 3·14 

General Table 3·13 
Habitat 

Concerns 
Developed Table 3-18 
Acreage 

Water Table ES·1 
Resources 

Visual 
Character 
Cultural Table ES-1 

Resources 

Section 4{1) Table ES·1 
Table 6-1 

Compa�son of Table 2·1 
Allematives 
Considered 

Visual Table ES·1 
Resources 

Recreation Table ES·1 
Resources 

i 
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PAGE COMMENT 
ES-4 The GSCA impacts 2.2 11mes as much desert 
3·29 bighorn sheep lambing habnat as does PPA and 
3-30 2.75 limes as much as does SMA. At least 

twice as many sheep water resources are 
dlsRJpled by GSCA as by efther other alternative. 

ES·4 There are also large numbers of Double-Crested 
3-29 Connorants and Great Blue Herons residing in 

this area, particularly down river from the dam. 
There are also Ospreys, Golden Eagles and a 
wide va�ety of waterfowl in this area. These 
species should be protected by the same 
mitigation measures as are those llstad in the 
referenced tables. 

3·27 The general quality of the habitat affected by 
GSCA Is much higher than that affected by 
either PPA or SMA. 

3-60 The total developed acreage Is 16'4 less for 
GSCA than for PPA and 7'Ao less than SMA. 
This would seem to favor the GSCA, however the 
quality of the GSCA acreage Is much higher {see 
above}. 

ES-4 GSCA has the greatest potential for 
construction lmpacta. 

3·61 Gold Strike canyon should be added to the list of 
prlmary_fonns In the prQII<Ised project area. 

ES·5 Five historic features eligible for, or listed in, the 
NRHP are potentially Impacted by GSCA versus 
four for either PPA or SMA. 

ES-5 1.48 times as much 4{1) land Is Impacted by 
6-7 GSCA as Is by PPA. 1 .22 times as much 4{1) 

land Is Impacted by GSCA as is by SMA. 
2·9 A careful analysis of the reasons for eliminating 

2·10 13 altemallves from the DEIS shows that the 
GSCA meets less of the un-welghted 
screening criteria than do 8 of the 13 that 
were eliminated. The DEIS shows that GSCA 
falls to minimize the use of Secllon 4{1) lends, 
has a severe Impact on an extensive arua of 
pristine habHat, has a severe impact on wildlife 
and has excessive cosls. These are Screening 
Crlte�a 2, 3, 4, and 5, respectively. There ware 
good reasons to bring GSCA this far but there 
are none to justify giving II any further 
consideration. 

ES·5 Only the GSCA would forever alter the view of 
6-19 Gold Strike Canyon. There are no other gao-

lhennally acllve canyons like Gold St�ke below 
the Grand Canyon and maybe above H as well. 

ES·5 Only the GSCA would close the Gold Strike 
6-19 Canyon hiking trail for 5-6 years. n would also 

result In s bridge that, In Itself, Is not likely to be a 
tourist attraction. 
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ITEM REFERENCE 

Cultural Table ES·1 
Resources 

Fills In Waters Table 3-16 
of the U.S. 

Roadway Profiles 

--
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PAGE 
ES·S 
3·42 
3-48 
3·49 
3-68 

Figure 2· 
1 1  

3-88 
3-90 8-17 8-19 

3·31 

3-37 

COMMENT 
Both PPA and SMA are dalmed to have adverse 
elfec1s on the historical visual senlng or Hoover 
Dam, while GSCA does not. There are no view 
simulations lor 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, H 
looks like the west end or the river bridge and 
possibly a part ofthe access highway will, In lac1, 
be visible. The SHPO "suggestion• and "opinion• 
on pages 3-49 and 3-50 are lnconec1 and the 
GSCA will have some adverse effect on the 
historical visual setting or Hoover Dam under 
38 CFR 80D.9. 

The DEIS states that only the SMA visual lmpael 
can be mitigated by the use of suhable design 

· 

and materlals. It seems obvious that the PPA 
visual impact can be mitigated by the same 
techniques that would be used for the SMA. 

These visual elfeel 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 effec1 that the GSCA would 
have on Gold Slrike Canyon. Gold Strike 
Canyon may not be a National Historic Landmark 
but H Is certainly a unique resource that cannot 
be replaced. Regardless olthe alternative 
selec1ed, the new raciUtles will be visible from at 
least one viewpoint. II makes more sense to 
keep the humanofllade structures grouped 
together, by keeping the bridge close to the 
dam, than H does to spread them over an 
even broader area than they now Impact. 
The required temporary and permanent fills for 
GSCA are much higher than for eHher PPA or 
SMA. 
Only 29% or the GSCA roadway has a grade 
tess than 3%, compared to 80 to 90% lor PPA 
and SMA. The GSCA road grede profile 
displayed at the 10114/98 public meeting in 
Boulder CRy showed that roughly 50% (about 
1.85 miles) of the GSCA highway approach Is 
at a 8% grade and about 16% Is at a 5.3% 
grads. compared to either PPA or SMA, these 
grades will certainly be much more dangerous 
downhill lor heavy trucks and slower and more 
expensive for them uphill. Steep roads are also 
more difflcuH to build and they typically cause 
increased erosion rates. 
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ITEM REFERENCE 
Bridge Figure 2-4 

Requirements Figure 2-8 
Figure 2-11 

Water Quality 

Archeological 
Sites 

Cultural Table ES-3 
Resource 

Effects, 
Mitigation 
Measures 
Air Quality Table ES-3 

Effects, 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Land Table ES-3 
Use/section 
4(1) Effects, 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Visual Table ES-3 
Resource 

Effects, 
Mitigation 
Measures 
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PAGE 
2-13 (est.) 
2-22 (est.) 
2-34 (est.) 

3-37 
3-38 

3-50 
4-2 

ES-10 

ES-8 

ES-8 
ES-11  
3-15 
6-25 

ES-11  
8-19 

COMMENT 
GSCA requires the construction of 11 
bridges, compared to 2 for PPA and 3 for SMA. 
There appear to be some pagination problems In 
this section oflhe DEIS. : 
Because of the steep slopes Involved, GSCA is i 
feH to have the greatest potential for 
Impacting live water quality from erosion both 
during construction and under operational 
conditions. 
Both the PPA and SMA APEs have two 
archeological sHes. the GSCA APE has none. 
Unavoidable adverse impacts will occur at these 
sites. 
There Qre five historic features endangered by 
the construction of the GSCA, and four each 
for PPA end SMA. Some mitigation of this 
danger, other than SHPO consultation, needs to 
be lmDiemented. 
It would seem likely that adherence to Mojave 
County dust abatement permH restr1cllons and 
Arizona requirements would also be required. 

Only GSCA requires the installation of a 10-
foot high noise barrier to even approach 
compliance wllh federal and state noise 
abatement policies. The barrier Is either 5,170 
feet long (page 8-25) or 7,000 feet long (page 
ES-8). It is not clear whether the estimated 
$1 ,048,000 cost of this barrier Is Included in the 
$215 million cost estimate for GSCA. 
From page 8-19, • ... the natural views and rugged 
appeal of this pristine canyon selling would be 
permanently replaced with concrete columns and 
overhead bridges cr1sscrosslng the canyon for 
most of Hs length. This condition would 
substantially diminish the utility of this natural trail 
access to the river." No coloring of concrete or 
steel will allow the highway to blend in with the 
natural scenic beauty of Gold Strike Canvon . 

• ,.,.,....,.,.on ,n 
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Boulder City, Nevada 
November 7, 1998 

Mr. Teny Haussler (HPD-16) 
Federal Highway Administration 
SSS Zaog Street, Room 259 

Lakewood CO 80228 

Dear Mr. Haussler: 

-c4 -

This letter presents my comments to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for tbe 
proposed highway replacement and bridge crossing of the Colorado River at Hoover Dam. 

II recognize the need for tbe removal of the commercial and transient traflic over Hoover 
--··-- Dam and strongly support a replacement bridge crossing over the Colorado River. I am 

C4•1 very disappointed that the DEIS did not address a crossing in tbe vicinity ofWdlow Beach 
equally with the other alternatives. I consider this omission a fatal flaw in tbe document. 

'IThe purported rationale that the 4(1) prohibitions administratively eliminated the Wdlow 
Beach alternative flies in the fllce of the admission tbat the other alternatives do have 4(1) 

-c4- impacts. Do high fills and severe cuts into the craggy mountainous canyons in tbe vicinity 
of Hoover Dam exhibit less estbetic impact than a roadway across a desert terrain that · 

extends almost endlessly? 

IThe statement that the proposed alternatives are less expensive is unsupported, but tbe -01-3 WiUow Beach route is acknowledged to be two to tbree miles shorter. Two or tbree miles 
can amount to a significant savings in time, and reduced maintenance costs and emission 
pollution, given the stated traffic expectations over tbe route. 

The document makes many unsupported subjective statements which should be backed up, 
but which I will not address for tbe sake ofbrevity. 

·lit may well be that an equal analysis of the Wdlow Beach alternative wiU clearly 
C4·4 demonstrate that it is not viable, but it should be presented in the EIS for the benefit of the 

decision makers on the final alternative. 

SCOJLAW2665.DOC/ 003672585 
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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(£) 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(£) 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(£) 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 



The lut 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 openly express their views before an 

C4·5 lusembly of other interested people, and that this sharing of ideu 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 ofNEPA. 

I do not expect an individual response to this letter unless there is some way that you feel jthat I can usist in the fulfillment of this project which, u I said, I heartily endorse. I 
c4.6 1would much rather your time be used in clearing up the issues stated above which I feel 

are severe. I do 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.DOC/ 003672585 
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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 NEP A 
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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OF QUARTZSITE 

BEAUTIFUL MUSIC 
Quaotzsile. Arizonll 85346 I ·  52.0 � 927.51 1 1  

FEDERAL H IGHWAY ADMINI STRATION 
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A t tn . Terry Hau s s l e r  ( HPD· 1 6  ) 
Dear H r .  Haus s l e r ,  

A s  a forme r BLH Ad v i s o ry Comm i t t e e  Membe r ,  I am subm i t t ing t h i s  

l e t t e r  as a publ i c comment on t h e  Hoove r Dam bypass Proj ect . 

� f t e r  stud y i ng t h e  Dra f t  E n v i ronmental Impact Statement , I would 

C5·11S u g g e s t  t h e  # 2 Sugar l o a f  Mount a i n  as the preferred A l te rnat i v e  .;.. .: . .. 
S i nce re l y ,  Buck Burd e t t e  � VJ� Bypass at Hoove r Dam . 
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Response to Comment CS-1 
See response to Comment Cl-1. 
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I Betty Byford, 08 : 46 PM 10/8/98 , BOOVBR DJIN BYPASS I 
Return-Path : < j a ke@kingman . com> 
From : "Betty Byford" < j a ke@kingma n . com> 
To : <haussler@road. cflhd . gov> 
Subj ect : HOOVER DAM BYPASS 
Dat e :  Thu, 8 Oct 1 9 98 20 : 4 6 : 3 4  -0700 
X-Msma i l - Priori t y :  Normal 
X-Mimeol e :  Produced By Microsoft MimeOLE V4 . 72 . 2 1 0 6 . 4  ,I FEEL THAT THE SUGARLOAF ALTERNATIVE WOULD BE THE BEST WAY -C�1 TO GO . I T ' S  THE CHEAPEST AND A MORE DIRECT ROUTE AND THE VIEW 
OF THE DAM WOULD BE OUTSTANDING. 
< ! DOCTYPE HTML PUBLIC " - / /WJC//DTD WJ HTML//EN"> 
<HTML> 
<HEAD> 

<META content=text/html ; charset=iso-8859-1 http-equiv=Content-Type> 
<META content= ' "MSHTML 4 . 72 . 2 10 6 . 6" '  name=GENERATOR> 
</HEAD> 
<BODY bgColor=#fff fff> 
<DIV><FONT color=#OOOOOO s i ze=2>I 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 s i ze=2>0F THE DAM WOULD BE 
OUTSTANDING . < / FONT></DIV></BODY></HTML> 

I Printed for !rerry Haussler <haussl.er@road. cflhd.gov> 1 I 
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Response to Comment C6-1 
See response to Comments A12-2 and Cl-1. 
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10-2-·98 

Tl!ny Haussl�r 

-

C7 

.., .. 

Gr�CompbeU 
8:"8-4518 1Tu .. ·Wedl 
'02-298-6016 

.. 

- - --� 1 «nt this illll<r out to local newspapers to gather support fur closing Hoover Dam to tnwks on a temponuy C7·1 basis. I am requesting !hat you include theoe responses fi:om concerned citizens in the Dra!l Envirorunental 
Impoct S!olement I realizo !hat the Laughlin route IS not a perfect solution, but it will work on a tempowy 
basis. Please do not tmderestimato the public support for detowing the trucks through Laugllllit. It e<luld be a very cosdr public relations mistake !hat could be embarrassing to you and your depanme11t. The .. 
cCinc.:�noed citize1u will berom� nu .... r� orpanizeil in their dlOrts to b� heard It wouJd be in your bteSt int�rcsts 

_ -:1 to make every elTon to use the La� route on • tempon>J)· basis until the Hoover Dam Bypass bridj!e is 
C7·2 1built 

!n the uast. 1·ou hat·o boen \'e"· ne2ati1•e toll'ards Lau2hlin. The CBS television sll"w -oo Minot.,.•· is 
cummily gathering mt\mnatio� t('l d(' � :'tory on lhe H'"oo\'er Dam Bypass. If you werl! f('l snPJWn tht 
t�mpt'lr.tl'y Laughlin r('lut�� it would mak� )\lU look lik� a .:lllllmon s�nse problem :K'h:er. aUld at th� sam� 
wn� you coulc.l ::;how lh�m thl! pressing ne.:d to get dte trucks off lb.: dum. This couJd go a long way in 
�atl10rin� pubuc suppoa1 in spoedin� up dtis whol• projoct. 

G"'('d luck tl' Y"'U in Y-'UC cfifficuJt d;.:isiPil!O ilklt lit! ah.!Hd 

Sinc�rely. 

' 

i �· _,-· ---tl ... ,.-
J!r ,  -- :)/ .._/ I! 
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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 Bl, EIS Chapters 1 and 2, and Appendix B. 
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HOO'.'ER DA�I BYP�\SS 
I am uyin� tc Sl•lve lh• probltnl l•f all !hose nucks <re>s<Ul! Hoo•·er Own. I am working on a pion to dotour 
th�•� I �.000 nucks lhro� L•u!hlin reor !he ne.�t live years, on a '1emptorar}-·-basi>. The Bl!teau of 
P..l!d;:;.rr.aat;.'n .still "·;:ants cuck traffic diminat�d u�n.•.ss ltl'l'\·c:r Dam, bat dtt nc.....- bridg� ca.JUh'f be built fl'l' 
01 lea.il ri1·• y..u$. Tire ilureou has tho aulhori�· 10 ck•se lhe dam to uuck rr.illic, bw will nor dl• du. wilhuut 
public .<upp<>n. .-\Joe•. the National Pork S.moice will nor chOI!e a user fee "ilholll public •uppoll. 

S.;n;,h.•r R:id, Repr:::;enrdth·e Ensign. �DOT L-ire�:r"..,r T" ... m· 
S.t�h�ru. th!! Fte�r.sl HighWiJ) AJminisrrotiC'n . 

.:and tit;: Btu·.!OtU ._,(R�ciatnanl"l ail aJ..'J'!� rhilt the Hl'\tJ\'tr Dam roure is unsaii! tOr rruck nutlic. \Vhy \�w·on't 
.m�· c•fdtese people m positil'IIS of power demand !hot !he bndge be immediarely closed to uuck traffic? I 
!-,,;.,., th' ""'""' i! t�or ncn• cftheso leoder. are \\illing to tlk• this position without public suppon. 

I :rJI'< b�"" mcul•ting peritions in Laughlin. Bullhead Ci�·, Searchlight and Boulder City. �ly goo! is to get 
2C{) r!�p .. "'ns-=:;. wluch "'ill be o part oftht p�nnantnt r:cl'rd oithe En\ironmental lmpac:t Srnrement 
�::-nt�:T'.i.!l£: !h<! H�c"·e:- 03!!1 B�'pas� Route. One� th:!s� gO\"l!!t'.mem .,�nc:i::s see th� ttcmendous suppctn 
fCtr L.mghlin oi:\ a t:mpor;Uy £('\UC:� th-=y wiD h;n·� t,, ch"S:! H,:_,('\·er [).un t� truck traffic. Laughlin l\ill b=n�fil 
btCiluso lh�r• will iJa\'t to be • >«ona bri<Ji• i>uilt. ond itJ!hway; riB 1111d 95 11111 hon·e to ilo irnpru1·.:d to 
tOur hut.:s. �DOT luu �l l!."'<biJ S5c- milli(ln doUars 11 �·ear fC'r th� nt:<t si."'< years. and ir "'ill only cust abt.,ut 

$�j :r.illiC'n rt.' i.rnpr0•:·� H!�hway ll". �,, they cnnnC'I �ay th�!'! t.< no mC�ncy tOr this. pr"1ec!. Highw::w95 is. 
,,n tlt;!ll pril'rit:: li;t £�'t imprN·;;m.:nt. and !1..-::. t�.!;!rt .. ":: !��:� li�� !�r t:: !e�r:;.t si.·� : . .:.:::: .\Dt>T h.::s �.md.!d 
i-ilgii·.,·�:- ::.is unprN·�nt:::nr:>. bur is n,,w waum� '" s;:e n:her� th� new bridg:;: will b.: built b-:::i.,r-:: unr�r .... \1Jig 
H!eit''--".r�' C':'< h.' J r�'W-iane highway 

lr ')  um= :l' slop mo1king ;:xcu-5;!:> .Uld ita.""' �l:')\i."'lg '"�ur rnaffl;: :}r.:bh:m� 
...:nizen.s. Ulis .i:. t.'lU iilsl chancl! Ill V<'ice <.lW Cl'flCert1S ll' l.��u lh� bllc:b oiiHl'C.'Ver DIIJ11. Your Yt.'tce 
c0unt�. but orJy ify\\u r:lk.: acnon. T �i.l R;:id and En�ig:-1 rh;t }"<'U wanr rhe d:un cle'Sed to nuck trattic: nnbl 
" n<w bndg• b built. :frou notJ a potition to si@l'l. plea$• coli rno at I· "02-198-0016. Th• petitions mu>l be 
p..:-scn...rk.!d ""' tou�r thun :<vv;:mbl!r 10, 191)8. You C:il11 &isu \\Tit� a l.:uer and s�nd it directly to the Hoover 
fAun I::J�·p.,::;5 �Junag:r: 

Tom· HaUS$Ier IHPD·Io) 
f t�rol lli�w•y Admirusu•tion 
55� lang Sr. Rm 25'i 
Lakell'ood Col<'.80208 

Thill� yuu ll11· ruw :SUppun. 

Sincerely • 

. 1 )1 . ' . ____/\/ ....,....__ / - - ·",' ---
1 �-
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10·1 :!-98 

Laughlin Conununity Leadm 
(irqr C:nnpbell 

Someone in a pon•erfid f!O$irion is deliber.Jrely nying to eliminate Laughlin as .1 �ble roure for rhe Hoowr Dam B) pass. The En\iroruncnral Jmpact Statement (ElS) prcpar;:d for the Federal Highway Depanment has ju.�t been �leased, and the EIS is tataOy tl1wed, because It .:on rains a Prim:uy Objcclf' -e sbling that the chosen route lhall: "malntairi th� direct route bcrw..c:n las Vegas. l':C\·ada and Kingman, and minimize 0111 of dircclion tra\'CI", 1 which 1 irtll.l!ly eliminates Laughlin. The ElS then proceeds to support lhJs Prim:uy c7.3 Ohjcctivc by an:u:king all of the nuny good arguments for the L1ughlin B�1Jass ,\ll�mali\ -e, nith n·caJ: conjc�rur:s, intl1tcd road costs, f.llse concerns abo Ill the Desen I onois.:. .111.! toUU�· \\Tong condusions. Pk::rse n:ad the .EIS .u the L1ughJin 6br.uy and you niU sec that the information cont�cd in �· report em be subst.tnti.1tcd. C7 ·41 The ccmmuniry of laughlin d"""" � to hn' 'C ti1ur lane hisJ!w:IYll md a second bridge. w.: need a t.:am of community lead•.,; to l'oicc their protcslll at the mc:cring on \\ '.:dncsday, t 'lcro"er I 4. from 5·8 PM, on rh.: c:omJn•• of rh.: Community C'oRC!,oc. of Southern N.w:oJa, R.mm 100, ar 700 \\}oming �1., Dould.:r City, and Oclober IS, at !5·8P::I.l, in Ro<�m 3 of Uo.: Cl�rl Cowuy lio1cmm�nt (.\:ntcr, SOU S. Grand Ccnrr.tl Parkway in l...1• \'•11a.. 'If you J:'li.l to act now, l . .:tll!!hiin 11iU b.: hypa.•scd. .llld \W 11i0 lose between $50 million .111d C7·5 SIOO million pcr year lrom :h� I S.OOO 1111�k.:rs �nd towists pc: day n·ho 1\'ould probably s1np in I..11J!.1hlin. if lh•� nnl�· h:rd lh.: ch311c.:. 
J.f�ou ��c auy qu��riuns �on.:cming thi:i r.:pun, plc:JSc �;til me al 298·60lu. 

Sin.:�·n:lr. 

1� 
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Response to Comment C7-3 
The LBA was eliminated from consideration only after considerable 
analysis of the alternative. The purpose and need for the project has been 
developed after years of analysis, as shown in Table 1-1 in Section 1.3 of the 
EIS, and as a result of severe roadway and safety deficiencies on U.S. 93 
from the Hacienda Hotel in Nevada to Milepost 1 in Arizona. These 
deficiencies not only create travel delays, but also contribute to accidents 
and vehicle conflicts. It should also be noted that minimizing out-of
direction travel is not listed in EIS Section 1 .4, Need for the Project or in 
Section 1.5, Purpose of Project. 

The same methodology for identifying road costs and environmental 
impacts was used for all project alternatives, thereby providing a means of 
comparison. The source of information about the presence of the desert 
tortoise near the proposed project is the USFWS (1997a), stating 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. These potential impacts include road kills, increased risks of 
human-caused fires, vandalism, and poaching. 

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. 
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HCJO\'E.'t DA .. \t B\'P .. \SS THROt"GH L\t"GHI..D: 

The ::ncloscd informmon is 3 list of reasons nily the HOO\-er D:r.n Bypass should go 
through L;wgblin.. .Mmy of these ideas h:l\'c been collected fiom '1.-arious indMduals 
working on pr:actic3� cost etfcctil.'l: solutiOIU ro the Hoowr Dam lr:lffic problem. F"l'D 
th.:sc: ideas, we may lind illl C'I.'CII better solwion to :he complex problems in\'oMng the 
Hoover O;nn Byp�W. 

1'he Hoover D;nn BJo-pass En'l.iromnental Impact Statement (EIS) has just been released, 
illld this report wiD challensc these findings md pr0'1.1: that the EIS Is In CJTOr. illld K\1:rely 
biased concerning the Hoo'l.'l:f D:r.n Bypass through lall@hlin. .oUter finding ·our that 
laughlin n·as not going to be included in the EIS, the Sierra Club submitted a. leiter. rcqoe.�ling thu the Laughlin route be included in the EIS AS illl 31tCI'IIali'l.-c route. This upset 
the people n1to Willltcd the trucks to suy on :1 route p:ssing by tlr. R.lilro:ad P:ISS C:ISino 
illtli the: Gold Suil.:e Casino, illld :\DOT, be:::wse of .:osts rebrcd to upgrading Highw"}' 
163 md Highw:JY 9�. So th:: roles 1\"Cr: eh3nged, :md subsequently :a new "prima!)· 
objective" of the Hoo\'er Dam Byp3Ss suring th:lt the choso:ri route sh:ill: "mi1inRin the 
direct route hetwgm Lq.1 V m• i'jC\ ·;41 ;nd Kinsman 3nd mjnjmjz; our of djrecrion 
� was created 3S a nm prirn31)' objc:li\1:. Bec:�usc of this new prirnilly obj.:ctr;c, 
the EIS is tlawed and bia.�ed �gains! the laughlin alternative. 

Thi� report v.ill show why the laughlin BJo')'OSS Altcmarive is the best choice. and bow lhc 
EIS b:�s set out to destroy iiiiY chmc: for the route to go through Laughlin. 

!DE�:TII"YI�:G TP.E PROBLEl\tS 
The most serious IDffic problem is the v.inding. narrow. hairpin road on o::�Ch side of 
HoD\ -er D�m. There arc thr::e times more accidents per mile on this stretch 11f ro�d :hm 

C7·6 I an.\· other two bnc ro.:!.d in );'o:nda.. 1! a cawrrophic accideru invo!l.ing a tru.:k �an)·ing 
to.'tic or nuclc:tr w3S!c was ro spin into lake �!cad or lake �Iobavc, thc:rc: is 'I.'Cl)' 6.ttlc that 
could be doric to correct the OD\ironmcntal �c. illld the 1\'atcr coul!l.bs: unfit for 
humnns and 'Wildlife for ye3n to come. 1! s truck went through tht bridge r:aif and unk to 
the bottom cifWe �!oh:a'l.·.:, it would be llll.'!rcmcly difficult, if not impossible to clcm up 

· ' 1!ho mesa. A recent study concluded that if a sasolino truck apillod its file! on lloo'l.-er Dam, 
the fuel would run dov.n Hoo\'l:r D.:I.ID md Lvtd on the Powerhouse roof. Iflh� l\Jcl 
ignited. the Powerhouse would be destroyed. and power from Hoover Dam would be 
disrupted for SC\1:I'ill months. Xothing in the EIS is said about :a possible tcrr6risl :anacL:, 

C7·71whc:rc: a truck loaded with to:Oc. nucle:ar. or tl:ammable waste could bo deliberately 
exploded or run through the guard r:ail md into Lw �foh3'1.1:, Considering the f:act rh3t 
tourists C.:I.D no longer talo:c the Hoo\'l:f Dam tour inside the dilln and inside ·the PowCJbousc 
bi:causc of possible tctrorist allllck. � wa.• this �ssiblility omittcd.frOIIl.JbiJ stu�'! 
En\irorunentalists do not Willlt ill!,). new roads cut throllllh the We �!e:ad Nationm · 

Rcc...,arion :vee, induding lands ounvunding uke Mead :md Lake Moh�M>. Bnuldcr City 
C7·8Jrc..iilic:nt:. WiiiiL the IIUCJ.:s away from their city streets. Lluahlin residents v.·anr the trucks 
· · and tourists to •usrain their declining local economy. laug.ltlin 3nd BuUhead City midml!l 

l\'3nt J second bridge to 3U�vi:�t� lfj!ffi; on :he laughlin Bri�c. S�Jr.:hli!lht residents l\'ant 
r;;u .. r J..li�a'WI'a.,.·. Q=' i'"!'""..-..l tn • fnur ltanv di.� hi!h ... av. ·raM!'•,_ . .,.. 'lvanr th• �thlf•!"""'t 
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Response to Comment C7-6 
See response to Comment Al0-2. 

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 C<;>lorado 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 
geometries 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 Bl. 
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:md most cost effective �lenlllti\'e. Nevad:l :md , \rizo113 w:mt to use :as Iiiii.: of their 

highw.:ay funds :as possible, and hn-e the fedcr:ll government pny .u much of Ibis highway 
filndins :as possible. 

THE OBVIOl'S SOLUTION 
The ob"iuus solution to all of ih=s.: prubJ;;ms listed nbovc is to build a s.:cond bridg� just 
north of !he L3ughlin Bridge, and have tmJic flow from Kingmom through L:lughlin to L.:a• 
Vegas. 

Sn, how can we nccomplish nU of the objccli'\"CS listed 3b0'\·�? 

The nc\\· bridge n·ould be four l:mcs, n·cslbound only, using two l:�ncs :as the Bullh�d 
City-L:Iughlin loop, and the Laughiin Bridge would be four !aries, eastbound only, using 
two l:mcs :as the L;rughlin·Bullhcad City loop. The two lraffic lights on e:ach side of the 
Laughlin Bridge 111ould be removed, so there would be no sloppiDg of trllffic ne:u-the 
bridge. The ncn· bri. would be :appro�tely 700 feet in lcnglb, and just 50 feet abO'\-e 
the m'Cr. Jn the C\'Cnl of 3 CDI:ISirophic 3CCidcnt OCCurring on the m-er bed, Water flowing 
from Davis Dmm would be restricted, md rite to.'Cic spiD could be much more en.•ily 
conl:lin�d and clc:mcd up in the s�ow m-er bed :11 Ibis site tlwJ at any site on Lake Mead 
or Lake Mohave. In rite ewnt of a terrorist act, or if o1 truck went through the !>ridge rail 

C7·9l :and sank to the bottnm of the: river, the truck and its contents could bc retrciv�d and its 
contents cnntained and cleaned up much e:asicr in lhe shaDow river th:m f.ake Mohn-e. In 
addition. :a river lo.:k cnuld be cnnstructcd dnwnril;cr at a btcr d:lte. which could conl:lin 
any cnniaminant until purified nr rcmm'l:d. The only new roads w�uld consist of ��oidcning 
.-\rizo113 Hi!!hl\":a�· 68 to :1 four l:me high\\":!}", :and widening Highway 9!1 in �C'\-:adol to a 
four I3Jic: highway. II should be noted lh3t Arizona has funds available for v.idc:ning 
Highw�· 68 to the Nn-:�d:l line. and �C'\-:adol has listed Highmay 9!1 on its priority 6st. but 
cwTCndy h:as no funding for this project. These: new roads would ba\"C :a minimal .:1f�:�:t oi1 wildlilc disruption, ao thC!Ic roads nill be loc�tcd a., close :as possible: to the c:Usring ro�ds. 

�---- .. ._ . .  
The �mt nf CQII�Iructing 5!1 miles ofHighw:.y 9S is predicted to cost S47. 767 million, and 
rite new bridg� would be: appro:Wnately S9. 8.J million. But the ch3tt in Section B page 8 
of the EIS conclude• that thcro would "" an additional mobilization cost of 8%, a 
conting�ncy cost of 5°0, :s dmgn :and management cost of :!S'?o :and an in&tion �oat of 
160.0. running the total costs In Sl92.362 million! Enclosed is a chart prcp:arcd by the Bureau otReclam:alion Project :1.-lan:Jgc:mc:nt Te;:un showing that the L:aughlln B) pass 
Alremam:e would cost oN,.· $107.5 milliun, :md th:u in.:lwL:d 1 5  miles of Arizoftll Highway 
68 in the srudy, v;hich has now been funded by Arizona. If you look at the chan, yon nill 
sec that the other three bridge altC:mati-.·cs hn-e gone up only abuut 10% in cust since: Ibis 
prnpo�al n-:11 made, but the Laughlin Byp:ass Altenuati-.-e costs bm'l: gone up 85"i>, nith I 5 
miles less to pave. These new figures ha"-e bc:c:n aniticially inflat�:d to approach the: other 

. • brid� costs, in nrder to mnke the T.�ughlin route the le,• o!Yvin111 choice. 

.o\ny of the other three bypa.,s nlternati\� wnu!d COc'!t �I !e3St s:wo rnr!!imr. .o\riz!'r.a !Ia� :alrcaJy been giv;n s.: 1 million. Funding ,,f Highway �� ;n,l il:� r.cw h1idge could '-.: 
rais�d thrnugh the �ale <Jf ;o.;,·va<L1 I>.Jn<k "ith a pa�·hack lhrllugh n hri•lge rnll. ��.,lb:t�,l 
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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 cleanup. The 

distance to the above aqueducts from the preferred alternative is 

approximately twice that as from Lake Havasu. Davis Dam, which creates 

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 contaminated 

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 Concurrent 

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-rnile Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative was 
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. .  . . !west of uughlin. Arizona is allon·cd 10 borrow filnds for highway �'m!CIII!, and 
could coiL:ct toO money 10 repay the Joan. NCflo-.da mel AriZDDa would lia\'0 10 c:hlnec the 
l.:lw at their nat Jcplalk'C sessions 10 be able to coDcct a toO. It should. be noted ¥ the 
federal government will not .fimd 100% of any Hoover Dam B)p3SS proJect, and lbaJ toO 
fees would bc rcquin:d 10 finance any of these proposed bypass bridge �jccas. 
NEVADA HAS tHE OBVIOUS SOLl'TIOS 
1If);c\lad3 woulJ allocate just SIS minion each year for thc next fourrc�r.�, we could 
widen 1-' mile� each year, and 11rc would no I need a toO bridge. I'm sure the federal 

-:IIIO\'Cmm�nt would fund the second bridge if�e\lada would commit to filnding the SGO 
rru'Uion needed for Highway 9S improvemcnlq. Because Consreas pwcd the lntcnnodal 

C7·10ISurface Transportation Act, Nc1-ada is now recei\ing :ut addilional SS6 minion e�h year 
for the ne:-.1 six years. Surely this bypa.�• project has enough priority for SIS million for the 
nc.\1 four years. Jf!'JCflo-ada Dcp.utment of Transportation would coiMiit to the uughlin 
'Bypass route md pledge S60 miDion for Highway 9S impro\'CIIICIIIS, we would ha\'C a 
solution to our problems. If :-.'C\-ada '11'011115 to coUcct irs money by coUecling a toO, we 
could coDc:ct S9 milliun per year, nc:t income, ba.�cd on S2 per uuck, anll Sl per "r• and in 
7 yean the dehr would be repaid. II would take O\'Cf 2S �an to repay a S200 million debt. 

Highway officials ha� voiced their concerns that the LauahJin route i1 23 miles farther 
thm the oth.,. Hoover Dam Bypass routes, and dtat C\'CD if the new highway was better, 
dri�-cn would not usc the Laughlin route. So, how can we compcnsate the truck drivers 
md towists for ta!Jng the uughlln route? First, the Bureau ofRcc�llon controhi 

C7 -11  IHoowr Dam. The: recent trallic study of the Hoo\'C:I' Dam mesa concludes that il i1 just a 
mall•'l' of lime unlil a cai3Strophic accident will occur at the dam �rossinll- So, after the 
second bridge and Highway 95 is fully improwd, all the Bur.::w of R'c�lion b.1s to do 
is close �u truck traffic crossing Hoo\'Cf Dam, and that 'llill force trucb to cross at 

aughlin. 

On JW1c 1!1, l!I9S, the Ne\'3da Senate Concurrent Resolution 60 was pwed, authorizing 
;l'<DOT to conduct a study prohibiting trucb from crossing Hoover Dam (Se<inon 1 pg· 

C7·12120). Has il been completed, and what were the results? If the Hoover Dam crosaina wiD 
be closed to trucb, then tho araummt thai trucb will not voiWIIIIrily IIIlO tha Laughlin Dypw bc:causc of the cxtr:l 23 mDus is simply not \'alid. Is Y.."DDT y,ithholding the rauiiS 
of this study? The rcsulll of 1hil study were not included in the ElS, bur th�Te uc scn.'cr31 
indicalions that the dam "ill be SC\'Cfely reHtrictc:d or closed to truck traflic. These 
indications include an enclosed sun'CY questionnaire conducted by the enclosed l'o'DOT 
stu�·. the recent traffic sru�· concerning the Hoov�r Dam Bypass, which declares tbc dam 

·· .·· 
.• WIS3fc for truc:k traffic, and comments made in the EIS (Sccllon.l. pg·S ). Also. the Clark 

CoWity Gcnml Plan reads as foDO\\-s: · · · ---· -
L Promote: public hc:allh. safe!)·. and welfare:. 
2. Promote £f!i.£im! ll!C of pui:>Uc !cr'\;cco. 
3. Promote dCiielopmcnt compatible 1\ith the: natural enllironment. 
For safety, terrorist, and c:m-ironmental ren�om. the d.1m must be .:losc:d to !rUck tnlffic. 
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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 U.S. 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 AOOT conducted a financial feasibility shtdy to determine 
viable funding sources for the Hoover Dam bypass ijune 2000). The shtdy 
assessed toll crossings and other financing options. A toll facility would 
require legislative action by both states. The results of that shtdy 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 FHW A 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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S.:;::nd !e: us consider n11Jt 1ve can do for rh� rruck clri">t=r �t now I13S to drive 23 miles 
f:uther. L:awzhlin casinos ancl lllC3) business o\\111m would offer room and food dis.:ounts. 
and orbcr lnl�k elm-er specials. rbat '1\'ould hdp to offset the csrimared S�.J lost on truck 
maintenance :m.d acldirional fuel costs. But if IW look at th�c rruck costs mOR closely. 
then we c�n 1ee !hat by pW"Chuing rbc �ddirional fuel to tm.-cl 23 mil�. Ne�.-;rcla could gain 

I 
bc:tw�c:n S6 million :m.d Sl 0 million in addirionial fuel L1."i rc\·cnu.:s Jl'.'f year. And if 07'13 Nev:�da wmts to be more competitiw wirh .'\ri7.on�, md reduce it� diesel fuc:I to."' by 6-to 
c�ts per !����Ion at stations along rh� bypass rowe on laQic pur�hases of SO gallons or more, 
this .:ould increase fuel �ales. and give ,;omcthing back to d1e tmck driwr. These arc only a 
coup!.: ofidc:a.� that would help �omp�nsat: the: di�placcd truck dm�s, qpa.rm sure we 
can think of many other wayA to help them. 

Anolher complaint tmm highway officials is the lllecp sr;u1c of Highway 68 and Highway 
l6.l �long !he Laughlin Bypus route. Yes. the grade ls steeper than most of .Wona Highway 93. e:>cept �- Hoover Dam. bw then: arc hundreds of trucks tm.-elling alOJ1B Hig!nv�y 68 and Highn·:J)· l6J .-ach and :1.�· ci:J)·. The enclosed study compiled �
.l'."DOT mon·s that mmrw A)' 95 IS � TIMES s.ms, than the current dam crossing. If 07'141�c cal�uL1te the projected accident rates ofthc imprm"ed Highway1 68, 163, nnd 9�, we 
find that dtc ac.:id�t rate: ill 0.40, cumpared lo LJ8 at Hoo,rcr Dam, 1\·hich i.� d�Uc and a 
half 1imoos 1afer !han the current route. Jf Jl;evuda fli!h\�ay 163 i1111't �afe for tru,;J.d, rh�n 
x�"nJa shoulo.i b� makin!l .:v�zy efl'o>1t lu mat. .. dtc hishwoly solf.:. If there iii no 
mainl�nauc� funding available for rhe L�ughlin DypWii bcca110e p11tl of d1e rou1" ill nul 
dc.i¥Raled a,, a !cdcral highw:J)·, th�n Highways 63, and 163 .:uulo.l 0.: re-o.lcsig.'lllh:d as 
Highway 93. and t�d.:ral mon.:y would th;.n bo= avnil.lblc fmm K-\FTA fumls. 

Th<: Sierra Club I13S list<:d >cveral .:miroruncnl.ll �on�cms that would prohiilil us0111 any of 
the three bridge alternath -cs ncar Hoov�r Dam. It should be noted thJt in lbc EJS it if 
Sl.lltd �� Hi&hway !>S runs throllllh a bigh density population ofD.:s.:rl Turtcis�s. 110 dtis 

07•15Jroutc is not acc.-ptablc. This is pure hogwash. Enclosed is n tonoise study that ,huws that · tonois.:s do'nut live 1\ilhin I.SOO feel of major hiJihways, because d1c noise lil'.:l�Wd by 

� 

trucks vibr.ues imide their underground burrows. If there w:a.� ever u placo= to buiid 11 . highway, it .would be ril!ht riext to an existing hishnuy, on lh.: .:�rin!l rljjht-of•\l..ay, 1\hich 
i.s exactly what we aro proposing. ·Tho EIS is ub•oluto=ly \Hong o>n ilti• i.t•ue. 

l:ndcr normal �'in:urnstano:e.'l. '1\ith a \;able lau!!hlin B}pass Altemarivo= route. the 
Tr311Sportation S.:crcr:ny would lwve a most Jillkult limc ilisuinc a pennit for :any .:�f lh.: 
three bridge altcmalh.I:S n�r Hoo\\."1' Dam, bc:caus.: the propmcd lnidgo= would travcne 
�;c,;s�iB park, rc.:rcariono11, n·itdlit�, and watcrfun1 l13bltat. Quorlng from 'lc.:tion � pg-7 
"So:ction .J (t) l'S Dcpartm,nt ofTtallliponalion .-\ct ofl966 declares lh:u it is dt.: poJi,y·uf 
th� l'S Oovcmmcnt that speci:tl �.!fort sh(lttld b� made to presen;c the n�rur:tl !l::mty of the 
couniJyoiJ� and public park and rccrealiunal land, 111il.nifc. and walertowl rc1il¥cs. and 
historic si1e�. • 

Th; ')ccretary nfTr;tnspnrtation rn�y Jppr!'n: l !r�n�p.·.>r!.llinn !'rt'l!!'�m (lr pr�jo:ct rc<Juiring 
the ;J•� ·)f .J(f) iand if; 
l. Thc:rc is no prutic:Jll �ml l.:OL,iiolc altema1ivc: to ll<ing !har land: and 
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Response to Comment C7-13 
See response to Comment Bl-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 truck drivers in 

order to encourage them to drive through Laughlin. Similarly, FHWA 

cannot influence states to reduce diesel fuel taxes anywhere, including 

along the bypass route. 

Response to Comment C7-14 

See response to Comments Bl-5 and C7-2 . 

The purpose and need for the Hoover Dam bypass does not include 

improving Nevada Highway 163 for truck operations or providing 

maintenance funding for a Laughlin bypass. 

Response to Comment C7-15 

See response to Comments Bl-5 and C7-3 regarding potential impacts to 

desert tortoise from the LBA. 
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:!. 111.: progrmt or projeci includes all possible pl.:uming to minimize bann to the p31t, 
recre:alion an::t. wildliie :md waterfowl refualc. or hiswric site rcsu!Jiuv .from the use. 

This l:uter rcquiremem dk�a�ea dw alteriwn-cs rcquirina SllbsWili.1lt\" lcss land subject to 
Section 4 (t) protcdinn he selected. 

C7·tBISincc rhc l.:lughlin Bypass ;\ltem.1tn"C uses only 36 :u.ws of Section (f) land, it would !become rh.: highest priority choice of the S.:.:rcL1Q· of Transportation for p.:nnit issuanu. &UI becaus.: the "prim;ny objectn.--=· of maintaining a direl:t route bo:tweom Las Vosp�, 
C7-17 N.:>o-ada and Kin!!JIWI. and minimizie our of diJ-ec:tion ITaVel hu been 1 requirement of the 

n:p:.rers of lhc EIS. LlughJin h:IS been con\"cniomdy eliminated as :m allemative choic.e. �'on· it_ seems that a new Bould.:r City B)]):ISS is being otf�rcd .u.a way to pcrsu3dc 
ouldcr City residents to suppon the bridge choices .near Hoo\"er Dam. E\·o:n thoush there 
no funding for this bypaM, Boulder City n:sidcnts :�re supposed to beli�:V�: that SIOO 

nillion will mir�culously appe:.r from conarcss to build !heir bypass. A study completed in 
� 6S .:oncludcd lhat the Hoo''CI" Dam Bypa�, would ha\1: to be b•:ilt, and it took 33 yem 
to gc:t S41 million Cor ;orne impro\r"CIIlCnlll a.nd sru.:liea. Wl\Y w.urc another $100 nu11ion 

c7•1� the Boul.lcr Ciry BypiiSII when dtar aame SlOO million could be �p�ml on the Lnughlin 
· ypa�s, ·•nd so!l:c nn of lh.: problelll! at one.:. 

1e r�a�on may llc lhar rh.:r.: are two c:J.�inos tllat would Jose tourist b':l'lnc.os if ihe lnlcb 
are routed through 1...1Uihlin. 1l1CM: ca.1in011 are the Gold Strike Inn. an<l the Raihm1l Pass. 
f is no sect-.:! !hat in Xc\-;�da. .::uinos I'UI! dtc �tare:. gcnct-;�rc hU&e ra." m-=nucs, :�N ihc �-gc:st cmpi.,yc:n. :tnJ help ct.-.:1 the R"'tJI"C.�'RI.ai�l:ll. SCR:IIors, commissioners, and 
O'l·'mi•1T. '1'11\o is in charge of!I.'DOT. Could it be that Lauahlin is being sacrificed to lla\'e 

lli..">.: "'" �nsinos�· It mould b.: norcd ihar in ;Ill,)' C\"CRr. rral& will .;till pa:;s by Railroad 
�s, trut tmdcr the Laughlin Byplllls, the Gold Str!ke Inn w.,uld suffer 3 rcdm:rion in 

affic: 
ITS Tl\IE FOR :-."E\'.IDA TO LE.ID TilE V.'.\\' 
The Laughlin Bypass ha.1 lh<' suppon of Laughlin, Bullhead City, SearchJishr, 8mdder 
City, om"ironmcnl.:lti;;ts, an1l just m.ok.:' "CCl.�e. Tr t� rime for :'1-'DOT officwt� ro rake 3 stand 
on !hill jj.1uc and ulc.:t lh<' Lau!Jhlin B�1Ja�� a.1 rhe prelerred mute. Once :-i�n.11da ha8 
committed 10 lhc Laughlin Dypa.�s route. then we can ch:tllc:nge Tc:ny Hausslar and the 
Federal Highway .\dmini&tra110n lo commit ro the umghlin 8:''!18M· l.el's �lop wiiRiilll! time and start w!l. ing our trnffi.; probltlllS. 

!Jr� 
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RESPONSES TO THE GENERAL PUBUC'S COMMENTS 

Response to Comment C7-16 
See response to Comment B1-13. 

Response to Comment C7-17 

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 

Comments B1-2 and B1-4. 
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OVERVIEW 

Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 60, passed by the 1995 Legislature, directs the 
Nevada Department of Transportation to study "the feasibility of prohibiting all commercial 
auclcs which enter this State from Arizona from trllveling 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 director of the Legislative Counsel Bureau for transmittal to the next session 
of the Legislature. 

AJ pan of its study, NDOT has conducted numerous trllffic studies on US 93, US 95, 
and SR 163 to detennine existing traffic volumes, auck volumes, hazardous materials 
movements, and preliminary trllffic crash statistics (all atll!Ched) to evaluate the impact of 
divening truck trllffic to existing alternate routes. 

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, Sugarloaf 
Mountain. and Gold Suike Canyon. identified as corridors A, B, and C in the attached maps 
and rabies. 

The Nevada Depanment 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 
rabies. Cost estimates and other peninent infonnation on these routes, as well as alternate 
routes through Laughlin and Needles (identified as corridors F and G), are included in the 
attached rabies. 

Federal and state · laws also have been researched to ascertain what actions must be 
taken to comply with the directive. 

· 

DISCUSSION OF TilE POTENTIAL TO RESTRICT TRUCK 
TRAFFIC FROM UTILIZING US 93 NORTHWEST OF B09YE� .DAM 

State law gives broad powers to the director of the Department of Tran,sportation and 
the State Transportation Board. but also insists on compliance with federal law so as not to 
jeopardize federal funding or obsauct interstate commerce. The peninent federal laws are 
Tide 23 and Tide 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 TransjJortation 
AJsisrance Act of 1982 (STAA) as amended. and to prescribe national policies that govern 
truck and bus size and weight. • Title 23 CFR funher states, "The Federal Highway 
Administrlltion's policy is to provide a safe and efficient national network of highways that can 
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safely and efficiently accommodate !he large vehicles aulhorized by !he ST AA. This network 
includes !he Interstate system plus olher qualifying federal-aid primary system highways." US 
93 between Boulder Cily and �oover Dam is designated as pan of !he national network of 
highways. 

Deletion of US 93 from !he national network could allow the State to prohibit most 
truck traffic on !he route (hazardous material trucks can only be prohibited after compliance 
wilh criteria in Title 49). The criteria for deletion of US 93 from !he national network are as 
follows: 

I .  

2 .  

3 .  

4. 

s. 
6. 

Did !he route segment prior to designation cany combination vehicles or 102-
inch buses? 
Were truck restrictions in effect on !he segment on January 6, 1983? If so, 
what types of restrictions'? 
What is !he safety record of !he segment, including current or anticipated safety 
problems? Specifically, is !he route experiencing above normal accident rateS 
and/or accident severities'? Does analysis of !he accident problem indicate !hat 
!he addition of larger trucks have aggravated existing accident problems? 
What are !he geometric, structural or traffic operations features !hat might 
preclude safe, efficient operation? Specifically describe lane widlhs, sight 
distance, severity and lenglh of grades, horizontal curvature, shoulder widlh, 
narrow bridges, bridge clearances and load limits, traffic volumes and vehicle 
mix, intersection geometries and vulnerability of roadside hardware. 
Is !here a reasonable alternate route available? 
Are !here operational restrictions that might be implemented in lieu of deletion? 

The current status of evaluation of lhese criteria are as follows: 

I .  Yes 
2. No 
3. Currently being evaluated. 
4. Currently being evaluated. 
5. 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. 

6. Yes 

<£>� llNVIAOliiMBNTAL. CONSUL.TANTS 

Tht deaerl tortoise populallon• In the lmmedlall ¥1cinlty or the private land are wry tow. AI 

I maller or ttandud procedures, SWCA tu....,eyod the land adjecent to the proposed project 
and eatablished thll the tor10i11 de111ili01 were depressed in the habitau lmmedletely •dJaeent 

--- 10 the hlahway. Our (lndinat were coatlstenl with thDte ol �icholson (I !178) where II hat 
been tsttblished that tbl innuence of m-.jor hi&hWIYI OD tOriOile populations i1 aevere UP 10 
1 mile away rrom tho ftlld. Niehol1on round thet thore were rew rillll ol 1onolua 11 
dlotancea or 100 ond 400 yards rrorn the pavement (SWCA determined eatimated denaldu or 0· 
20 Individuals/mile 10 the 400 yard dlsllnct, and S0-100 individualo/mile 11 100 yardll: Nieholtoll eotablithed lhll 'normal' totloiae densilt begin• 10 occur bel- Olli·halr aad 01111 mile away from the hiRhway. 
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4\ �' · 
STATE OF NEVAOA 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
1283 S. SIAIWirt Street 

car.on Cily, Nevada 89712 

B08 MIUER. Gotwmor 10M STEPHENS, PL, -

.. ...... -., 
WELCOME: 

Thank you for attending this public hearing. The last session of the Nevada Legislature 
passed Senate Concurrent Resolution 60, which directs the Nevada Department of TranSportation . 
to study the feasibility of prohibiting the flow of commercial truck tnlffic over Hoover Dam. 

As part of the study, NDOT is conducting five public hearings iD southern Nevada 
communities (Boulder aty, Laughlin, Searchlight, Henderson, and Las Vegas) to solicit 
comments from interested individuals, groups, and agencies regarding these alternatives: 

Alternative #1: Prohibiting all commercial truck traffic over Hoover Dam. 
A:ltemative #2: Prohibiting only trucks canying hazardous materials over Hoover Dam. 
Alternative #3: Prohibiting only trucks canying Class 3 flammable 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 Depanment, we 

are seeking comments concerning the alternatives. At tonight's hearing there are three 
methods by which you can present your comments: 

First, 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 S p.m:Friday, September 20, 1996. 

Thank you for attending this public hearing and for giving us your comments. 
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US 95 
SR 163 
SR 68 

US 95 

140 

ROUTE COST ESTIMATES 
Bureau of Reclamation Project Management Team Study 

Addlllo ... 
Jlridae Eldaaaled Slud,y lloadway TaCal 

Corridor OpdoD Cost J:.eqtla Impro ... Esllmaled 
10 4 LuM  Cest 

A. Steei ARh $123.5 M $187.5 M 
24 mi  

Promoalory Coacnte 
Poiat cablo Stayed $116 M 3.6 mi SM M $180 M 

(82 au)• Suspeasioa $125.7 M $189.7 M 

B. Steel Arch SI22.S M SI86.S M 
Suprloof 3.3 mi 24 mi 
MCIUIIIaia c .......... 
(82 au)• Coble Stayed $124.l M SM M $181.2 M 

c. Steel Arch $136 M  24 mi $200 M 
Gold Strib 
CoayaD (82 a)" Coacrde An:h $137.5 M 3.3 mi SM M  $201.5 M 

NDOT Engineering Feasibility Study 

D. 
Willow Beach Steel Arch $409 M  25.7 Ml :z.n, $409 M  
Soulh (78 mi)* 

E. 
1*- lloao'DC  Steel An:h $317 M 30.8 mi Zero $317 M 
llypus (8l ma)• L_ ____ - -------- -- --

Feasible Alternate Routes 

F. 
Boulder City c .......... 70 mi 
lo IAsgblia MuUi.SpoD $14.5 M•• l mi  $107.5 M•• 
lo Killplllll S93 M 
(108 ma)• llbridp is .-Jod  

G. 
Boulder City 69 mi 
to Needles ExistiaJ N/A N/A $69 M••• 
to KiD- $69 M  
(154 ma)• - -- ---

• Route mileage from US 93/95 junction west of Boulder City to Kingman 

** Improve (widen to 4 1anes) 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 

I 

SCOILAW2665.DOC/ 003672585 

- '- - .. -- .. .. .. .. 

RESPONSES TO THE GENERAL PUBUC'S COMMENTS 

C·24 

- .. - - - - - .. - -



- - - - - - - -' .. ... - - .. - - - - - .. 
RESPONSES TO THE GENERAL PUBLIC'S COMMENTS 

- . .toute Advantages Disadvantages 

A., B., & C. • Draft Environmental Impact Statement is • No reduction in ttuck 1nlffic through Boulder 
prepared. Would require only an update City 

Bureau of • Improves the most deficient sections of US 9S • 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 • lias 9.5 miles of steep grade 
South • Connects with AZ's 4-lane ponion of US 93 • Requires maintaining 29 miles of existing 

highway plus the new route 
• Cost is about $220 million more than Bureau 

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 

Hntwer Dam • Draft Environmental Impast Statement for • Places 6 miles of roadway between power 
ler City river crossing is prepared. Would require an lines 

'""'/ji&SS update • Adds one mile to trip distance 
• Is a portion of AZ's designared NAFr A route • Cost is about $130 million more than Bureau 
• All but 17 miles of US 93 in AZ is either 

built or programed for four lanes 
of Reclamation options 

F. • Routes exist • Present pavement not adequate for increased 
• Minimal environmental involvement truck traffic; 

US 9S 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 

• Possibly will require a new river crossing 
near Laughlin 

G. * Routes exist • Present US 95 pavement not adequate for 
• Minimal environmental involvement increased truck trafftc 

US 9S NV • Least costly of all options • Adds 70 miles to distance 
US 9S CA • Improvement of US 95 in CA is of low 
I-40 CA priority 
I-40 AZ • Puts hazardous materials through Needles and 

Searchlight 

..... 

I I  
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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 aU commercial truck traffic over Hoover Dam)? 
. , , .Yes � . �'? � 

Do you support Alternative ·n <P.I"Ohiblting ooly truclcs. carrying hazardous materials over 
. Hoover DatlJ)? • y�·· ', - · : · ·, N� ': · · '· · > .  . . . --- ---.-

Do you support Altemati-.:e lfJ (pro�ibiting only. trucks canying Class 3 flammable materials 
over Hoover Dam)? · 

'
yes · · No · ." . :- .: 

. 
. · . --- �· 

Do you support Alternative #4 (not prohibiting ·any oonimercial truck traffic over Hoover 
Dam)? Yes _· ·--. No 

' .. 
Comments: 

. ,  __ ,. 
. ·� 

NOTE: Please remove this form from the packet, enter the information requested, and place 
the completed fonn 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 S p.m. Friday, Sept. 20, 1996. 

SCO/LAW2665.DOC/ 003672565 

- - - - - - - - .. 

RESPONSES TO THE GENERAL PUBUC'S COMMENTS 

C-26 

- - - - - .. - - - -



� i 8 Q 

I 

2 .... 

"' 

111111 THRU 11115 TRAFfiC CRAaHEBONUS 115 .,_CAUFORHIA TO RAILROAD PASS 

1181 THRU 11115 TRAFFIC CIIAIIHEB ON 1R 113 FROM ARIZONA TO US 115 

1181 THRU 11115 TRAFFIC CRASHEB ON STATEWIDE 111-. COLLECTORS 

1•1 THRU 11115 TRAFFIC CRA11tEB ON ITATIWIOI! RURAL PRMARY 

NOTE: ALL IIAtll AilE EXI'IIEIII!D IN MILUON ¥EIIICLE MILlS OF TRAVEL 
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I 
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· ·ca·· .. 

10-28-98 

Thank you for an ofyour eff011S to stop the tmcks from crossina Hoover Dam and soin& lbrouah Boulder 
City. These petitions are being circulated in Laughlin, BuUhead City, Seardlliaht, and Boulder City: 
If you belong to any clubs or organizations, those members may lllso be very helpful in distributins 
petitions. Bulletin boards are also effective, such as the one at Von's. Church members and other civic 
minded poups are very good about protectins the community. Evon if you only get s-10 sipatures, they 

- · 1 aD count, and please do not get discouraged. Friends, relatives, Migbbors, lulinlmsen, barbers, and other 
CB·1 people you know are the best csndidsles for signing the potition, because they already know you, and will 

listen toyour point ofview. 

Hopefully, you will lind other civic minded people who will want to distribute these petitions. Our goal is to aet i,OOO Boulder City sipatures, but if we ran short, we have not failed. The sovemment will lllill have 
to deal with an of lite people requestina that the INCks be immediately routed throuah Laughlin. The new 
bridge will not be built for at least S years. And who knows, once the 11\lcks are gains through Laughlin, 
there may no longer be a need for a bridge near Hoover Dam. 

The petitions must be postmarked no laler than November 6, 1998. Please send them to: 
Teny Haussler (HPD- 16) 
Fedenl Highway Adminisntion 
5S5 Zang SL Rm. 259 
Lakewood Colo. 80208 

Again, thank you for an your help, and good lucl<l 
Sincerely, 

\ �  
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Response to Comment CS-1 
See response to Comment Letter B1 and to Comment C7-12. 
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HOOVER DA.\1 DYP:\SS 

J run tryin� to solve th• problem of all those !lUcks cros.u1g Hoover Dam. J Dlll workins on a plnn to de1our 
lhoso 15.000 !lUcks thr�ugh Laughlin fN the next five years. on a '1<mporary-basis. The Bureau of 
Rochunatic>n still wants tmck traffic •liminatod oc1<•ss Hoo,·•r Dam, but U1e new bridge carull't b< built f<'f 
at least tl1•e y•ars. lhe Bur•ou has tho authority to close the dom 10 uuck traffic, bu1 will not d<• dllli without 
public Sllpp�rt. :\1><.', tho Nationol Park SoiVice will not char�• a wer fee "ithcour public support. 

�n .. t,•r Roid, Repr.-ent•ti'·• Ensign, \'DOT Director Tom Stophens, the Fcderoll HigliWa) AdministJ:otion, 
�d til:: Bw-.:uu l'f R�C'iarnabon all tsJ!f�� thdt dt� Hl-.uV� Dam route is W15afe Cor truck tnltlic. \\'hy won'r 
nny of these people in positioJIS cof power demand thor the bndge b< inunediately closed to truck IIBIIic� I 
bef.eve the answer is that none �frhese leaders ore willing teo t1ke tlu. p�iticon without pubhc support. 

l lw.-• b<on cuculating petitions in Laughlin. Bullhead City, Senrchligh� and Bcoulder City . . My goo! is to get 
200 r-.p�n•••· which will be a pan cofthe pennanent rec�rd �fthc Envirorunental lmpoct Statement 
t.�c-nceming tl\e HC'C"\'er Dam B�·p:lss Route. Once these gO\·;:w.menr agencies see the tt�cnclous supiX'n 
for L;,ughlin •• • temporary ronte, th<y will have r,, clooe H<OC'\'er Dam teo truck IIBffic. Lnushlin will b<nefit 
becauso there will hB\'e tO b< a •econd bridge built. ru1d Highway• ci8 1111d 95 will have to be intpro\'ed to 
tOw- Jones. �DOT has an extta SSo million doUors n year t(\r the na'Ct si'C yl!a.rs. and it will only cusl ubl,Ut 
S60 millie'" tC' impro,·e Highway Q5. �f' the�· cann('lf �l�' there �� no mC'ne�' t"r this pr�iect. Highwa�· 9� i� 
on tbett priority liit f('f irnpr('l\'i!m�nt. and has h-!�n ''n !hh� lisr tC.r .:r !e;�t si."\ :· �u.!'s . . ·\DOT has fustd�.:l 
liighw�:Jy o8 unpro\·�m�nls. but is now waitmg to So!e whcm: I he ne-.\· bridg:� will b-e built b,H{\r� impr(•\111@ 
Hi�tilway 6H ru a t"w·Jotn-= hi!fhway. 

h' s tim� 1o stop making 1!."\cus�:s and start soh· ins ('W traffic probl�mi. 

Citizens. this is t.'ut lttsl <.'11311Cd tC> vC'ice our concems to k�ep the uu�k:i otiHllOVer D.un. 'roW" vuu .. -e 
counts. but onlr ify�u take aclion. TeU Reid and Ens� that y<•u wont the dnrn clcosed teo truck trotlic tutti! 
• new bridge i> built. lf}·ou noed a petiti�n to sign, please call me at 1·702-298-o016. The petitions must b< 
p0>1111.,k�d n� lat<r thwt �;covember 10, 1998. You can also write a I<Uer and send it dire.:dy to the Hoover 
Dum lJyp..s.i �Juna,ge.r: 

Terry Howsler (HPD-Ici) 
Fedoral l!ighw•y Adnwustr•tion 
��5 Zang sr. Rm 259 
L1kewC'C'd Colo.80208 

Tiwu; you li.>r }"Our support. 
Sincerely, 

,1 ,PI 
' )' . �f:r--

' \.., '  
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Ke::.. '�. //,//Q/"18 
Fr"'"" fa r ; /".,. G r• • n <  

S"Z."f # l.d.::l.,.,-, C.cve 
Boulder c.;t't, NV IJ9ocS' 

YESI I WANr HOOVER DAM TRAFFIC ROUTED nntOUGH LAUGHLIN ON A TEMPORAJtY 
BASIS UNI1L TilE PER.MANENI' HOOVER DAM BYPASS BRIDGE IS BUILT. 

PRINTNAME Sl� �ADDRESS TELEPijONE t.$e>.C;;\ .... S::w!.sM- �-><- .a'"" .. .s..2:er �·� .. s .. w -:761 �m-::t: 
2 - .. • 

3·-------------------------------------------------
4 
'--------------------------------------------------------
6 ________________________________________________ ___ 

8---------------------------------------------------
9 
1�0--------------------------------------------------
� �------------------------------------------------
12 ________________________________________________ __ 
13 ______________________________________________________ _ 
14 __________________________________________________ ___ 
1'--------------------------------------------------16:-----------------------------------------------------
17.-----------------------------------------------------
IB. ________________________________________________ __ 
19·-------------------------------------------------
�·--------------------------------------------------
21 __________________________________________________ ___ 
n:--------------------------------------------------
23·--------------------------------------------------
24:--------------------------------------------------
2'·--------------------------------------------------26:-----------------------------------------------------
27 __________________________________________________ ___ 
� 
29-----------------------------------------------------
30·--------------------------------------------------
31 ___________________________________________________ . 
32:----------------------------------------------------
n:----------------------------------------------------�:-----------------------------------------------------��· -----------------------------------------------
37 __________________________________________________ ___ � �·----------------------�-�-----------------------�·-----------------------------------------------------
�2--------------------------------------------------

did hereby attest and .,;tness the alx>,·• !ignatures on 
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- - - - .. - .. - .. 

f? e&o './. /�tt>/?.8 
rr,-- £yer-e tt c.///er 

f>.c>, l!lc>)l 6/0bb 
lJen.�lel� r G ,'fy/ /VJ 

l!l"''"""b 

YES! I WANr HOOVER DAM tRAFFIC ROUillD llfROUGH LAUGHLIN ON A TEMPQRARY BASIS UNfiL TilE PERMANENT HOOVER DAM BYPASS BRIDGE IS BUU.T. 

����������������������-�;yy/ .����������������������� ·¥/ - 'b�9 9 �������������====;����s����������-�-����� �-t����������������-�3� '� k O  

did hc:teby attest and 1\iDless the alx.w: ;ignarures on 
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YES! I WM 1' HOOVER DA.IJ ffiAFFIC ROUTED TIJROUGH LAUGHLIN ON A lr:MPORAR Y 
BASIS L'NTIL TilE PERMA.'iENT HOOVER DAM BYPASS BRIDGE IS BLlLT. 

i�'-&z&;'��l ��cit? �i;ti/j :=:t971��.<. ,�;� � {f;� :::.:�.;..,_ co • .-� .. u. , .P' ,.,.'?-/��fl.. 

9 10 ________________________________________________ __ 
l l  __________________________ _ 
12 - ·-···-----------------13�----------
14 15== 16 ______ _ From the desk of 
17 ___ _ 
18______ /_ J. R. KUSTER ��== I.J/VU( ;{, H== ttJ�.Jd�l� 
;� --- 4/11"'..1,; .14� , 26 

;; - �:Jk.· J.pl(,�W-�(1->'' 29_ � �  E f!!U , # 

a tL�'�: 
)7 

�I 
38=== 39 
40----
41 

__ _ 

42== 
43 __ _ 

_.(.,-. � /��/9.1 

44 
45--�--------------------------------------------
l, did hereby anest and "itntss the above signahlr .. on 
___________ 1998. 
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YES! I WAN!' HOOVER DAM TRAFFIC ROlJI'ED rnR.OUGH LAUGHLIN ON A TEMPORARY 
BASIS UNI1L THE PERMANENT HOOVER DAM BYPASS BRIDGE IS BUILT. 

PRINTNAME SIGNATURE ADDRESS TELEPHONE ,i O.t ' �nl AG�!ttre;; l1iri!tt,;;,f2!1=IvMO(b�BC cw;z•llf./2 72 

�����--��,-�----��=-� .. --�--��� ;t:J.,cl,'ib B M:t'OIOJ.,;s - .. 5'�9 =Aiwl. k jik. &91 .;o yo ' a:.,� �>ii..hl�,;;;;;__ 6 .l/ :52 7 /llt/Ca&l/t""-s,J'Mu� T<tr ..Tshc�D 4 .... /lcu,..oc-d. t',ry 
8 711J-,Lf:J -;. " "� ,til/ 
� 
10 ____________________________ �--------------------"--------------------------------------------------
12 ________________________________________________ __ 

13 __________________________________________________ ___ 
14 ________________________________________________ __ 

IS•----------------------------------------------
16•-----------------------------------------------------17 __________________________________________________ ___ 
18·--------------------------------------------------
19 ________________________________________________ __ 

20·-----------------------------------------------------21 ____________________________________ _ 
22 ____________________________________ _ 
23:-------------------------------------
24·---------------------------------------2�·---------------------------------------u 
2'--------------------------------------� 28 ______________________________________ _ 
29 ______________________________________ _ 

Ree- �· . 
/�Z/'?tJ 

�·------------------�------------------------------
32 __________________________________________________ ___ 

33 __________________________________________________ ___ 

34 __________________________________________________ ___ 

35•---------------------------------------------��--------------------------------------------37·-------------------------------------------------:'--------------------------------------------------
� 
41

·-----------------------------------------------------
42 ________________________________________________ __ 

�3:-------------------------------------------------
�·--------------------------------------------------
��·7T------�-r--r-�------������������-------•g; .';: t b4J.014 ,.. � did hereby attest and wibtess lhe above signatures on 

- - .. - - - - - - - -
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YES! i W A:" I HOOVER DAM TRAFFIC ROu7ED TI!ROUGH Lo\.UGHLIN ON A TEMPORARY 
BASIS UJI.'TIL THE PERMANENT HOOVER DAM BYPASS BRIDGE IS BUILT. 

10 _______________________________________________ _ 

I I  
12_----------------------�------�--------- · I� 
I�  I S:��--=�-.---------------------------------------
16 
I "  
18----·--
19 ___ ·---- -======-:. ______ ===== 20 
21 
::! __ 
23 -----· 

24 -----·-·· 
2� 
�v 

,.================= 28:----------------------------------------------------------29:----------------------------------------------------
�·----------------------------------------------� 31 
32 
33:----------------------------------------------------------3� 
35----------------------------------------------------------
36 ________________________________________________________ __ 3' 
38.--------------------------------------------------------
39 ��---�--- --------------------------------------------
41 __________ ---------------------------42 _________________________________________________ ___ 

�·----�-------------------------------------------------
45·��--����----�----�������--�����-----I, •¢.i<";;;;:;; ;;?'; tJ «-·� did hereby anest and v.itness the above signan�es on ')!.tV 'l 1998. 
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YES! I WANr HOOVER DAM TRAFFIC ROUI1!D TifllOUGH LAUGHLIN ON A TEMPQRARY 
BASIS UN11L THE PERMANENT HOOVER DAM BYPASS BRIDGE IS BUILT. 

PRINTNAME SIGNA11JRE ADDRESS TELEPHONE 

-

1 � G L M A .$7 t"C. e.. 6 o.3 Nol= t hid{" c>- 89U 1 Je c C c'-ty : H3 · I �- �  Y 
2 -�<£·�"-- i.?'f�v< · ':!_ � � .2. T J - 15;p... 3 � J..� ?.o y.c;;;;J ,= .\. 5 3 - U(. I  
4 
s ______________________________________________ __ 
6 __________________________________________ __ 
7 
8•----------------------------------- · ��0-------------------------------------------------------
lli __________________________________________________ __ 
12:--------------------------------------------------
13:--------------------------------------------------
14·---------------------------------------------------
iS·--------------------------------------------------
16:------------------------------------------------
17 __________________________________________________ __ 
18·------------------------------------------------
19· _____________________________________________________ _ 
20� 
21 __________________________________________________ __ 
n�------------------------------------------------
23·-------------------------------------------------
�:--------------------------------------------------
25, 
26:----------------------------------------------
27· ________ _ 
28·--------------------------------------------------
29-________________________________________________ __ 

�·------------------------------------------------
31 ______ _ 

n, ________________________________________________ __ 
33:--------------------------------------------------
34, 
35·-------------------------------------------------
�·----------------------------------------------------
37·-------------------------------------------------�·--------------------------------------------------
40_ 
41 _____________________________________________________ __ 
�2 
�3·---------------------------------------------------�:�-----------------------------------------------------
!, r ) , b-<k JJ; • ·� did hereby attest ond "ilness the aoove signatwes on 

!L..:=J_ 1998. 
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J?�e;. �. /�/J/"/B 

YES! I WA!if HOOVER DAM 'IRAFFIC ROLlED lHROUGH L<\UGHLIN ON A TEMPORARY 
BASIS L'J\.'TIL lHE I'ERMANEli.'T HOOVER DAM BYPASS BRIDGE IS BUILT. 
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!<u. ;(.  /�?/1$ 

YES! i WA!IIT HOOVER DA.\HRAFFIC ROuTED TIIROUGH LAUGHLIN ON A TEMPORARY 

BASIS t;:·•TIL lliE PER�IA.-.E!I.T HOOVER DAM BYPASS BRIDGE IS Bt.Hl. T. 

:-Jii � 
( 

8 
9 
10 I I  ll 
J)_ 
u 
IS. 
16 
17 
18. 
19 
20 
21 
" 

23 ____ 
2� 
2' 
26. 
27. 
28 ___ 
2� 
30. 
31 
32 
33 
34. 
3S 
36. 
)7 
38, 
39. 
40 
�I 
�2 
�3. 
44. 
45 
I, 

1>98. 
, -------

-:-:=
------did horeby att.:st and wimess the abov� signatureS on 
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-c9-
Nick Christensen, 03 : 57 l'M 'J/22/98 , Hoover D- B· 

Return-Pat h :  <christen@vegas . infi . net> 
Date :  Tue , 2 2  Sep 1 9 9 9  1 5 : 57 : 1 9 -0700 
To : haussler@road . c flhd . gov 
From : christen@vega s . infi . net (Nick Christensen) 
Subj ect : Hoover Dam Bypass 

·ass 

I have been paying a ttention to the whole Hoover Dam Bypa s s  issue, and 
have 
noted that 4 1  million dollars is obviously not going to cover this 
much 

C9-1lneeded project . Has US DOT approached the Las Vegas Convention and 
Vi sitors 
Authority on a potent ial 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 ( i f  you ' ve ever driven i t ,  
you ' ve seen t h e  curve with 9 crosses right next to each other ) , and 
the 
delay a t  the dam were negated, the visitor count from the Phoenix area ' c9-2lmight begin to make a significant impact in the Las Vegas economy. 
Yes ,  
NDOT i s  looking into improving I - 1 5  for the Southern California 
mar ke t ,  but 
perhaps i f  i t  were shown that there ' s  a whole different market waiting 
to 
be tapped in Phoenix, NDOT and LVCVA would be · wi-lling to provide 
funding 
for US 93 improvement s .  

Also, a s  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 
problem, the 
Bullhead City crossing would perhaps be the most sensible and effect 

(:9=:3���=t people by involving the 50000+ residents of the Laugh lin/Bullhead 
,City 
area . 
of a 

Also, a crossing at Cottonwood Cove would not involve as steep 

grade coming out of the river area , and would not require a huge steel 
or 
suspension bridge . 
!buil t .  

I t  would, however, require new highway t o  be 

1Fina l l y ,  ha s the idea of tolling people to cross the dam ever 
C surfaced? 

Instead of toll ing traffic across the bridge, why not toll the people 

Printed £or Tarry Haussler <hausslar@road. c£lhd.qov> 1 
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Response to Comment C9-1 
FHW A, 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, from south 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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C941who 
s t i l l  use the da� to cross the river? 

Nick Christensen 
Las Vega s ,  NV 

- - - -

[Yrintec:i-for Terxy Haussler <hauul.er@road. c:fl.hd.gov> 2 I 
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C10 

I mqclark; li : 33 PM 10/14/98 , Ho Subject 

Return-Pa t h :  <mgclark@ f ia . net> 
From : "mgclark" <mgclark@fia . net> 
To: <haussler@road . c flhd . gov> 
Subj ect : 
Date : Wed, 1 4  Oct 1 9 9 8  2 3 : 33 : 4 3  -0700 
X-Msmail-Priority : Normal 
X-Mimeol e :  Produced By Microsoft MimeOLE V 4 . 7 1 . 1 7 12 . 3  il expect that the Hoover Dam bypass will be located within a few miles 

-C10· south of the dam and wi l l  also accomodate an interstate freeway 
eventua lly linking Las Vegas and Phoenix . 

Dennis Clark 
< ! 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 . 7 1 . 2 01 6 . 0 " '  name=GENERATOR> 
</HEAD> 
<BODY bgColor=# fffffO> 
< DIV><FONT color=# OOOOOO si ze=2>I expect that the Hoover Dam bypa ss 
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=# OOOOOO si ze=2></FONT>&nbsp ; </DIV> 
<DIV><FONT color=#OOOOOO si ze=2>Dennis 
Clark</FONT></DIV></BODY></HTML> 

1-Printadfor Tarry Hauaaler <haussler(froad.cflhd.qov> 1 I 
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Response to Comment Cl0-1 
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. 
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- - - -

Honorable Senator John McCain 
U.S. Senate, Arizona 
241 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, D.C., 205 I 0 

-

- err-

- - - -

Honorable Congressman Bob Stump 
Representative, Arizona 3rd District 
211  Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, D.C., 20S1S 

RE: Hoover Dgm Bypass & Drgft Epvtropmentg! Impgct Statemmt 

I do not feel the public has had an appropriate venue to respond to this proposed projecL The 
Bureau ofReclamation designed the bridge by committee through the Coloradp RjyerBridp Project Manapment 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 
Ctt�1loffered a choice from one of three approved types and locations. Either 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 Enyjroomenta! Impact Statement for the Hoover Dam By,paas 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 artery of the 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 trafiicked and, aside from the trucks, US highway 93 through Arizona is the 
shortest roundtrip to Las Vegas coming from Phoenix, Tucson and Interstate I 0 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. lbis project serves one purpose only. It removes truck traffic 
from the dam, a simple safety measure, If safety was preeminant, the Department of Transportation, 

Ct l·21Highways or Commerce could put the dam route off-limits to truck traffic now. Trucks could be 
routed from Interstate S IS onto US 9S 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. 
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Response to Comment Cll-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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l 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 commen:e 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 fiom the junction of the current four lane portion of highway 
C11-� 93 just past the Lake Mead National Recreation Area boundary (north bound), go down the canyon 

· pavilion, cross the river at a new bridge near Willow Beach, up the other side into Nevada, cut across 
the south side of Boulder City and connect to lliterstate 51 S near the junction of highways 93 and 
95, west of Boulder City. This route would shorten the bip fiom 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 fiom traffic going to the dam and lake. c11:41 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. 

--6 improved traffic and commerce from Mexico, Interstate I 0, the Arizona metro areas, and the people 

ml The whole idea is timing and access for interstate commerce and travelers who have no 
intention of stopping at the dam or using the recreational area. The expense will be worth it for 

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 
ftrst time. 

The Drsft 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 problem is, I don't feel the public was given relevant opportunity to discuss 
alternate routes and uses, and have a vote in the alternates chosen. Special commerce interests, state 

C1 1-61 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 docs not, at least not as 
effectively as another might. 

--- oover Dam, the most appealing is the Sugarloaf Canyon crossing. The pros and cons oftlie three 
t On the other hand, ifthe bridge location is chosen fiom one of the three proposed sites near 

c11 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 their money, and the choice for the bridge location 
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Response to Comment Cll-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 Cll-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 A12-1, B1-2, and B1-4. 

Regarding banning trucks across the dam on U.S. 93, see response to 
Comments C-7-11 and Cll-2. 

Response to Comment Cll-4 
See response to Comments B1-5, C4-1, C4-2, and C7-3. 

- - - - - - - - -
C-42 
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-

C11-8 

C11-9 

- - - - - - - -

should be based on the best bang for the buck. 

, A. 
I B. 

c. 

The bridge should be built .&lllllh 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. 

C11-10 

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 ncar 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 ftom Asian 
countries. Remember, the west is trying to develop international commerce status 
and that involves 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 burcacratic beltway approach. 

D. 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 

c1 1•11 1 bridge. I believe the Arizona geography would support such a parking area for cars 
and RV s at the eastern 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 
be constructed on the llllllmilk of the bridge for an unobstructed view in _all 
directions. � I believe it would be in tho bet1er interest of the public, federal, stale and local governments, 

and interstate-international commerce and tourism, to re-evaluate and re-analyze the location and 
----- impacts of a new bridge and corridor for traffic and trade by involving a much more logically Cl l-l 

oriented and broader scoping process to discern the most opportune placement and uses possible. 
Before ISO million dollars plus is spent, the people should know exactly what they're getting and 
know they're getting what they want, and need. 
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Response to Comment Cll-5 
See response to Comments Bl-2, Bl-5, Bl-14, C7-2, C7-3, and Cll-2. 

Response to Comment Cll-6 
See response to Comment Cll-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 Cll-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 Cll-8 
See response to Comments Al-l, Al0-2, Al3-l, and C3-1. 

Response to Comment Cll-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 NHP A, 
FHW A consulted with the Nevada and Arizona SHPOs and has entered 
into a Programmatic Agreement (P A) 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 Cll-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 vecy few average citizens understand what an EIS or a scoping process is. 
The public, countrywide, has a bigger stake in this choice than the minor opportunity they had to 

_____ attend public meetings held in only a few locales. Please consider reopening the planning and design 
C1 1 -1 3  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, FHW A will 
study the technical feasibility of a separate viewing facility associated with 
the bridge (see response to Comment A12-2). 

Response to Comment Cll-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 Cll-12 
See response to Comment Cll-1. 

Response to Comment Cll-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 FHW A 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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-·· clr 
Roland M. F�a9a, 09 : 04 PM 10/12/98, Boove� Bypaaa 

Return-Path : <pilotrf@prodigy . net> 
Date : Mon, 12 Oct 1 9 9 8  2 1 : 0 4 : 2 1  -0700 
From: "Roland M. Fraga" <pi lotrf@prodigy. net> 
To : haussler@road . cflhd . gov 
Subject : Hoover Bypass 

Dear Sir : 

- -

f:ll three of these plans are sad, steep grades and poor route .  I t  
_ _ _ _  eems a l l  routes must lead to Goldstrike . 

C12·1 
Wil low beach would be a much better solution . It would be nice to know 

he real reason it is not in the plan . 

Roland Fraga 

P�intad fo� Te�� Bauaale� <hauaa1e�@�oad,oflhd.qov> 1 
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Response to Comment C12-1 
See response to Comments C3-1, Cll-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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,c---c13 __ _ 

T O  W H O M  I T  M A Y  C O N C E R N  

'Itlese are a few CXJIIl1elll:s Q'l the fUture desf.gnatiat � llltematiw toutes 
to Las Vegas & north to Interstate 15, It seems PEilCticaJ. to ja1n 
Highway 93 AriR.aa to Highway 93 Nsvada as illustr.lted Q'l the nap 
2-1 State Route 167 in Nevada North Of lake Hsad, I had CXlllSidezed 
as the route to !as Vegas by way at lake Head l!cuJ.elrcud ard to the 
freeways, 'lbe llltemative, the 'larple Bar O>rridor No.9 is the Q'lS 
I had pmpcsed, So far to date there hasn't teen allY designatiat to 
the final pmposlll., As I see the t:hn!e rcutea 1,2,3 it llR8Ull to liB 
that what they are trying to avoid over the ]'earS fran 2002 till sa:y 
2015 is going to end just as big a lxlancloggle and bl!r.ler than the one there now, also if there are allY l:udget over-runs, llJce the Visitors 'Center that ended up to over $123 million, then the final cast at iii1Y 

of the t:hn!e alternatives COUld be aJnaiderabl:y IIDre than the present 'calCUlated cast, 'Ihese l'OUI:es also by c::ortverging Q'l Las Vegas Freways 

_ 

--�13-tlare gOing to pose a hazard especiauy with the likes at Radio-Active materials in the event: of an acx:iclent. I don't think there is emugh 
ertpasis and CXJI1SideratiQ'l given to thv aclvilntag8e a highway Q'l the 
'Iellple Bar Corridor 1oWld bring if ill1f cne of the others PltM! :lnpracticabJ.e if tuilt, the Q'll:y otl»r route to aJnaider WOUld be the 
'larple Bar route in the future. It WOUld be better to put the cast � which ever route is proposed, towards a route that WOUld helve the 
a<fvant:age Of E!XpiUlSion in the future, . '11lt' 'nlnple Bar rcuto IM)' CXll!lt llllW 
now to bdld than the others, . bJt in the .ltlllg run WOUld luw better 
J;XJI:entiaJ,, Phoenix & t:uc:son had frocwys Uut wero bU.ld un the outsJdrt:a 
of the cities, n:M they are � by tl-o gruwth, 
It just might be the long wa:y iUI:lUild m.ty llt' tl-o &'Iori; loU:Y <�t-wnd, loold.ng 
into the .future. 

H.ulk: I LUlsen 
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Response to Comment C13-1 
The Temple Bar Alternative was eliminated because it failed to meet the 
screening criteria in five areas: 1) it has substantial Section 4(f) impacts; 2) it 
has severe impacts to pristine habitat; 3) it has severe impacts to wildlife; 
4) it has excessive costs; and 5) it requires operation and maintenance of 
duplicate parallel roadways because existing U.S. 93 from Las Vegas to 
Kingman would have to remain open and, thus, it would not necessarily 
resolve the traffic problems experienced over Hoover Dam. 
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---(:14 
1 -rhaidal , 07 : 13 AM 10/16/98 , Boovell:dam BJIP••• project ; 

Return- Pat h :  <rheidel@prodigy . net> 
Dat e :  �r i ,  16 Oct 1998 07 : 1 3 : 2 1 -0700 
�rom: rheidel <rheidel@prodigy . net> 
Reply-To : rheidel@prodigy . net 
Organi zat ion : Prodigy Internet 
To: haussler@road. cflhd. gov 
Subj ect : Hooverdam Bypass project 

Dear S i r ,  

I t  i s  m y  b e l i e f  and experience, that the simpler the design, t h e  fewer 
surprises and the best l i kely hood of completing the project "on time" 

and "within budget" .  ilthough I perfer the Sugarloaf alternative, I strongly recommend that 
ne of the alternatives be chosen, and choosen soon . I have been 

C1i2 raveling across Hoover Dam for 8 years now, and have seen a constant 
ncrease in traffic and congestion. This roadway has now reached the 
angerous point . 

Thank you for your time and attention . 

Raymond Heidel 
Henderson, NV 

I Printed for Tarry Bauaaler <hauaaler@road. cflhd.gov> 1 I 
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Response to Comment C14-1 
See response to Comment Al-l. 

Response to Comment C14-2 

- - - - -
RESPONSES TO THE GENERAL PUBLIC'S COMMENTS 

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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. . : . .  : ·:\:�·:::::. . . .. �:· ·Ll-�:t{;_.��,:���, .;�;:::,:�;, ·:.;�;��,��-.;����..::�� .. ':;:;_.... Thank you for the opportunity to comment on tNs project. My comments aic from • ,.:, . · 

my experience as Regioruil Safety Englneer o� a �odef2S years ill the tower · . . · · · 

' .. ·.. Colorado Regional office Of the Buieau ofR�� Boulder City, Nev&dS/ '· . 
. ·. · . � ··::!:··� �,. · •. � :  • :· ... ;· v;:� >*:,�-�·-::;��y:.x·; �t:�.;;· .:·:;:·��----�·� ?�·;.�;·.;�;f.�i�/��-: .-�--.·�-... . ci5:1 1 Other/Safety: Although your outliric docs not have a title for safety in)i �ept$ 

. will address this issue because of its importance. It \vould be good if you bad a 
. 

. 
. topic for safety in your outline for comments. I feel �c best lOcationf.orihC . :·:·· ' 

crossing would be the Gold Slrilce Canyon alteniative. ·This is the farthest loc8tion . · .. ' · · from the Dam and eliminates or reduCes the hazarcffu:im toUriSts stoppiilg Ori the ' � · 
bridge to get a view or take pictUre$ of the diiDi 8ild Jake: :rhe brldge. ·Wi., Jte'. ·i� · · ·· · 
designed for four lanes of traffic at 60 miles per hour>A vehicle stopping on the . .  · 
bridge or pedestrianS walkiiig'on the bridge is 'a fooliSii''Bct and extremely . << . ' . 

··-· . . . . dangerous . . The Gold Stn"\«: locatiOn reduCe$ this hazai'd �tly over the tW-' 
! . C15-21upstream locations. ReduCtion of road curves is another benetit of this Ioc8tivu. 

Most vehicle accid� have OCCUrred on the iiSirpbi'cmvei cJeSigot,d ori&inany . 
shorter length haul trucks. Truclc aCcidents in tiie area of),lie dani haVe . . 

. . . tie ups fo)" sev� holli:s·:·: .. ·, ·,,;.>;\ .. . :, 
: :. . . ;i·::'.:.'·
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Response to Comment ClS-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 ClS-2 
See response to Comments C3-1, Cll-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. 

Response to Comment ClS-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 ClS-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 ClS-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. 

Response to Comment ClS-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 
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RESPONSES TO THE GENERAL PUBLIC'S COMMENTS 

accident problems on the dam and approach roads, not to addressing traffic 
problems in Boulder City. 

Response to Comment ClS-7 
See response to Comments Bl-9 and Cll-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 ClS-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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I D lienry Leavitt, 04 : 10 AM 10/12/98 , public zaeponaa 

Return-Path: <leavitt@chirocode . com> 
Da t e :  Mon, 1 2  Oct 1 9 9 8  04 : 1 0 : 06 -0700 
From: D Henry Leavitt <leavitt@chirocode . com> 
To : haussler@road . c flhd. gov 
Subj ect : public response �Thanks for the notice i n  the AZ Republic . I have viewed the sites . 

--c16--t !ote for the the Gold S t r i ke option . It would do more to a leviate 
congest ion and enhance traffic flow on this NAFTA corridor highway. 
D 
H Leavitt 

I Pzintaci �oz 'l'azry Bauaalaz <hauaalaz8road.c�lhci.gov> 1 I 
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Response to Comment C16-1 
See Section 2.6.3 in the FEIS and response to Comments C3-1, Cll-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. 
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Mr. Terry Haussler ( HPD-16) 
Federal Highway Administration 
555 Zang Street, Room 259 
lakewood, CO 80228 

Dear Sir: 

Box 60923 
Boulder City, Nevada 89006 
September 29, 1998 

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 I would have to travel to any destination southeast of here. The C17·1 normal 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, Nevada! The other two routes would cost even 
more because of the distance and upkeep on the trucks plus the manpower to 

_
perform this service 'As for the harm to the business people of Boulder City, that would likely be a ---· minimum amount. Only those travelers who wish to stop wiU stop, 

G1.7·2 especially when they have a long trip stiU 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 I have 
never seen a town that grew that fought a bypass! 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 
C11-31remained 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 
growing! They have put their effons Into building a better town <ind have 
·grown as a consequence because the people who are attracted there know they 
will be served as If they were at home. �17.��·1n my opinion, Route 3 would be the cheapest way to build the bypass In the 
long runl 

Sincerely, 
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Response to Comment C17-1 
See Section 2.6.3 in the FEIS and response to Comments C3-1, Cll-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 81-4, 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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I In�rid Lea, 04 : 48 PM 9/2j/98 , Boov.r Dam Bypass 

Return-Path : <inglee@et . mohave . cc . a z . us> 
Date :  Tue , 29 Sep 1998 1 6 : 4 8 : 1 2 - 1 000 
From : Ingrid Lee <inglee@et . mohave . cc . a z . us> 
Organi zation : Mohave Community College 
To: haussler@ road . cflhd . gov 
Subj ect : Hoover Dam Bypass 
X-Url : http : / /www . hooverdambypas s . org/ 

Thank you for the opportunity to reply by e-mail . I apprec iated the 
Sept . 1 9 98 materials which were mailed recent l y .  I could easily 
compare 
and contrast the alternat ive bypass choices . Based on the engineering 
and construction comparison and potential environmental impact s ,  I 
would 

- � -.opt for the Sugarloaf Mountain bypass . It has (relatively) minimal 
018"1 envi ronmental impacts, best roadway geometries , and best of all, the 

least cost . The potent ial losses are outweighed by the incredible 
benefit gained by bridge construction . 

I would l i ke to question why a bridge/route through Laughlin, NV is 
not 
one of the choices . The road to 95 is good . Is it because of route 

C1B·216B? 
Boulder c i t i zens concerned about bypass of their city? Would cost be 
less? 

As a res ident of northern AZ for 20 years I am ecstat ic to be 
queried-and have the oppor_tuni ty to input-on this project . 

Sincerely, 

Ingrid Lee 

I Pr:l.nted for Tarry Bauaalar <haussler8road. cflhd.qov> 1 -1 
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RESPONSES TO THE GENERAL PUBLIC'S COMMENTS 

Response to Comment C18-1 
See response to Comment Al-l 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 Bl-5, Bl-7, C7-2, C7-3, C7-4, and C7-9 (Laughlin), and Al2-l, 
Bl-2, and Bl-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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C19 

f Patti Lewis,  09 : 3'7 AM 10/10/98 , Comment 

Return-Pa t h :  <daffyl@ctaz . com> 
Date : Sat , 10 Oct 1 9 9 8  09 : 3 1 : 59 -0700 
From : Pat t i  Lewis <daffyl@cta z . com> 
Reply-To : daffyl@cta z . com 
Organization: Outland Resource s ,  Inc . 
To : haussler@road . cflhd . gov 
Subj ect : Comment 

- - -

Thanks for the informational pages on the Hoover croosing si tuation. 
My 
comment i s  th i s :  

· ci9�1 uture crossing , I f  the dam should vere give , that crossing would be 
he 

ihe Promontory Point crossing seems to be the safest route for the 

east affected . 
Thanks for l i stening . 
Patti Lewis 

f�tacl roZ'-Terry Bauaa1ar <hauaa1er@roacl. cr1hcl.qov> 1 I 
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RESPONSES TO THE GENERAL PUBUC'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 Al0-2, A13-1, and Cll-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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RESPONSES TO THE GENERAL PUBUC'S COMMENTS 

Response to Comment C20-1 
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. The crossing through Laughlin adds 
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 
the Hoover Dam bypass. 
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- C21 

I RUSMURRAY@aol .com, 01 :21 AM 10/12/98 , l'wd: by-pau for Boulder City ! 

Return-Path : <RUSMURRAY@aol . com> 
From: RUSMURRAY@aol . com 
Dat e :  Mon, 12 Oct 1 9 9 8  0 1 : 2 1 : 05 EDT 
To: haussle r@road . c flhd . gov 
Subject : Fwd : by-pass for Boulder City 

Content - I D :  <0 908 1 69 665@inet out . mail . aol . com. 1> 
Content-type : text/plain; charset=US-ASCI I  

Content- ID: < 0  908 1 69 665@inet out . ma i l . aol . com . 2 > 
Content-type : message/rfc822 -
Content-transfe r-encoding : 7bit 
Content-disposi tion : inline 

From: RUSMURRAY@aol . com 
Return-path : <RUSMURRAY@aol . com> 
To : sworden@dl l . uscg . mi l  
Subj ect : by-pass for Boulder City 
Date : Mon, 12 Oct 1998 0 1 : 07 : 4 6 EDT 
Mime-Version: 1 . 0  
Content-type : text/plain; charset=US-ASCI I  
Content-trans fer-encoding: 7bit 

- -- -!The correct answer for the bridge and by-pass is none of the above . W�l 
Let me expla in . 

The present system involves a 7 miles downhi l l  highway and crossing a t  
Hoove r 
Dam. The original intent was to transport material and people to a 
jobs ite 
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 t rucks descending and cl imbing this seven mile s t retch plus 
the fuels 
does do make this constuction road and suitable highway. 

�

,We have an opport unity to make the best change for everyone • • •  drivers, 
road 

_ and bridge by using the Henderson, Nv.  Horizon 515 exit, build a road 
C through 

the dry l a ke waste land, build the bridge at Wil low Beach and 
reconnect to the 
Arizona Highway . 

I Printed for Terry Bauaaler <hauaaler@road. cflhd.gov> 1 I 
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RESPONSES TO THE GENERAL PUBLIC'S COMMENTS 

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 
turns, 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 downtown businesses. See response to 
Comments C4-1, C4-2, C4-3, and C4-4. 
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This would eliminate the seven mile wear and tear problem. This would 
s l i ghtly divert traffic away from Boulder Cit y .  This would create a 
short-cut 
for getting off the highway ( i nterstate) at the Searchlight Highway 
then go to 
Searchlight/Niption/ I-15 . 
original concerns were money and people would loose viewing Hoover Darn 

C21·2 as we 

�I have worked at Hoover Darn 20 yea rs . I heard the original conce rns . 
The 

are now accus tomed to be able to do s o .  The Hoover Darn viewing 
concern has 
been mute . 

C21·3

.

1The additional road building costs would be a saving to the United 
States as 
to not having to purchase/import as much oil . The people now living 
on the 7 

-
c21.4 ,mile stretch from Boulder City to Hoover Dam are al ready complaining 

about the 
highway noi se . 

---
C21·51There you have it . 

build a 
There is plenty of space out in the dry lake to 

eight or ten lane highway . . .  rnore roads are needed due 
drivers/automobiles . Make a win/win suituation for 
everyone • . .  yourself 
included . 

Thank you for your time and consideration . 

Russell Murray 
1 4 0 8  Mont erey Drive 
Boulder City, Nevada 8 9005 

RusMurray@AOL . Corn 

to more licensed 

C!rinted for Teuy Rauuler <haussler@road.cflhd.qov> -2 - I 
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RESPONSES TO THE GENERAL PUBLIC'S COMMENTS 

Response to Comment C21-2a 
The existing recreationists' access to Hoover Dam will be maintained after 
construction of the U.S. 93 dam bypass. See response to Comment ClS-4. 

Response to Comment C21-3 
See response to Comment C21-2 above. 

Response to Comment C21-4 
Traffic noise through Hemenway Valley and east of Boulder City is being 
evaluated by NDOT as part of their Boulder City /U.S. 93 Corridor 
environmental study. See response to Comment Bl-4. 

Response to Comment C21-5 
See response to Comment C21-2 above. 
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:,�;rj; ,;;i:�1��:���ll����,·-·· · 
Lakewood, eoioriU:Io 80228 
TELEFAX # 3031969·5903 

. """''".•· 

.. . •.• �· .���;;:_ ;�/· .. -
Dear Mr. Haussler 

_ ... . 

Hoover Dam Bypua · 
-�-

. .. ����--� 
t. .. . 

. 
. . . . ' : .

·
. ··. · . . 

In the midst of aU the cooversatiou and rhetoric sunouncliog this matter. it - to me that Ollfl of 
the best of aU possible steps is constantly ignoc-ed. That is: · ·.·

,
. . ,, : , ·• . ,: 

The ellmlnadon of an truc:k tramc Oil tJie Hoover o.m·· 

· . . ,.-_ 
This can be dono immediately. with no cost &ad at the clhec:tioa of wt,;auy "my·��� 
agency involved. If an agency with the most ·clout in the law is needed then the E:PA. (which hu 
done so little) could issue tho directiVe: Since you are an eiuployee of the Federal . HighwRy. : . .  · 

c2i-11Adminiatration and would likoto briug tho glorythere, then have_ it dono ��-�- :  : .. . . ·.-.·. 

With no cost to any taxpayer this would immediataly eliminata the � of aU epi1ls brto .d,; . 

Colorado River or Lake Mead Tho terrible congestion caused by the huge trucka would be. 
eliminated. Tho instant smog created by the trucka would be elimbiated. The clatter'and ....U:'ot'ihe. 
diesels in Hemingway Wash would be stilled. There would be no impact on: pmgrioe fiiiCO!ISo . . . •. . 
desert tortoises, desert bighorn abeep or �uod s�ll. It abso'�ly �!# ioatter what inJP.�- ;\c;�!,:�.��· ··' this would have on the truckers or trucking companaes. I have been responsible for mOvement . of . • .. · ;;:,. .: · 
large cargoes by truck all over the US and_between the US and C�. FrequeJitly tbese loa.is Were : __ ;; .,.,;-/:: 
proscribed from the most direct route for ODD or more of any niunber of reasoaa establiabed, by_ the . . :· · DOT or the State govenunen!B involved. What did we do? We simply rei-outed the trucka aDd paid • · .. 
whatever !be additional cost was due to the rerouting. In fiu:t,. on long hauls, the effect was truly · 
minimal in temtll of its percentage of the total transportation cost or on entire. project cosis. · '.fho �: · . .  
wbimperina about the need to foUow· US 93 witb truckS is baieless. AU produc:tB desiied · 

populatiou of Nevada .cari easily be .Upplied by other routes (if they mtist ccme by. I · 

ltrain into the Las Vega& Valley. It is very _obvioua that producta oceded _oil the 
ColoradO can readily be suppUed by triick oi- rail and never see · " 

Laughlin. 

!108_ RAINI I'LA.Ci: • BoUWER cOY, N_v 11900!1 • 7021294..4360 � 
'' ··· .

. 
· ·. _:,· 

· · · > ·· 
. ' .t .. · 

·
,

;
_

. 
� -�1·, 
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RESPONSES TO THE GENERAL PUBLIC'S COMMENTS 

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, 
Cll-6, and E4-1 pertaining to the reasons for discontinuing consideration of 
the Gold Strike Canyon Alternative. 
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HopefuUy, 

�·. 

J.B. Partain 
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RESPONSES TO THE GENERAL PUBUC'S COMMENTS 

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 Bl-4) . 
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RESPONSES TO THE GENERAL PUBLIC'S COMMENTS 

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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C24 \lllfJ Flgg Engineers, Inc. � Alembsll'innoiFigfJEngintJBrtnQGroup 
• � 1873 Sou1h Bellaire Street, SuHe 1025 

Denver, Colorado 80222 

Focus 
on 
Bridges • 

303 757-7400 Fax: 303 757-0698 

October 19, 1 998 

Mr. Terry Haussler, P.E. 
Project Manager (HPD-16) 
Federal Highway Administration 
SS5 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 
(FHW A), Central Federal Lands Highway Division on the Hoover Dam Bypass project in Arizona 
and Nevada (Project No. FHWA-AZNV-EIS-98-03-D). 

FHW A 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 be�eve it appropriate to comment upon the bridge 
types identified in the DEIS; specifically those types identified for the Sugarloaf Mountain 
�nt. The DEIS document, in subparagraph 2.6.2.2 Bridge Designs, page 2- 1 8, states as 
follows: 

"Two bridge designs are being considered for the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative: 
a steel deck arch 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 surlilce of the Colorado River and 254 feet higher 
than the elevation of the current highway across Hoover Dam." 

This recommendation apparently follows directly from the Phase B Corridor Study report dated 
1anuary, 1998. There is no indication that this recommendation was reevaluated during the DE IS 
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. 

Although the structure types examined are appropriate, the DEIS should not limit the structure 
_ _ __ 1 type to a specific material at this early stage in the process because of the following: 
C24·1 

• The arch could be made of either steel or concrete. Concrete arch spans as long as 1 280 
feet have been successfully designed and constructed in Europe and Australia. 

Tallahassee, Florida Denver, Colorado Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

SCO/LAW2665.00C/ 003672585 
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RESPONSES TO THE GENERAL PUBUC'S COMMENTS 

Response to Comment C24-1 
A concrete arch bridge type has been added as a potential design option for 
the preferred alternative (see Section 2.6.2.3). However, presentation of 
specific bridge designs in this EIS is not intended to preclude other feasible 
structures; a Design Advisory Panel will provide input on bridge design 
concepts, structure type, and materials (see Section 3.5). 
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Mr. Teny 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 similar 
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 tiebacks may result in more contractor options for construction. 
increasing competition, and thus lowered costs. 

• As a solution to assuring the least cost structure, FHW A may wish to utilize the alternate 
design process. The experience ofFHW A over a nine year period which required states 
to provide alternate designs for structures expected to exceed a given dollar amount 
(lower than the estimated cost of a Hoover Dam By-Pass Bridge), showed an average 
savings of I I  o/o per bridge. In this instance, that could exceed 4 million dollars which 
easily justifies an alternate design. 1 Accordingly, we recommend the FEIS include: 

-C24 I .  A provision t o  further evaluate the use o f  a concrete arch bridge as a possible structure 
type during the preliminary engineering work place, and/or 

2. 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. c1..��UIC/Ii(.:. 
!?Joseph Siccardi, P .E. 
Senior Vice President 

Attach. 

Flgg Englnoara, Inc. 
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RESPONSES TO THE GENERAL PUBLIC'S COMMENTS 

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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ji.mmi.a atawart:, 01 : 14 AM 10/16/!18 , hoovezo, 

Return-Path : <mickj im@worldnet . att . net> 
Reply-To : <mickj im@worldnet . att . net> 
From : " j immie stewart" <mickj im@worldnet . att . net> 
To : <haussler@road . cflhd . gov> 
Subj ect : hooverdambypass 
Dat e :  Fri ,  1 6  Oct 1 9 98 0 1 : 1 4 : 3 3 -0700 
X-Msma i l - Priori t y :  Normal 

•••• 

lwhy can ' t  we cross at wil low creek? it ' s  far enough south of the dam 
to 

IC2 not cause pollution probl ems and i t  i s  convenient to the highway in 
ari zona . it really is a good crossing point . why at the "gold 
strike 
[ south) crossing? 

C25��· nything but north of the dam . that ' s  a bad choice geological ly and 
nvi ronmenta l l y .  itt would be great if you could get the crossing as 

far 
�1way from the dam as is economical l y  possible . the willow creek 
C2a rossing 

its the criteria rather wel l . why isn ' t  it one of the choices? 

sincerely, 

mickey stewart 
boulder city, nv 

Printed £or Terry Bauaa1ar <hauaa1ar@road. c£1hd.aov> 
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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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(- jimmi.e atewaz:t, 02 : 37 1'M 10/16/!18 , Re :  hoovaz:d!mbypaaa i 
Return-Path : <mickj im@worldnet . att . net> 
Reply-To: " j immie stewart" <mickj im@worldne t . att . net> 
From: "j immie stewart" <mickj im@worldnet . at t . net> 
To : "Terry Haussler" <hauss ler@road . cflhd . gov> 
Subj ect : Re : hooverdambypas s  
Date : Fri ,  1 6  Oct 1 9 9 8  14 : 37 : 1 1 -0700 
X-Msma i l-Prior i t y :  Normal 
X-Mimeole : Produced By Microsoft MimeOLE V4 . 7 1 . 1 7 1 2 . 3  

with all of that, then the one that i s  farthest south of the dam would 
be my 
choice ( t he gold stri ke crossing?) 

thanx very much for your prompt repl y .  i appreciate it 

mickey stewart 
-----Original Message-----
From: Terry Haussler <hauss ler@road . cflhd. gov> 
To : mickj im@worldnet . att . net <mickj im@worldnet . att . net> 
Date : 16 October, 1 9 98 2 : 0 7 PM 
Subject : Re : hooverdambypass 

>Mickey -
> 
>Willow Beach was considered but eliminated from consideration . It 
has 
>overwhelming envi ronmental obstacles . Another reason is a Department 
of 
>Transportation regulation that requires minimizing impacts to public 
>recreation area s ,  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. mi les of 5 . 5  and 6 percent grades and would cost $ 1 00 mil l ion more 
than 
>improving U . S .  93 . For the purposes of this comparison, t he U . S .  9 3  
cost 
>includes improving the 14 miles in LMNRA and constructing a Bou lder 
City 
>Bypass ( i f  that is ever agreed on) . 
> 
> 
>Thanks for your comments . 
> 
>At 01 : 1 4 AM 1 0 / 1 6 / 9 8  -0700, you wrot e :  
>>why can ' t  w e  cross at wil low creek? it ' s  f a r  enough south o f  the 
dam to 
>>not cause pollution problems and i t  is convenient to the highway in 

I Printed for: Tez::ry Bauaa1ez: <hauaalaz:@road. aflhd.qov> 1 I 
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>>ari zona . 
s t r i ke 

it rea lly is a good crossing point . 

>> [ sout h )  crossing? 
>> 

why at the "gold 

>>anything but north of 
>>envi ronmentally.  itt 
as far 

the dam. that ' s  a bad choice geolog ically and 
would be great i f  you could get the crossing 

>>away from the dam as is economically pos s ible . the willow creek 
crossing 
>>fits the criteria rather wel l . why isn ' t  i t  one of the choices? 
>> 
>>sincerely, 
>> 
>>mickey stewart 
>>boulder city, nv 
>> 
>Terry K. Haussler 
>Project Manager 
>Federal Highway Administration 
>Phone : ( 30 3 )  7 1 6-2 1 1 6  
>Fax : ( 3 0 3 )  969-5903 
>emai l  address : haussler@road . cflhd . gov 
> 

I Printed for Terry Haussler <haussler@road.cflhd.gov> 2 I 
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C26 
I Warren Sturgill,  11 : 25 PH 10/13/98 , Suqveation and Question I 
Return-Path : <wsturgi ll@isat . com> 
Reply-To: "Warren Sturgi l l "  <wsturgil l@isat . com> 
From: wsturgi ll@isat . com (Warren Sturgill ) 
To: <haussler@road . cflhd . gov> 
Subj ect : Suggestion and Question 
Date : Tue, 13 Oct 1 998 2 3 : 2 5 : 02 -0700 
X-Msmail-Priorit y :  Normal 
X-Mimeol e :  Produced By Microsoft MimeOLE V4 . 72 . 2 1 0 6 . 4  �his bridge will be here forever, and I think t hat we should build the 

ne that looks the best with Hoover Dam. I think that the Gold Strike 
-c26� !an is the be s t  due to its location below Hoover Dam and because i t  

ooks alot better than t h e  other two . O n  t h e  other two, t h e y  w i l l  be 
lot closer and higher than Hoover Dam, so when you are s tanding on 
he dam, the bride would be higher than you . 

___ .iMy quees tion i s :  When you build the bridges, are you planning on 
C26· building it a freeway, so that US93 will be freeway from Kingman all 

the way to Las Vegas ?  

Thanks, 
Warren Sturgi l l  

Sent from: wsturgil l@ isat . com 
Visit my websi te at : http : / /www. personal . i sat . com/ws turg i l l  
< ! DOCTYPE HTML PUBLIC "-//W3C//DTD W 3  HTML//EN"> 
<HTML> 
<HEAD> 

<META content-text /html ; charset�iso-8 859-1 http-equiv=Content-Type> 
<META content = ' "MSHTML 4 . 7 2 . 2 1 0 6 . 6" '  name=GENERATOR> 
</HEAD> 
<BODY bgColor=tffffff> 
<DIV><FONT color•tOOOOOO si ze=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 i s  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=tOOOOOO s i ze=2></FONT>&nbsp; </DIV> 
<DIV><FONT s i z e=2>My queestion i s : &nbsp; When you build the bridges, 
are you 
planning on building it a freeway, so that US93 will be freeway from 
Kingman a l l  

I Printed for Terry Haussler <hausslerl!road.cflhd.gov> 1 I 
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Response to Comment C26-1 
Depending on the bridge type selected for the preferred alternative, the 
impact on views from the dam can be partially mitigated by coloring the 
concrete or painting the steel to blend with the surrounding environment. 

Response to Comment C26-2 
The U.S. 93 bypass will be a four-lane divided highway, consistent with 
existing improved sections of U.S. 93 from Las Vegas, Nevada, to Kingman, 
Arizona. 
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C27 
Boulder City, Nv. 89006 10·22-98 Pll8e 1 of2 P1188B 

Subject: Bridge Bypass of Hoover (Boulder) Dam & Highway Bypass ofBoulder City. 

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN: 

��� 
Sirs: lWH.LOW BEACH ROUTE still remains BEST routeing B!ld is far cheaper and shorter in 

-c21:1 the "long run"! However, "apparently" the total building project is being split Into two 
separate projects and will be built in two separate B1988s with different funding and brains 
for each project TOTAL expense is of no interest it seems. Just do it this way. Right? 

------ soon as possible. Forget the difference of a combined project and coBI efficiency. Takes 

€ project is the "DAM BYPASS" via a new bridge. That seems to be the "priority". For 
at projec� it seems that SUGAR LOAF MT. ROUTE is the better choice. Ok, gel it done 

c27'2 o much concessions from to many hostile groups. To hell with efficiency. Just do the job. 
at is America today. OK, build the BRID<IE now. Let Boulder City go to bell with their 
oblems untill they get really in deep !rouble with lraffic and problems of change. 

1#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 anything can be completed. Bouder City then at 20,000 population?? 
Where then will the bypass be? People have built all over the area?? Is there "brains" or 
"bodies" on the city council?? The cost will also be double or triple by that time. Right? !Fine, I will be dead long before then. You "wizards" pay the bill. Then gy, "why did we 
lwait so long'', when it could have been done by all gas tax dollars years 11801 4-S atop 
lights in 9 miles plus 35 MPH speed limits, etc. History!! 

-C27-�This highway build and expantion project is for 4 lanes plus extra lanes for exit'entrance. 
A "huge cosf' of this project that is getting no consideration. The cost of''traffic delay" 
during the many years building period. Police car at each end of the "delay area" already, 
pilot cars and a dozen f198 men. Around the clock?? Add to this the thousands of trucks, 
C!U'll and people that "sit'' for ???? on a daily buis, waiting for their chance to go thru the (�ess" ofthe building area How many years ofthis takes place?? The entire-route from ��illow Beach exit to Railroad Pass will be effected!! Pleasant thoiJ8ht?? This is 
amounting to "big millions" of dollars when computed as to wages of drivers, salaried !Jleople, fuel & wute of time for all. Think on it IF WILLOW BEACH ROUI'E WERE 

ltJSED, NONE OF TillS WOULD EXIST!!!!!! This equsles to a "tremendous" amount 

SCOILAW2665.DOC/ 003672585 
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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 Bl-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 Bl-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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C27·3 

The Sierra Club and the Nat Park Service are both getting entirely "too big'' for their 
britches by their defiance of"man IJ89inst wild creotures"!! Do we "destroy" nil dams, no 
more cities, no more hisJtways, etc., so we can give the land b���:k to the "wilds"?? Turtles 
& sheep really have no problem!! Use "under passes" for bleeding hearts. Timber wolves 
and coyotes eruely kill other crelllllres!! Far better the bunters bullet and the millions of 
revenue it could generale ralher than the cruel dealh by "exhaustion, hamstringing, & 
bleedi1J8to wealmeaa offallin& Then the wolf pack dives into the "soft" under the tail 
meal, & between the thighs meal and "eala the animal alive" as it kicks and gro8111 its last 
brealh. This is "bumaine"? This is the Sierra Club?? Ob··lhis is nalure?? Then, no more 
doctors, medicine, hospitals. Let you Sierra Club members die thai "natural dealh". Whal a 
blessi1J8 it would be to the common sense publici You people simply drop dead and let the 
rest of us use today & benefits. Yourbleedi1J8 hearts are a farce in most instances. 

Let the Nalional Park Service listen up a bit too. Like the wolves in Yellowstone Park!! 
Crazy!! They are coming down fi'om Canada without cost. Now they have hired ''publisist" 
people to promote the good oftbeir "wolfintroducton projecf'. Yes, the public is gelling 
word of the wolves and are highly Wlhappy with it Soooo···they try to cover their butts. 
Like the "let it burn" ftre in Yellowstone a few years ago. 100 years or more to recover 
wbal was lost Crazy!! Let "constructive harvesting" do the job and it is timber saved, or 
used and the landscape is quickly beautiful again. Not the horrid black tree stubs for 
decades to look al and no value gained at all. "Clear cuf' if animal vegatation is needed I 
see no brains at all in this "burn" crap. No soil cover, so "erosion" and stream, river 
pollution prevail. When is the soil to rebuild its waler holding capacity, if''burn" is done? 

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 higbwater 
levels. Floating toilets thai a windstorm can easily deslroy···no one knows where they are 
anyway & people, fishermen, etc., are not going to go miles out ofthere 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 aritlunetic will give some simple and effective answers. Try it. The 
permanel ones get vandalized often and need rebuilding every 10·20 years. Rent-Right? 

Back to the ''bridge & bypasses". I am "closing my book" on this project It bas been 
"sadly" handled to dale. Let the future unfold It will not be completed in my lifetime and I 
will bet my life on thai!! Gracious····I won't be much good after age 8S anyway will I ?? I 
am 7S now. (smile) You young folk cany 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·· I hope not 30 
years since Ibis project began via Arizona & Nevada plnei'B. How foolish the delay has 
been. Ok, you people concemed···may I commend you to doing your best, sleep well at 
night and in the name of connnon sense & decency, give it good thought and effort Bye!! �ishes, Russel VandeBerg, P.O. Box 61589, Boulder City, Nv. 89006 (new address) 
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C29-1 

-.�-

, ______ 

Central F�d eral Lande 
Highways Divieion , FHA 
555 Zang Stre et , Room 259 
Lakewoo d , CA 80228- 1103 
Attn: Mr. Terry Haussler 

Pro j e ct Manager 

Dear Mr. Haussler: 

C29 

Box 97 
Meadview , AZ 864 4 4  
11 Dec ember 1998 

Subj ect : 
Hoover Dam Bypass 
Draft EIS Statement 

I wP.e not able to at tend any of the publ ic 
hearings on the sub j e c t  matter. 

A copy of the Draft EIS Statement on the 
subject came to my attention. 

. I think u . s .  93 should go south of Bould er 
City and go to U . S .  95 directly , and go further on to meet I-15 
about M . P .  27 • 

· 

This would provide a faster route for thru 
traffic. 

Sincerely yours , 

-rive Jtk fFred Wils:n--l 
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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 Bl-5, Bl-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/I-40 
Alternatives that were studied (see EIS, Section 2.2). 
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[}iiarkroiien, 08 : 06 AM 12719198 , No Subject i 
Reply-To : "mark rosen" <markrosen@lvcm. com> 
From : "mark rosen" <markrosen@lvcm. com> 
To : <haussler@ road . cf 1 hd . gov> 
Subject : 
Date :  Sat , 1 9  Dec 1 9 9 8  0 8 : 0 6 : 4 6 -0800 
X-Msmail -Priori t y :  Normal 
X-Mimeol e :  Produced By Microsoft MimeOLE V4 . 7 2 . 3 1 1 0 . 3  
Return-Path : markrosen@lvcm . com 

· 

I You need to consider expanding 95 and using 95 to 40 as a b ypass . 
_ _  -· Less environmental impact on the canyo n .  95 needs to be expanded 

C30_1 
anywa y .  At present it is a 2 lane highway death trap that needs to be 
divided . That alternative would be cheape r .  Howard Booth h a s  more 

· deeply explored this option and you need t o .  
< ! DOCTYPE HTML PUBLIC " - / /WJC / / DTD W3 HTML//EN " >  
<HTML> 
<HEAD> 

<META content=text/html ; charset=iso-8 8 5 9- 1  http-equiv=Content -Type> 
<META content= ' "MSHTML 4 . 7 2 . 3 1 1 0 . 7 " '  name•GENERATOR> 

. 

</HEAD> 
<BODY bgColor=# f f ffff> 
<DIV><FONT color=#OOOOOO si ze=2 >You need to consider expanding 95 and 
using 95 
to 4 0  as a bypas s . &nbsp; Less envi ronmental impact on the 
canyon . &nbsp; 9 5  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 . &nbsp; Howard Booth 
has more 
deeply explored this option and you need 
t o . < / FONT></DIV></BODY></HTML> 

··� I Printed for Tarry Haussler <hausslar@road. cflhd.qov> ··· 1 I 
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Response to Comment C30-1 
A U.S. 95/1-40 Alternative was considered and eliminated primarily 
because it would require motorists to drive an additional 70 miles, 
compared to the preferred alternative, from the U.S. 93/95 interchange in 
Nevada to Kingman, Arizona. This considerably greater distance would 
result in over $2.3 billion in additional automobile and truck user costs 
being incurred over a 20-year period (see EIS Appendix B). 
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C-34·1 1\N ITH I TO:, APPROAC.tH!.'S IN THE AIZ.I!.A WOULD OE�,. biMIN\St4J 
M IIIII M I 'Z. f.  ANb O'IIER..'SiiAt:>OW TKE '1-\I�TOitiC.AL "SIGNI FICANC.E AND 

-
AO\IEVEME.N T oF TKE MAGNI F'ICE.NT ANI) I"'I<!I"T'( HoovE.� 0AM • 

'2. .  F'�oM T"'E bAM,. U.S. "t '3  PA�SE":o Tt\ROUG H  A l!>US.'f 
!e:Al""FIC - L.IGI-ITE.i> 11\lTE.IZ."!!.ECTI ON AT TKE CEIIITE.R. OF 8olJLOl:R 

c1T"f ANb "11'\EIII oN To RAILRoAD �ss AND tAs. \IE.&AS • THE 
<J MILE "'i.TRETO\ 'BE.TWe.E.N TI-\E Gc.L'D �TR\Kf Lu" ANO R'AILRMD 

��S l-IAS E!.EC:OMf MoltE LIKE A C I T"f l:!lc PJZE'O!.WA'f THAlli A 
MAJ"Oil. \\ IGHwA"{ • AT -rtte c.uR�m.NT tc.ATE oF oevet.oPMEN� 

C34·2 I . S , v; c. 
· 

IN oR. oo 1 EAii! �  IT W I LL 6E A SUS"(' C..I T'f "i:.TtlEET Wlnl 
NO ROOM TO EXPAND oR RELOCATE • Col'lt.EQUI!.NTL'1:, A MAJb� 
�C>TTLENE.CK I S  DE.VELOPI N G  A N D  A bAM B'fPA 'S.S BR.IbGE. 
WILL. OIIJ L"'( E,)(ACEitBATE. I�AFF'IC. C.ON<EIE'i.TIONJ Pol.LUT I ONJ 
ACCIDENT'S AND t)EL.A'(S . 

'3 .  l-\iGI-\WA'1 PLANI'II E.2� A RE I N�ER.e.NTL "( 'St\02.T'i.I GtrrE.I> AND_, ·-' ACS. A RE.or;.llt..Tj HAVE C.OST TAX'PI'\"i"ERC:. �ILLIONS , TIUIFFIC. 
AT T I M ES olll 'I..- I S  �r>�TWEEJ\1 LAS VEGAS AND Los ANGE.LES 
I'!> 5UMPE.Tt- TO - �MPE.It • The. PHENOME..NAL G�owTtl I N  
LAs VE&A'S. AI\IO R\oE.IIl 1 X 'SHOW S N O  'SIGN oF � LOW I N G  

W I-\IC!-1 MEA"''S r NC.REA"SE.b TRAFRC �IW�EN THE. TWO 

- c;4�-'ICI TIE.C::. . ll-l£ "t>OVE!l 'DAM r,'ffi\s� fho::rEc.T 'SI-IOULD !>e. �ESI<EsnlE.O TC> 1-\ANbLE. TRAf'FlC St1�Tiil '1' ¥ell 'TliE NE�T 100 'fEA�'S.. 

4-. CoMPA�I lllG ALTERNATI VE.S SIIOIJLJ) l>E. R-eAL I 'bTl C.� ClaTI:C.TIVE., 

AC.C.UP.:ATE AN O FAI R  WITHO\lT \l!IIA'S � lOM"fiST lNFLUEIIIC.f 
A f'IC.T\I�E. OF A 'ei�10E.E 'S PANN I I\IG f>LAc.K CAN'fON. _w.iT·ti· - . 
f.loove:.R. DAM IN '!tiE �c.KGitOUNO WOU LD LooK REAL NIC.E IN 
ONE 'C:. ttE�M'E. � f fu";TEC.Te.i':> C.0N'OTIWC.TION cosTS A RE 

_ _  . .  - �oB'IIIbU'S. L "( N fCE.'S'SAil"f AI\.IO I M R)R.TAIIlT� BUT VAL\lEC:, NEeb TO 
C34·4 

6E ASSE.'S.SE.D TO THE INTANG-I BLE r,y. PROOUC.TS. oF A PROJ'!CT .  
·,'-' 1Fc.R l:.AAMPLE, TI-lE �E<:REATIONAL. VALI..I E oF A NEW KI�WA'f 

ENI I'IIG - u P  A RE.I"toTe "t.ec:riON of LAKE Mo""'Vf. oR THE 
:TeRIORATIOI\J C>F" A C.IT"'(' ' � Llf'E . 'S'T"ft..E. • 
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RESPONSES TO THE GENERAL PUBUC'S COMMENTS 

Response to Comment C34-2 
See response to Comment Bl-4. 

Response to Comment C34-3 
The dam bypass will be designed to handle, at a minimum, the traffic 
volumes forecasted for 20 years after opening day (2027) and beyond 
(EIS Appendix A). 

Response to Comment C34-4 
The Sugarloaf Mountain alignment, the preferred alternative, is only 
1,500 feet south of the existing crossing at Hoover Dam. The new roadways 
leading up to the bypass bridge will require cutting, filling, and bridging 
through 3.3 miles of mountain and canyon terrain, but it will not open up 
access to new recreational areas. This project also will have no effect on 
Boulder City in terms of environmental or economic impacts. 
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XN COI\lCLUSIOI\l , 'E.Ac.H "'(E.A2 THEilE AR..E. MORE : 
I. W'!.ITORS '"Tb \.\c.cw!!.R:. DAM 
2.. Tou�I"&TS 
3. &.o.:reRS ON LAKE MEAD 
4. RESIDENTS 1111 &oLDER CIT'f 
S. BuscNE"SSE.'S IN BofJLDeR CtT,.. 
l:.. TllUCt<S lb ANtlo "Rc\)M .A«IZOI'lA 
7. CARS TO ANb FROM ARt:zot.l A. 

ALTI!RNATIVE.S 1 � ?. AND '3 Ae uNAcc.e.PrA�u:. ANb NoT THe 
Alll'io'WE.lt , �E"f be> NOT 11\lCJ..ODE oR. AbDRe.SS THE INl!VITASLE 
IMPA<:. T ON THE INRA'DTRUC.TURE � !51\\VIR.ONME.N.T AN 0 
Hl'i>TOR ICAL .6.TMOSPHE.1Z.1: OF &,� CtT"f • :IT's c.otllc.E IVASL.E. 

i'"H�T I N  A t-11!.2E I 5 TO 'Z.� 'fEARS BouLDE2 C.IT"'( "WIL.L HAVE. �TOP- AND - Go BuMPER- To � 5uMPE2 "T"RAFFIC WITH THE. 

USUAL HoVERING �LACK C:.LbUO ANb o &�URE AND liAZY MOUNTAINS 
·- · -·--· Lit<! LAS Ve.GA.S ()R Ptioe.NI� . l-tce.awAY �'5 AT HoovER DAM 

CJ4-S �Ho\JL.D IZEMA I N  AS IS . \t\E . NO -. BuiLD._ ALTERNATIVE 
� . .  HOUU> BE �laLECTE.t> A.NC> ENF<>RC.E'b • 

I.T �EKOO'IE.S THE I="�A,., Nl:loT> ADOT1 '&JREAU OF 'R"et:LI'MATIOI\I , 
PA!lt< c;;l!RIIICE ANt> "t"HE FasH ANI> �hLDuFE To BaTe- Ttf!!- SuLLET> 

C34-�- �TotN F'oRc.E.S AND R.E"l.OU�C.ES AND COMe · UP WITH A GooO 
YIASLE. Fo\J� LANE e,"(PASS eETweEN U. 'S. 9 5  Mlb U.� Cf5 
SOVTH or BouLDE..R C.1T"(' • 
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FRANK E. ENSIGN 
806 BUCHANAN BLVD. 
N0. 1 15-340 
BOULDER CITY, NV 89005 

RESPONSES TO THE GENERAL PUBLIC'S COMMENTS 

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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Kingman, Arizona, October 13, 1 998 
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FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINI STRATION . 
HOOVER DAM BYPASS 

HEARING 

OCTOBER 1 3 ,  1 9 9 8  

KINGMAN, ARIZONA 

Reported by : Chri s t i ne Bemi s s ,  CSR, RPR 

•§�&� {COPY} Cortlfled Court RepGI'Iero 
P.O. Box 508• Lake Havasu City, AZ 88405-0508 

(520) 453-6760•1-8()().854-4796 • FAX (520) 453-5948 
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Robert Earl Kniffen 

Charles Shu l l  

JoElle Hurns 

Pa tricia Tester 

Sam Elters 
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KINGMAN, ARI ZONA; TUESDAY , OCTOBER 13,  1998 

5 : 00 P . M . 

* .,.. .,.. * * 
- --- - · -

01 
MR . KNI FFEN : Wel l ,  I bel ieve this . Gold 

Stri ke one is the best because of traffic . It don ' t  

get in the way of a l l  the tourists and everything 

that ' s  there . 

And I think that the only thing I would 

l i ke to s e e  is the bridge being, maybe , 100 feet or 

200 feet higher than where it is now, the e l evation 

of i t .  I t h i n k  i t  would be a lot easier - - even 

though i t  cos t s  more, I think it would be e a s i e r  to 

put it down there than i t  would be closer to the dam. 

Trying to get all t·he material in and out down over 

by the dam i s  going to be quite a chore, you know . 

When i t ' s  right there, it would be pretty simple to 

get in . 

I ' d l i ke to see the Gold Strike a l t e rna t ive 

go down through there . I think that wi l l  do i t . 

* * * 

02 
MR . SHULL : I feel that the Sugarloaf is a 

bad a l t ernat ive and that Gold Strike is much more 

viable in the fact that it takes it out of view of 

FAYETTE & ASSOCIATES. 
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See Sections 2.6.2 and 2.6.3 in the FEIS and response to Comments C3-1, 
Cll-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 01-2 
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. 

02 Shull, Charles 

Response to Comment 02-1 
See Sections 2.6.2 and 2.6.3 in the FEIS and response to Comments C3-1, 
Cll-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 I the darn, for sa fety reasons ; I gues s .  

2 I * * * 

3 03 ' 

4 MS . HURNS : About two years ago, Laugh l i n  

5 I was approached by NDOT to discuss being considered a s  

6 I an a l ternative for the Hoover Darn Bypass . It was a 

7 I qu ick, poorly publ ici zed meeting, and I think that 

8 I the buzz words were "hazard waste materia l "  and 

9 I "18  wheel ers . "  

1 0  I As a commun i t y ,  we discouraged the Laugh l in 

1 1  I and Bullhead C i ty route as being considered because 

12 I we didn ' t  think we could provide safe passage for the 

13 I trucks with our exi s t i ng roadways , and we a l s o  didn ' t  

1 4  I unde rstand that there might be funds available to 

1 5  I address those i s s ue.s .  

1 6 I Bas ical ly, we thought that they were 

17 I transferring one problem downs tream to another 

18 I communi t y .  

1 9 I Since that time, we ' ve learned that there 

20 I are several s it e s  being considered and that there '� 

21 I upwards of $200 mil l ion available to accommodate the 

22 I need . 

23  I Just s i x  months ago, Laughlin asked to be 

2 4  I reconsidered, if not for e conomic reasons at l east 

25  for improvements t o  our h i ghways . We understand 
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we ' ve been el iminated for reasons that deal with the 

s t eepness o f  the grade i n  and out of our community, 

and, also, that i t ' s  23 mi les longer than the 

exi s t ing rout e . 

We support a bypass to Hoover Dam and s t a nd 

ready in the future, i f  our alternative is to be 

considered . 

When I say " we - stand ready , " I mean Cole 

stand ready to look at the envi ronmental impact, the 

economic impact, and the f i nancial impact that i t  

would have o n  our area . 

* * * 

· or 
MS . TESTER : I was j us t  wondering i f  I wi l l  

see this new road tn my l i fet ime . I mean ,  they have 

been talking about t h i s  for 35 ye ars , and how much 

longer are we going to have to talk about it before 

we start doing something about i t ?  Are they going to 

have to wa i t  for a major disaster before they wi l l  

cons ider putting in n e w  roads , l i ke ,  you know toxic 

was t e ,  you know? Is that going to go into the wat e r ?  

I mea n ,  w e  have to d r i n k  t h i s  water here . Are we 

going to have to wai t  unt i l ,  you know, hal f  the dam 

goes , you know, or contaminates - the water before 

they ' l l do something . 
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For detailed discussion of the rationale for eliminating the LBA, please see 
EIS Section 2.5 and responses to Comments Bl-5, Bl-7, C7-2, C7-3, C7-4, 
and C7-9. 

04 Tester, Patricia 

Response to Comment 04-1 
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 04-2 
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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Wel l ,  I guess that ' s  about i t ,  you know . I 

j ust wanted to know if I was going to be able to see 

this road go in my l i fet ime . And I ' m not that old 

yet . 

Going through Laughlin i s  30 mil es· further, 

and they have to go down this steep grade, going to 

Route 68 to Laughl i n ,  and then go up the steep grade 

going up the other way .  And then Route 9 5  i s  only a 

two l ane , and there ' s  lots of t ra f f i c  going there, 

lots of traffic, you know . Truckers won ' t  do i t .  

They won ' t  do i t .  And 68 i s  bad, t o o .  They s a i d  

they ' re supposed to make t h a t  a four lane w a y  down 

the mountai n ,  and there ' s  an awful l o t  of accidents 

on the re , too . A lot of them burn up the i r  brakes 

going down the mourrtain . 

* * * 

DS 

MR . ELTERS : Basical l y ,  I am in support of 

the pro j e c t ,  and I feel that the Sugarloaf 

a l ternative, being the cheapest and being that i t  

offers bet t e r  grades than the Gold S t rike one, i s  

probabl y  the best al ternative to g o  with . 

I s t rongly be l i eve that the No Build i s  a 

no option at this time , ·  no viable option . 

* * * 
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Response to Comment 04-3 
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. 

OS Elters, Sam 

Response to Comment 05-1 
FHW A, 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). 

06 Jenkins, Frank 
Response to Comment 06-1 
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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D6 
MR . JENKINS : My suggestion i s ,  they need a 

viewing area on the Arizona side and on the Nevada 

side , and they don ' t  have i t  in the i r  propos al . 

* * * 

o7 
MS . MORRISSETTE : i definitely am i n  favor 

of the Sugarloaf route, j udging from what I read i n  

a l l  the comments made about i t . That ' s  i t . 

* * * 

-.,8--
MR . MORRI SSETTE : I feel the very s ame . 

The Sugarloaf route wou l d  be our choice, based on 

envi ronmental cost and the money, time it wi l l  take 

for the proj e c t ,  versus the others . 

* * * 

09 -
MR .  CASTI LLO : On the Boulder Dam Bypa s s ,  I 

think we need to get that through j ust as soon as 

possible because the t raffic there i s  j ust at rocious . 

And, real ly, we ' re a f ra id that someone is goi ng to. 

get k i l l ed or hurt s e ri ou s l y .  There ' s  a l ready been 

several accidents there . Not only in the sense of 

safety, but i t s  convenience for traveling without the 

hcldups , that I think i t ' s  one of the most u r�ent 

proj ects 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 NEP A document if the 
construction scope exceeds the anticipated impacts addressed in this EIS. 

07 Morrissette, Elaine 
Response to Comment 07-1 
FHW A, 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. 

08 Morrissette, Robert 
Response to Comment 08-1 
FHW A, 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 Al-l. 

09 Castillo, Larry 

Response to Comment 09-1 
Assuming that funding becomes available and environmental clearances 
are obtained, construction will start on the bypass in 2002 and be completed 
in 2007. 
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* • * 

-010 
MS . McFERRIN :  I feel that the aam should 

be bu i l t  as soon as p o s s ible -- the bridge, not the 

dam - - I ' m sorry, the bridge ,  as soon as pos s tble -

due t o  the amount o f  t ra f f i c; it ' s  a grave concern to 

me . I don ' t  think t h i s  dam or bridge that we have 

now was built to ant ic ipate the amount of traffic 

that ' s  over i t  now. 

I persona l l y  l ike the Gold Strike Canyon 

rout e .  I think that i t ' s  s a fer having i t  out of 

s i ght of the dam so that people aren ' t  stopping to 

look a t  the dam, and I don ' t  feel the impact is that 

much greater . I mean ,  i t  i s  gre a t e r ,  but not that 

much greate r .  

* * * 

· orr 
MR .  McFERRI N : We have l ived in the Kingman 

area for over 30 years . We ' ve seen the tra f f i c  

increase over Hoover Dam, during those 30 ye� r s ,  

probably 20  times t h e  amount there was when we 

started . I do not be l i eve the Hoover Dam can 

withstand that much t r a f fi c .  I would l i ke t o  see a n  

alternative bridge s t a rted a s  soon a s  possible • 

I favor the Gold Strike Canyon, even though 
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010 McFerrin, Edith 

Response to Comment 010-1 
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-l, 
Cll-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 Da.m 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. 

011 McFerrin, James 

Response to Comment 011-1 
See Sections 2.6.2 and 2.6.3 in the FEIS and response to Comments C3-l, 
Cll-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 wi l l  be the more expensive route, as far a s  money , 

I feel that it would be l e s s  impact on the animals 

and the beauty of the terrai n .  And i f  I get voted 

down on Gold S t rike, then I go for Sugarloaf .  

Thank you . -
* * * 

(Whereupon, the hearing concluded at 

8 : 00 p . m . ) 

* * * * * 
. 
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- o o o -

o12 
DON WORKS : Don Works . I ' m  a Reno 

r e s i de n t  born and r a i s e d  i n  Nevada , and I t h i nk t h e  

d a m  i s  a good t h i n g ,  b u t  I don ' t r e a l l y  l i ke the f a c t  

t h a t  i t ' s  s o  c l o s e  t o  B o u l d e r  C i ty a n d  t h ey ' re g o i ng 

to be haul ing nuc l e a r  d i s po s a l  t hrough t he t own . So 

i f  they could move i t  down a l i t t l e ways to 

searchl i g h t  it wou l d  b e  good . I t ' s  a g r e a t  i d e a  

b e c a u s e  t h e r e  c o u l d  b e  a n  a c c i de n t  o n  t h e  d a m  and who 

knows what could happe n ,  and if t h e y  are hau l i n g  

nuc l e a r  s t u f f  a c r o s s  t h e  darn now , i t  cou l d  a l s o  g e t  

into t; h e  w a t e r  sys t'ern i n  w h i c h  y o u  guys do d r i n k  o u t  

o f  i t  and dump y o u r  s t u f f ,  t h i n k i n g  o f  i t . I don ' t 

unde r s t an d  t ha t . So t h a t ' s  about i t . 

-o1a-
R I CHARD BENTON : R i c ha r d  L .  B e nton , 1 0 4  

Graham Court , Bou lder C i ty . I b e l ieve t h a t  t he 

Suga r l o a f  Mount a i n  a l t e r n a t i v e  wou l d  be t h e  b e s t  way 

to go , I t ' s  a l r e ady c o s t  much mo r e  than i t  took t o  

b u i l d  t h e  darn j u s t  i n  looking a t  t h e  problem by our 

many bureaucra t i c  gov e rnme n t  fac i l i t i e s , much more 

t ha n  it needed to b e . What we n e e d  to do i s- g e t  t h e  

LAURIE WEBB & 4-SSOCIATES (702) 386-9322 
517 South 9th Street, Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
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012 Works, Don 

Response to Comment 012-1 

- - - - - -
RESPONSES TO THE PUBLIC HEARING TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 

BOULDER CITY, NEVADA, OCTOBER 14, 1998 

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. 

013 Benton, Richard L. 

Response to Comment 013-1 
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 Al-l. 
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j ob don e , make a d e c i s i o n  and ge t  t he j ob done . I 

k now t h a t ' s  d i f f i c u l t  f o r  bureau c r a t s  to do , b u t  i t  

c a n  be don e . I t  w i l l  c o s t  more t han t h e  dam l i ke t h e  

g i f t  s hop artd ove r v i e w  d i d ,  a n d  I t h i n k  t h a � i t ' s  

about t i me i t  g e t s  done . 

One bad s p i l l  on that dam wi l l  j u s t  

anni h i l a t e  t he l ow e r  Colo rado , c a u s e  i n t e rn a t i o n a l  

prob l e m s  w i t h  Mex i c o ,  and we have w a s t e d  too much 

t i me a l re ady , and if you g r e edy l i t t l e  p e o p l e  in 

Boulder City who t h i nk t h ey ' r e  g o i ng to make a n i cke l 

f rom some t ou r i s t  s topping at the i r  s t o r e  s hou l d  not 

even be . co n s i de r e d  o r  l i s t ened to . L e t ' s  g e t  t h e  j ob 

done . Thank you , c i t i z e n ,  voter and conc e r ne d . 

of4 
RALPH HUGHES : Ralph L .  Hughe s .  I c ame 

out tonight to k i nd of l ook over the al t e r n a t i ve s  and 

s e e  what po s s ib l e  negat ive part t h e r e  co� l d  b e  to 

i t . I c an ' t  s e e m  to f i nd any . The cong e s t i on at t h e  

d a m  has go t t e n  w o r s e  a n d  wor s e . I have b e e n  h e r e  3 0  

years and u s e  t h e  r ou t e  nume rous t i me s ,  and i n  t h e  

l a s t  f e w  y e a r s , i t  i s  j u s t  been a t rociou s . I t ' s  

a nywhe r e  f rom a n  hour t o  4 0  minu t e s  to g e t  a c r os s ,  go 

over t he n i n e  m i l e s  f rom t he top o n  the Ari zona s i de 

t o  come t h i s  way . 

A l s o  I f e e l  l i k e  we ' ve j us t  b e e n  l e a d i ng a 

�AURIE WEBB & ASSOCIATES (702) 386-9322 
517 South 9th Street, Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
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014 Hughes, Ralph L. 

Response to Comment 014-1 

RESPONSES TO THE PUBUC HEARING TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
BOULDER CITY, NEVADA, OCTOBER 14, 1998 

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 Cll-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 06-1). 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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c harmed l i f e  not h av i ng an acc ident down t h e r e  o r  

s ome t h i ng s e r i o u s  happe n i n g . There ' s  b e e n  s o  many 

t i me s  t h a t  w e ' v e come w i t h i n  j us t  . an eye l a s h  o f  

l o s i ng a t a n k e r  over t h e  e dge o f  one o f  t he m  c u r ve s . 

T ruck l o s e  i t s  brakes and c r a s h  i n t o  t ho s e  t ou r i s t  

c rowds o n  t op o f  t h e  dam . 

I t h i n k  t h e  byp a s s  i s  r e a l l y  w h a t  we n e e d ,  

a n d  I r e a l l y  l i k e  t h e  o n e  above t he dam . I t h i nk i t  

w i l l  be be come a tour i s t  a t t ra c t i o n  i n  i t s e l f .  T h a t  

susp e n s i o n  b r i dge , I t h i n k  t hat w i l l  become a 

l andma rk i n  i t s  own r i g h t . Peopl e w i l l  be c o m i n g  

f rom a round t h e  wor l d  j us t  t o  look at t h e  b r i dg e , and 

if t he y  put a v i e wp o i n t  a t  e a c h  e n d  o f  those b r i d g e s  

t he re , t ha t ' s  g o i n g  t o  b e  another d rawing c a rd ,  I 

t hink . 

I ' ve been i n  cons t ru c t ion f o r  4 0  y e a r s , 

and I r e a l l y  l i k e  t h e  i d e a  o f  t he u p s t r e a m  b r i dge 

m a i n l y  b e c a u s e  t hey don ' t have to do nearly a s  much 

work o n  t he approaches to the bri dge . T h e r e ' s  not 

that muc h l an d  a n d  � e e p i ng t h e  w i l dl i f e  d i s t urba�ces 

a t  a m i n imum . Env i ronmen t a l ly a n d  aest h e t i c a l l y ,  I 

t h ink i t ' s  a v e ry p l e a s i ng p ro j e c t  on t h e  Promo n t o ry 

b r i dge appro a c h . T h a t ' s  a l l  I have to s a y . 

I I I 
I I I 

! -

LAURIE WEBB & ASSOCIATES . (702) 386-9322 
517 South !lib Street, Las Vegas, Ne•ada · 89101 
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- 015 

ROBERT SHANNON : Robe r t  Shannon . I wou l d  

l i k e  t o  s e e  t h e  Promo n t ory P o i n t  A l t e rna t i ve a s  t h e  

b r idge t o  c r o s s  ove r .  I t h i n k  i t ' s  more f e a s i b l e  a s  

f a r  a s  c o s t  and t h e  f a c t  t ha t  y o u  don ' t h a v e  t o  

drive - - you ' l l  avo i d  a l ot o f  the s ame t r a f f i c  g o i n g  

t o  t h e  dam , a n d  t he t ru c k s  w i l l  h ave an e a s i e r  t i me 

c ro s s i n g  ove r w i t hout s l ow i ng you up on t h e  o t h e r  

a l te rn a t i ve s . T h a t ' s  a l l .  

018 

WADE STUCKEY . Wade Stuckey . I ' m  a 

r e s i dent o f  H e n d e r s o n , Nevada . I ' m  i n t e r e s t e d  in t h e  

b r i dge go ing u p  a n d  g o i n g  up u n i o n , and out o f  t h e  

o n e s  I s a w ,  I t h i n k  t h e  P romo n t ory Point wou l d  be t h e  

more f e a s i b l e  one , be t t e r  for t he touri s t  i ndu s t ry . 

And I p r e f e r  t h e  c ab l e  s u s p i c i o n  b r i dge . That ' s  

about a l l  I c a n  t e l l  you . Tha t ' s  what I p re fe r .  

. 017 
E D  UEHLING : My name is Ed Uehl ing . My 

ma i n  c o n c e r n  i s  the d e s i g n  of the br i dge and the 

v i sual i mp a c t  it w i l l  have o n  the dam . The dam �s a 

v a l u a b l e  nat i o n a l  t re a s u re . I t  has a spec i f i c  

a r c h i t e c t ure t o  i t .  The v i s i t o r s  c e n t e r  that w a s  

cons t ru c t e d  c l a s h e s  w i t h  t h a t  - - w i t h  t h a t  

archi t e c t u re and i t  de f a c e s  the da� .  i n  e s sence , 

d e f a c e s  t h i s  n a t ional t re a sure r ,  a n d  i t  woul d  be a 

LAURIE WEBB & ASSOCIATES (702) 386-9322 
517 South 9th Street, Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 · · 
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RESPONSES TO THE PUBUC HEARING TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
BOULDER CITY, NEVADA, OCTOBER 14, 1998 

015 Shannon, Robert 

Response to Comment 015-1 
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. 

016 Stuckey, Wade 

Response to Comment 016-1 
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. 

017 Uehling, Ed 

Response to Comment 017-1 
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 NHP A, FHW A consulted with the 
Nevada and Arizona SHPOs and entered into a P A 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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t ragedy i f  t h e  b r idge a l so a c t e d  i n  the same 

capa c i t y ,  t o  t r a s h  the d e s ign , t h e  a r c h i t e c t u re , the 

h e r i t a g e  o f  t h i s  i n c r e d i b l e  bu i l d i ng , i n c r e d i b l e  

s t ruct u r e  t h a t  e x i s t s  h e r e . 

So i n  conc l u s ion , i f  you c an ' t  f i nd a 

d e s ig n e r  t h a t ' s  g o i ng to do an a r t  d e co 1 9 3 0 s  

i ndus t r i a l - type s t ru c t ur e ,  t h e n  c l early t h e  b e s t  

a l t e rn a t ive i s  to h a v e  i t  a s  f a r  a way f rom t h e  dam a s  

pos s i b l e  whe r e  i t  c a n ' t  be s e e n , w h e re i t  doesn ' t  

po l l u t e  t h e  v i s ua l s  and t h e  a rc h i t e c t u re and t h e  

h e r i tage o f  t h e  dam . 

018. 

ANONYMOUS :  We l l ,  I o b j e c t  to t he 

Promon t o ry b r i dge f rom t h e  aes t h e t i c  v i e wpoint , e x t r a  

mi l eage and i t ' s  mor e  d a ng e rous than t he b r i dg e  

b e c a u s e  t ru c k s  could g o  o f f  bo t h  a i d e s  and f a l l  i n t o  

t he l a k e . M y  o b j e c t i on t o  the S ug a r l o a f  Moun t a i n  

would a g a i n  t a k e  away f rom t h e  b r i dg e , a n d  I t h ink 

you wou l d  have dange r o f  motor i s t s  s t opp i ng on t he 

b r i dge o r  s l o w i ng down to v i e w  t he b r i dge a t  n i g�t 

I me a n ,  t h e  d a m  at n ight when i t ' s  l i t  up . 

And I suppo s e  I wou l d  p r e f e r  t h e  Gold 

Strike C a nyon , but I und e r s tand that t h e  road is v e ry 

s t e ep comp a r e d  to t h e  o t he r s , a n d  i f  I had my way , I 

wou l d  make i t  a t o l l  bridg e  to � e t  i t  comp l e � ed and 

LAURIE WEBB & ASSOCIATES (702) 386·9322 _·::....:' -�·· _ _, 
517 South 9th Street, Las Vqas, NeY&da 89101 
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018 Anonymous 

Response to Comment 018-1 
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-l, 
Cll-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). 

0·17 
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make t h e  peop l e  who u s e  i t  pay f o r  i t . Thank you . 

·ow 
MRS . BERMAN . B e rma n . R e a l l y  a n d  

t ru t h f u l l y I ' d  l i ke t o  h a v e  the one t h at ' s  t h e  l e a s t  

s t re s s  o n  t h e  a n ima l s . T h a t  • s t h e  ma i n  t h i ng . S o  

t h a t ' s  a l l  I have to s a y . 

D21J• 
RUS S ELL VANDEBERG : Rus s e l l  Vand e b e r g , 

Boul der C i t y  h e re . My t hought h e re , I don ' t  l i k e  any 

o f  t he s e  l oc a t ions a s  far a s  t h e  b e s t  loca t i o n ,  a s  

f a r  as t h e  be s t . As f a r  a s  t he one o f  the t h re e  

be i ng con s i d e r e d ,  Suga r l o a f  Mou n t a i n  looks b y  f a r  t h e  

b e t t e r  o f  any o f  t he t h re e . Keeps t he l a k e  f re e ,  

keeps t h e  br idge up in t h e  a i r ,  and I see n o  p r o b l e m  

a s  f a r  a s  a n y  v i e w �i s  conc e r ne d .  T h e y  whi n e  a n d  

moa n . We s e e  b r idges a l l  ove r .  So t h a t  wou l d  b e  t h e  

b e s t  o f  those t h ree . 

But my thought , we ' l l  go r i ght b a c k  t o  

W i l low B e a c h  c ro s s i ng , n o r t h  rou t e ,  a s  f a r  a s  t h e  

b e s t  o f  a l l  i d e a l  rou t e s . I know the S i e r r a  C l u b  i s  

f i gh t i n g  i t  l i k e  old H a r r y ,  and I know the p a r k  

s e rv i c e  i s  unhappy w i t h  i t , b u t  w h o  made t h e  p a r k  

s e rv i c e ?  T h e  peop l e  m a d e  i t ,  a nd they can g r a n t  a 

v a r i ance to put a h i ghway a c ros s t h e r e  j us t  a s  damn 

q u i c k  a s  they granted t h e m  p e rm i s s i o n  to s t op a l l  

LAURIE WEBB & ASSOCIATES .. (702) 386-9322 
517 South 9th Street; Las Vegas, NeYada 89101 
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D19 Mrs. Berman 

Response to Comment D19-1 

RESPONSES TO THE PUBUC HEARING TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
BOULDER CITY, NEVADA, OCTOBER 14, 1998 

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-l, 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. 

D·18 
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cons t ru c t ion . A s t r o k e  of t h e  pen w i l l  do i t . 

They ' ve got m i l l ions of acres i n  

Ca l i f o r n i a  t h a t  t hey j u s t  s e t  a s ide here a c oup l e  o f  

y e a r s  f o r  t h e s e  t u rt l e s , a n d  t h e  s h e e p ,  t h e r e  i s  

m i l l ions o f  a c r e s  out t h e r e  for t hem . That l i t t l e  

b i t  t h a t  t h e  h i ghway t a ke s ,  n o  probl em . 

So t h e  S i e rr a  C l ub doe s n ' t  r a t e  high i n  my 

book at a l l ,  a bunch o f  kooks and trust bab i e s  i f  you 

want my v e r s i o n  of t h e m . They want some t h i ng to yap 

on and don ' t k now ha l f  o f  what they ' re t a l k i n g  

about . 

The W i l low B e a c h  rou t e  i s  so s imp l e . Look 

a t  the map is a l l  you need t o  do , and you w i l l  s e e  

many m i l e s  saved f rom t h e  p r e s e n t  rou t e s  t h a t  a r e  

b e i ng propo s e d ,  an� you m u l t i p l y  that b y  1 0 , 0 0 0  

veh i c l e s  a day - - DOT says 1 4 , 0 0 0  c r o s s  t h e  d am . 

T h i s  wou l d  s t i l l  l e ave 4 , 0 0 0  tour i s t s  across t h e  dam 

and 1 0 , 0 0 0  t rucks and bu s i n e s s  p e op l e  to take t h e  

shortcut rou t e ,  s av i ng m any m i l e s  every d a y  and 

c ru i s i ng i t  a t  60 m i l e s  an hour rather than a cr�wl 

or s topp i ng for s t op s i g n s . 

Th i s  p r e s e n t  r ou t e  t h rough Bou l d e r  C i t y  

w i l l  have f i ve s t op s igns by t h e  t ime i t  i s  i n  i f  

t hey p l a c e  one a t  Gol d  S t r i k e ,  and they ' l l  n e e d  

ano t h e r  one on t h e  e x i t s  d o w n  b e l ow . Now , even f o u r  
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1 0 / 1 4 / 9 8  BOULDER CI TY 
I 1 0  

1 I s t op s i g n s  i n  a n i ne - m i l e  s t r e t c h  o f  road f rom 

2 I R a i l road P a s s  to G o l d  S t r i ke does not cons t i t u t e  a 

3 I h i ghwa y ,  an i n t e r s t a t e  h i g hway . I t  cons t i t u t e s  a 

4 I me s s , and t ha t ' s  what B o u l d e r  City i s  r i g h t  now , a 

5 I mess . 

6 S o ,  okay , I r e a l i z e  t h a t  one b i g g e r  

7 I approp r i a t i on w i l l  be h a r d  to ge t .  Two s ma l l e r  

8 I approp r i a t i o n s  w i l l  p robabl y  f i t  t h e  p i e . So i f  i t  

9 I has to be t h e  two s ma l l e r ,  c e r t a i n l y  t h e  S u ga r l o a f  

1 0  I c ros s i ng i s  t h e  i d e a l  o n e  to go f o r  now , and t h e n  

1 1  I howeve r t h e y _  w a n t  to byp a s s  Boul d e r  C i t y  i s  a no t he r 

1 2  I t h i ng . I ' l l be dead l o ng be fore t h a t  e v e r  happ e n s  so 

1 3  I t here ' s  no n e ed for me to worry a g r e a t  d e a l  about i t  

1 4  I e xcept i t  ' i r r i t a t e : me to s e e  so much money wa s t e d . 

1 5  I unde r•t and t h i s  pro j e c t  began i n  � 9 6 0  

1 6  I when t h e  f i r s t  t a l k  w a s  s t a rted w i t h  t h e  A r i zona and 

1 7  I Nevada s t a t e s ,  and surveys , eva l u a t i o n s  done , i f  you 

1 8  I add t h o s e  t o g e t h e r , t he t o t a l  cost o f  t h o s e  s u rveys 

19 I and eva l ua t i on s  w i l l  f a r  e x c eed t h e  c o s t  o f  t h i s  

2 0  I present p r o j e c t . Had i t  b e e n  bui l t  1 0 ,  1 5  y e a r s  ago , 

2 1  I i t  wou l d  have b e e n  bui l t  at h a l f o r  a t h i rd t h e  p r i c e  

2 2  I i s  g o i ng to c o s t  today . So how smart can we ge t ,  

2 3  I w a i t  anot h e r  t e n  years and l e t  i t  c o s t  doubl e  a g a i n ?  

2 4  I That ' s  about t he way i t ' s  going to happen u n l e s s  s ome 

-i�") 2 5  peop l e  g e t  o f f  t h e i r  d u f f  and ge t t h i s  t h i n g· done . 

LAURIE WEBB & ASSOCIATES (702) 386-9322 
517 South 9th Street, Las Vegas, Nevada "'89101 · · 
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1 0 / 1 4 / 9 8 BOULDER C I TY 
1 1  

1 � �End o f  s t o ry . 

2 021 . 

021-1 

-· - · --
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1 1  

1 2  

1 3  

1 4  

1 5  

1 6  

1 7  

1 8  

1 9  

2 0  

2 1  

022-1 2 2  

2 3  

2 4  

2 5  

ANONYMOUS : I ' d  l i ke t o  s t a t e  t h a t  I am a 

s t ru c t u r a l i ro n  wo r k e r  by trade w i th 2 5  y e a r� o f  

expe r i e nc e . S p e a k ing f rom the p o i n t  of v i e w · o f  a n  

e xpe r i e n c e d  t ra d e sman , I f e e l  i t ' s  urgent t h a t  t h i s  

proj e c t  g e t  unde rway b e c a u s e  t he r e  a r e  s t i l l  s ome me n 

w i t h i n  my t ra d e  t h a t  have , in f ac t ,  worked on t h i s  

v e ry t y p e  o f  p ro j e c t . M o s t  of t h em are ret i red and 

wou ld volunt e e r  t o  come o u t  o f  r e t i rement t o  a s s i s t  

i n  t h i s  type o f  proj e c t  b e cause o f  t h e  n a t u r e  o f  t h e  

proj e c t . I n  my o p i n i o n  i f  we w a i t  more t h a n  f i ve 

years t o  do t h i s ,  the av a i l abi l i t y  o f  t h e s e  

p e rsona l i t i e s  i s  g o i ng t o  be d i m i n i s hed b e c a u s e  o f  

t he f a c t  t h a t  t h e y �r e  g e t t i ng o l d  a n d  they ' r e dying . 

That ' s  p r e t t y  much i t . 

-o2r 
JOHN FLOYD : John F l oyd , 7 9 8  F a i rway 

D r i v e ,  B o u l d e r  C i t y ,  Nevada . I have driven a t r u c k ,  

a 7 0 - to n , a c r o s s  b o t h  ways . T h e  l a s t  t ime I w e n t  I 

came t h rough t h a t  way b e c a u s e  I p r e f e rred i t  t h a n  

g o i n g  over t h e  dam , but even w i t h  t h e  b r i dg e , i f  i t  

went t h a t  way , I t h i nk t h a t  wou l d  be the b e s t . I 

don ' t  t h i nk i t ' s g o i ng to do t e n  c e n t s  wo r t h  o f  good 

because of the c a s inos b e c a u s e  t he y  want t h e . t ru c k  

LAURIE WEBB & ASSOCIATES (702) 386-9322 
517 South 9th Street, Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
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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. 

D-21 



-, 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

1 0  

1 1  
1 2  

1 3  

1 4  

1 5 

1 6  

1 7  

1 8  

1 9  

2 0  

2 1  

2 2  

2 3  

2 4  

� 2 5  I 

1 0 / 1 4 / 9 8  BOULDER CITY 

1 2  

p a r k i ng o r  t he y  want t h e  t ruck e r s • every n i c k e l  t he y  

c a n  get . A n d  i f  you go t he Ra i l road Paaa w a y  now , 

there ' s  2 4  or 3 0  t ru c k s  t h e r e ,  and f rom there a c r o s s  

t he dam i a  probab l y  t he m o a t  dange rous road i n  t h e  

Un i t e d  S t a t e s , part l y  b e c au s e  o f  t he i r  stoplight . 

But it wouldn ' t  s u rp r i s e  me to s e e  a s topl ight on t h e  

f re eway f o r  R a i l road P a s s  a n d  the G o l d  S t r ik e . 

That ' s  a l l  I got to s a y . I t h ink it ought to go 

t hrough Laugh l in . The b r i dge wou l d  be a l o t  cheape r 

a nd t hat road ' s  t e rr i b l e  a n d  n e e d s  to be rebu i l t  

anyway . Wou l d  k i l l  two b i rd s  w i t h  one s t o n e . Tha n k  

you . 

LAURIE WEBB & ASSOCIATES (702) 386-9322 
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1 0 / 1 4 / � ij  �UV�U�K C I TY 

1 REPORTER ' S  CERTIFICATE 

2 

3 I STATE OF NEVADA ) 
) s s  

4 COUNTY O F  CLARK ) 

5 

-

6 I ,  Shawn E .  Ot t ,  Ce r t i f i e d  Sho r t hand 

7 I Repor t e r , do hereby c e r t i f y  that I t ook down i n  

8 I S t e no t ype a l l  of t he p roceed ings had in the 

9 I b e fore - en t i t l e d  m a t t e r  a t  t h e  t i me and p l a c e  

-

1 3  

1 0  I i n d i c a t e d  and t h a t  the r e a f t e r  s a i d  short hand n o t e s  

1 1  I we re t ra n s c r i bed i n to typewr i t i ng a t  and under my 

1 2  I d i re c t i on and supe rvi s i on and t h a t  the forego i ng 

1 3  I t ra n s c r i p t  const i t u t e s  a f u l l ,  t rue a nd a c c u r a t e  

1 4  I r e cord of the proceedi ngs ha d .  

1 5  

1 6  

1 7  

1 8  

1 9 

2 0  

2 1 

2 2  

2 3  

2 4  

2 5  

I N  W I TNESS WHEREO F ,  I have hereun t o  s e t  my 

hand a nd a f f i x e d  my o f f i c i a l  s e a l  in my o f f i c e i n  t he 

County of C l a rk , S t a t e  of Nevada , t h i s  �()�
day of 

Oc1MA 2 • 1 9 9 8  

��£_� 
S hawn E .  O t t  
CCR No . 5 7 7  
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1 0 / 1 4 / 9 8 

ORIGINAL 
BOULDER C ITY 

CLARK COUNTY , NEVADA 

In Re : ) 
) 

HOOVER. DAM BYPASS PROJECT . )  
__________________________ ) 

PUBLI C  HEAR ING FOR 
DRAFT ENV I RONMENTAL I MPACT STATEMENT 

1 

Taken at t h e  Commun i t y  Col l ege o f  Southe r n  Nevada 
B o u l d e r  C i ty Campus 

7 0 0  Wyom i ng S t re e t , Room 1 0 0  
B&u l de r  C i t y ,  Nevada 

On Wedne s day , October 1 4 , 1 9 9 8  
A t  5 : 0 0 p . m .  

Repo r t e d  by : T e r e s a  Lynn Dough e r t y  
CCR No . 3 6 5  

LAURIE WEBB & ASSOCIATES (702) 386-9322 
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023 
W h e r e u p o n , 

M R . ADAMS : Th i s  is Thoma s W .  Adams , 

2 9 0 0  E l  Ca m i no , Ap a r t m e n t  1 3 8 ,  L a s  V e g a s  8 9 1.0 2 . 

We l l  I - - I • m  j u s t  w a i t i ng on t h e  b r i d g e  

t o  c o m e  t h rou g h . I ' d  l i k e  t o  wo r k  on i t .  You 

know , g i ve a c c e s s  t o  - - a n o t h e r  a c c e s s  t o  V e ga s . 

Anymo r e  t h a n  t h a t  I ' d  be r e pe a t i ng mys e l f . 

MR . LEE : J on��4 Lee , 3 8 5 0  M t . V i s t a ,  

A p a r t m e n t  1 4 5 ,  L a s  Veg a s  8 9 1 2 1 .  

I ' d  l i k e  t o  s e e  i t  have a bu i l d i ng 

b e c a u s e  I comm u t e  b a c k  a n d  f o r t h  f rom he r e . I work 
on t he V e n e t i a n  no w ,  a n d  e v e ry t w o  w e e k s  I go b a c k  

t o  A l b u q u e r qu e , N e w  M e x i c o . Some t i m e s  i t ' s  a 

h e a d a c h e  g o i n g  a c r o s s  t he b r i d g e , e i t h e r  g o i n g  b a c k  

o r  c o m i ng b a c k  i n t &  Vega s .  

And a l l  t h e  t r a f f i c t h a t ' s  i n  t h e r e  a n d  

t h e  peop l e  a t  t he d a m ,  t o  me i t  wou l d  b e  a good 

idea t o  bu i l d  one of t he t h re e  b r i d g e s . 

And I l i ke t he one t h a t ' s  - - what ' s  t h e  

name - - t h e  p romo n t o ry , t h e  one t h a t ' s  f u r t h e r  on 

t o p  of t he w a t e r ,  i t ' s  the long e s t ,  and I t h i n k 

t h a t ' s  t he m o s t  s e cond e xp e n s i v e  I t h i n k . 

T h e  r e a s o n  I l i k e  i t  i s  b e c a u s e  l i k e  f o r  

u s  i t  wou l d  b e  more work f o r  u s  b e c a u s e  the 

c o n s t r u c t i on is l o n g e r ,  a n d  it wou l d  b e  s a f e r  f o r  

LAURIE WEBB & ASSOCIATES (702) 386-9322 
517 South 9tb Street, LaS Vegas, Nevada 89101 
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023 Adams, Thomas W. 

Response to Comment 023-1 
Assuming that funding becomes available and environmental clearances 
are obtained, construction will start on the bypass in 2002. 

024 Lee, Jones 

Response to Comment 024-1 
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 Al0-2, 
Al3-l, and Cll-6. 
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3 

h i ghway w o r k e r s  t o o  b e c a u s e  y o u  know , I ' m  

s u r e - -

I t h i n k  t h a t  i s  t he b e e t  hav i ng tp have 
a bridge and t h a t ' s  i t . -025 

MR . Z I MMER : Ed Z imme r ,  5 5 3 0  P l a i nv i e w 

Avenu e ,  L a s  Veg a s  8 9 1 2 2 . ·  

Loo k i ng a t  t h e d e s i g n s  I f e e l  P r omo n t ory 

P o i n t  wou l d  b e  p r o b a b l y  t h e  mo s t  a d v a n t ageou s . One 

s i g n i f i c a n t  t h i ng is t h a t  t h e g r a d e s  approa c h i n g  
t h e b r i dg e  a r e n ' t s e v e re ,  wo u l d  b e  b e n e f i c i a l  to 

t r u c k i ng p a s s i ng t h r o u g h  t h e a r e a .  They wou l dn ' t 

have t h e  l o ng g r a d e s  to pu l l  t h a t  t he y  wou l d  have 

o n  t h e  o t h e r  t wo .  

A l s o a b r i dg e  above t h e  dam wou l d  

p r e c l u de a n y  po s s i 6i l i t y  o f  e r o s i o n  b e i ni a f a c t o r  

i n  t h e  b r i dge b e c a u s e  t h e l a k e  - - i f  a ny t h i ng 

happ e n e d  t o  t h e  d a m ,  t h e  l a k e above t h e dam wou l d  

e m p t y  o u t . W h e r e a s  b e l o w  t h e d a m  t h e r e  may b e  

s i gn i f i c a n t  wa s h i ng t o  e rode f oo t i ng s  and e o  f o r t h  

o f  t he b a s e  ro c k .  

The c o s t  o f  2 0 4  m i l l i o n  a s  oppo s e d  t o  

1 9 8  m i l l i o n  f o r  S u g a r l o a f i s n ' t  i n  my e s t i m a t i o n  

t h a t  s i g n i f i c a n t . 

I t h i n k  t h e  s t e e l  r i b  t h rough � r c h  wou l d  

b e  more a e s t h e t i c  a n d  p l e a s i n g  t h a n  t h e  o t h e r  

LAURIE WEBB & ASSOCIATES (702) 386-9322 
517 South 9th Street, Las Vegas, NeYada· 89101 
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D25 Zimmer, Ed 
Response to Comment D25-1 

RESPONSES TO THE PUBLIC HEARING TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
BOULDER CITY, NEVADA, OCTOBER 14, 1998 

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 AlD-2, 
A13-l, and Cll-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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t h i n k t h a t ' s  t h e  b e s t  c h o i c e . 1 �d e s i g n s . I 

2 And t h a t ' s  my o p i n i o n  a n d  s u r e  

3 a p p re c i a t e  y o u r  t h i n k i n g  a b o u t  t h e m . 

4 
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1 0  

1 1  

• D28 
MR . REMENTER I A : John Reme n t e r i a , 1 5 1 4  

S a nd r a  D r i v e , B o u l d e r  C i t y  8 9 0 0 5 . 

My p r i n c i p a l  c o n c e rn i s  t h a t  a l l  t h r e e  

o f  t h e  a l t e r n a t e s  - - a n d  e a c h  o n e  h a s  i t s  own 

m e r i t , but e a c h  a n d  every one o f  these a l t e r n a t e s  

r e q u i r e s  t h e  c l o s i n g  o f  t he roadway o v e r  t h e  d a m ,  
a n d  I t h i n k  t h a t  s hou l d  b e  l e f t  o p e n  t o  t o u r i s t s . 

I ' v e h e a r d  t h e s e  l i t t l e s n a t c h e s  o f  

4 

028-1 1 2  r u m o r s  t h a t  t h e  dam w i l l  b e  c l o s e d  t o  t h e  p u b l i c  

a n d  c l o s e d  t o  t o u r i s t s  a n d  o n l r  b e  open f o r  

g o v e r n m e n t  o f f i c i a l  u s e  f o r  g o v e r n m e n t  e v e n t s  a n d  

f un c t i o n s  a n d  t h e i r  f a m i l i e s . 

1 3  

1 4  

1 5  

1 6  

1 7  

1 8  

1 9  

2 0  

2 1  

2 2  

2 3  

2 4  

2 5  I 

And I f e e l  t h a t  p a r t  i s  n o t  c o r r e c t .  

f e e l  t h a t  l e a v i n g t h e  d a m  open f o r " t o u r i s t s  a n d  
s ma l l  n o r m a l  s i z e v e h i c l e s  no l a rg e �  t ha n  a s t a t i o n 

wagon i s  f i n e . 

And t h e n  I c o u l d  a c c ep t  a ny one of t h e  

t h r e e  p r opo s a l s ,  b u t  r i g h t  n o w  a l l  t hr e e  propo s a l s  

r e q u i re t ha t  t h e  d a m  t r a f f i c b e  s t opped . I t h i n k  

t h a t  i s  wrong a n d  i mp r op e r .  '027-
MR . THOM P S ON : L a r r y · Thomp s o n , K i ngman . 

To me , f rom C i t y  of � i ngman , t h i s  i s  my 

LAURIE WEBB & ASSOCIATES (702) 386-9322 
517 South 9th Street, Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
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026 Rementeria, John 

Response to Comment 026-1 
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 t own . I buy my g r o c e r i e s  h e r e  a n d  e v e ry t h i ng . I 

5 

2 go t o  H e n d e r s o n  t o  b u y  my l u mbe r . Eve ryt h i ng I buy 
3 is r i g h t  h e r e . I ' ve g o t  a PO box o v e r  he r e  p ve n ,  

4 b u t  t h i s  i s  i r r e l e v a n t . 

5 Wha t I ' m  ge t t ing r e a dy to s a y  i s  t h e  w a y  

6 we g o t  i t  p l a n n e d  h e r e  a n d  wh a t  I s e e , t h e  t r u c k s  

7 a r e  s t i l l  g o i ng t o  h a v e  t o  c ome t h rough p a r t  o f  t he 

8 t own , a n d  t h e  no i s e , e v e r y t h i ng i s  go i ng to b e  

027� 9 s t i l l  t h e r e . W h y  do n ' t t he y  c u t  i n  a n d  g o - down 

10 s o u t h  of t h e  t own b y  t he a i rp o r t  and go out t h a t 

1 1  wa y .  

1 2  Now I ' m  g o i ng t o  t e l l  y o u  wh a t  t h i s  i s  

1 3  g o i ng t o  do . I t ' s  g o i n g  t o  b r i ng a l l  of t h e  t r a d e  

1 4  f rom M e a dv i e w ,  D o l a n  S p r i n g s ,  and t h e  p e o p l e  f r om 

1 5  a r ound t h e l a k e  ov e·r t h e r e  on t h i s  s i de , a l l  of 

16 t h em c u t  r i g h t  on t h rough c o m i n g  over here a nyw a y , 

1 7  a n d  g o i n g  to b u i l d  t he i r  t r ade up i n  t own . 

1 8  T h i s  wi l l  b e  t h e l a s t  p l -c e  t h e y  c a n  g e t  

1 9  g a s  c h e a p  o r  a n y t h i n g  e l s e . A n d  i t  w i l l  s a v e  t h e  

2 0  p e op l e  o v e r  t h e r e  m o n e y  e v e n  f o r  b u y i ng t h e i r  

2 1  g r oc e r i e s  r i g h t  h e re r a t h e r  t h a n  go i ng t o  K i ngm a n .  

2 2  I t h i n k  i t  wou l d  be a b e t t e r  d e a l  i f  

2 3  t h e y  w e n t  t h rough down b e l ow t h e  t o w n  a n d  coming i n  

2 4  b y  W i l l o w  B e a c h . T h i s  i s  j u s t  my i de a , a n d  I 

2 5  r e a l l y  t h i n k  i t  wou l d  bu i l d  t h e  town up . I t ' s  

LAURIE WEBB & ASSOCIATES (702) 386-9322 
517 South 9th Street, Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
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D27 Thompson, Larry 

Response to Comment D27-1 

RESPONSES TO THE PUBLIC HEARING TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
BOULDER CITY, NEVADA, OCTOBER 14, 1998 

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[£]) 
land, and has substantially greater environmental impacts and higher 
construction costs. 

See response to Comment Bl-4. 
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1 going t o  b r i n g  t r a f f i c  and t rade a s  f a r  a s  c a r s , 

2 but t h e  b i g  t rucks and peop l e  t h a t  don ' t  have u s e  

3 f o r  t h i s  w i l l  b e  bypa s s ed . 

4 And 9 3  i s  going to be t h e  NAFTA t r ade 

5 I r o u t e . I don ' t  want my town me s s e d  up . L i k e  I 

6 I s a i d ,  t h i s  i s  home . Let ' s  k e e p  i t  home . I want 

7 I t h e  bu s i n e s s  in he re , but I don ' t want a l l  t h i s  

8 e x t r a  s t u f f  l i k e  t h e  b i g  t rucks a n d  a l l . 

-

6 

9 Go out on t he h i ghway and d r ive.  2 0  m i l e s  

1 0  i n  e i t h e r  d i re c t ion , and you ' l l s e e  what I me a n . 

1 1  The h i g hways a re t o r e  up bad enoug h . That way once 

12 w e  k e e p  the s c e n i c  route i t  wou l d  b e  a hal fway 

1 3  d e c e n t  r o u t e . 

1 4  I B e tw e e n  h e re a n d  t h e  dam t h e r e ' s  a t  

1 5  I l e a s t  two herds o f "'t h e  long horn s h e e p . I t h i n k  

1 6  I i t ' s  t h e  most beaut i f u l  t h ing in t h e  world . I 

1 7 1 don ' t  w a n t  t h e m  d i s t u rbed . They c a n ' t  say we ' re 

1 8  t e a r ing up a h a b i t a t  going t h e  o t h e � way . 

1 9  I want some body t o  unde r s t and what I ' m  

2 0  I t ry i ng to s a y  as we l l  as f o r  me j u s t  to s i t  here 

2 1  I and t a l k  t h rough my h a t . I k now what I ' m  doing . 

2 2  I went out and l ooked t h e s e  p l ac e s  ov e r ,  so I know 

23 what we ' re g o i ng t hrough . 

2 4  T h e  next p l a ce i f  w e  c a n ' t  g e t  i t  t h a t  

2 5  I way we ' l l have to go to Sugarloa f .  My b e s t  one 
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1 0 / 1 4 / 9 8 
7 

wou l d  be to bypa s s  t h e  t own b e c a u s e  of a l l  t h e  

t ruck t ra f f i c  a n d  s t u f f .  T h e  t ru c k  i s  n o t  g o i n g  to 

s t op anyway . Why h ave t h e m  com i ng t h rough t h e  

t own . 

We c a n  t ake i t  o f f  t h e  r e cord now . 028 -
M R . S PURLOCK : Robe rt Spurl ock , 9 0 1  

South Bou l de r  Hi ghwa y ,  # 1 4 3 , Henderson 8 9 0 1 5 . 

I t ' s  my be l i e f  that the u p s t r eam p o r t i o n  

o f  t h e  d a m  h a s  b e e n  f o r e v e r  a l t e red b y  7 0 0. f e e t  o f  

w a t e r  a n d  7 m i l l i on v i s i t o r s  a yea r .  Whe r e a s  

down s t ream i s  s t i l l  r e l a t i ve l y  w i l d  t e r r i t o r y  and 

unchang e d . F o r  that r e a son , P romon tory Point is 

the only·  a c c e p t a b l e  a l t.e.=at ive i n  my op i n i on . 
029 

MS . BURGER :  S u e  Burge r ,. 1 4 5 7  R a w h i d e  

Road , Bou l d e r  C i t y �8 9 0 0 5 . 

I ' m  f o r  i t .  I work a t  the dam . I can 
s e e  f i r s t ha n d  what t h e  t r a f f i c probl ems a r e , not 

only f o r  t h e  t ruck drivers but f o r  touri s t s  

v i s i t i ng t h e  dam and for t hose p e op l e  c r o s s ing f rom 

Nevada i n t o  A r i zona and v i c e  v e r s a . 

One c o n c e rn i s  e n v i ronme n t a l  impa c t . 

S e e ing how t h e  b i g  horn s he e p  have a d j u s t e d to t h e  

r o a d  t h a t ' s  b e e n  t h e r e  f o r  s ome 6 0  years now , I 

wou l d  imag i n e  t he y ' re g o i n g  to adj u s t  to t h a t  too . 

I t ' s  no t h i ng to go to work in the morning and s e e  

LAURIE WEBB & ASSOCIATES (702) 386-9322 
517 Soulb !lth Street, Las Vegu, Nevada 89101 · ··- -··· · ·  • . - • :  

;·.' 

SCO/LAW2666.DOC/003672586 

- - - -- - .. - - -

028 Spurlock, Robert 

Response to Comment 028-1 

RESPONSES TO THE PUBLIC HEARING TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
BOULDER CITY, NEVADA, OCTOBER 14, 1998 

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 Cll-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. 

029 Burger, Sue 

Re�ponse to Comment 029-1 
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 two bridges and two overpasses that will be designed to encourage 
safe sheep crossings of the U.S. 93 bypass. 

D-30 

- - -. - - - ... _ - -



- - - -· -- - -· - .. - � - - -· - .._, , .. - -

l 
1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 
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t h e  s h e e p  a l ong the s i de o f  t he road e a t i n g . They 

do n ' t look l i k e  they f e e l  t hr e a t e n e d . 

B a s i c a l l y  I ' m  f o r  i t ,  and I j us t  �ope i t  

c a n  b e  done i n  t h e  m o s t  e f f i c i e n t  way w i t h  t h e  

l e a s t  impa c t  to t h e  envi ronment . I gue s s  t h a t ' s  

i t . ooa-
Ms . B LACKWE LL : Cha r l en e  B l ackwe l l ,  1 3 2  

Forest Lane , Boulder C i t y  8 9 0 0 5 . 

I t h i nk t he y  s h o u l d  s c rap t he p r e s e n t  

d a m  p r o j e c t  a n d  have a l l  t h e  t ru c k  t ra f f i c  go down 

t h rough Laugh l i n . -031 
MR . WHELAN : Tom Whe lan , 7 0 1  E l m  S t r e e t ,  

# 1 8 ,  Bou lde r C i t y . 

Let ' s  s � e , I und e r s t and t h a t  the p r�mary 

reason to b u i l d  t he·s e b r i dg e s i s  for s a f e t y ,  t h a t  

one o f  the s a f e t y  i s s u e s  i s  the t r a f f i c  i t s e l f . 

B u t  a f u t ure s a fe t y  i s s u e  i s  going to be t h e  

t ransporta t i on o f  not o n l y  h a z a rdou� w a s t e  b u t  

pos s i b ly n u c l e a r  w a s t e . 

The r e f o r e  i t  is my sugge s t ion t h a t  t h e  

b r i dge should b e  a s  f a r  down s t re am as i t  c a n  

po s s i b l y  be . My sugg e s t ion wou l d  be Laugh l i n . I f  

we cou l d  t a k e  t h i s  a l l  t h e  way t o  Mexi c o ,  t h a t ' s  

r e a l l y where t h e  h a z a rdous w a s t e  and nuc le a r  w a s t e  

shou l d  b e  c ro s s ing t h e  C o l o r ado River becau s e  i t  

LAURIE WEBB & ASSOCIATES (702) 386-9322 
.517. SoU1h 9th S1reet, Las Vegas, NeYada 89101 
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030 Blackwell, Charlene 

Response to Comment 030-1 
For detailed discussion of the rationale for eliminating the LBA 
(Route 95/163/68), please see EIS Section 2.5 and responses to 
Comments Bl-5, Bl-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. 

031 Whelan, Tom 

Response to Comment 031-1 
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 Bl-2 and Bl-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 I 
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 0 / 1 4 / 9 8  

1 I wou l d  j e o p a rd i z e  t h e  l e a s t  amount of our w a t e r  

2 r e s ou r c e  i f  t h e r e  w a s  a n  a c c i d e n t . 

3 I f  t h e  i s s u e  i s  s a f e t y ,  none of t p e s e  

4 t h r e e  opt i o n s  m a k e  any s e n s e  to me , because they 

5 would j e o p a rd i z e  a t  l e a s t  the Moj a v e  if not the 

9 

6 Lake Me ad R e s e rvo i r . L e t ' s  move t h i s  t h i ng a s  f a r  

7 dow n s t r e a m  a s  we po s s i b l y  c a n . 

8 I u nd e r s t a n d  t h e  b r i dge i n  Laughl i n  

9 would c o s t  s omewh e r e  . a round 3 5  t o  4 0  m i l l i o n . 

1 0  T h e s e  br i d g e s  a r e  a round 2 0 0  m i l l i o n . Laug h l i n  

1 1  want s t h i s  br i dge a n d  w a n t s  t h e  t r a f f i c  to come 

12 t hrough t h e i r  t own b e c a u s e  t h e y  a re i n  a n  e conom i c  

1 3  s l ump . 

1 4  L e t ' s  make s u r e  the commun i t i e s  a l ong 

1 5 1 t h e  r i v e r  bene f i t  and t h a t  we r e spond to t he 

1 6  i n t e re s t s  and n e e ds o f  t ho s e  c ommu n i t i e s  when we 

1 7  I make t h i s  dec i s i on . 

1 8  I f  any o f  t h e s e  t h r e e  b r i pg e s  a r e  bu i l t ,  

1 9  i t  w i l l  t urn Bou l d e r  C i ty i n t o  a m e d i a n  s t r i p  

2 0  b e t w e e n  t w o  f r e eways b e c a u s e  NDOT w i l l  b u i l d  a 

2 1  byp a s s  a round Boulder C i t y . That bypa s s  w i l l  c u t  

2 2  u s  o f f  f rom our b a c k  d o o r  w h i c h  i s  a r e c r e a t i o n  

2 3  a r e a  a n d  t urn i t  i n t o  a f o u r  l a n e  i n t e rnat ional 

2 4  I f r e eway . 

�5 That w i l l  d e s t roy the p ro p e r t y  values of 
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1 many o f  t h e  p e o p l e  who l i ve i n  Bou l d e r  C i t y  on t h a t  

2 s i de o f  town , a n d  i t  w i l l  d e s t roy t he a e s t h e t i c  

3 value o f  t h e  town a n d  many o f  o u r  opportu n i t_i e s  f o r  

4 capi t a l i z i ng on o u r  g r ea t e s t  r e s ou r c e  w h i c h  i s  t h e  

5 fact t h a t  we ' re in a beau t i f u l  p l ac e  s u rrounded by 

6 open d e s e r t , and we are r ight up next t o  a 

7 I recre a t ion a re a .  

8 P l e a s e  move t h e  b r i dge s ou t h . Thank 

9 I you . 

1 0  I * * * * * 

1 1  I ( The p r o c e e d i ng conc luded a t  8 : 0 0 p . m . ) 

1 2  

1 3  

1 4  

1 5  

1 6  

1 7  

1 8  

1 9  

2 0  

2 1  

2 2  

2 3  

2 4  
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REPORTER ' S  CERTIFICATE 

STATE OF NEVADA ) 
) a s . 

COUNTY OF CLARK ) 

I ,  T e r e s a  Lynn Doughe r t y ,  Ce r t i f ie d  

S h o r t hand Repo r t e r ,  d o  he reby c e r t i fy t h a t  I t ook 

down i n  S t e no t ype a l l  o f  t he proc e e d i ng s  had i n  the 

be fore - e nt i t l e d  ma t t e r  a t  t he t ime and p l a c e  

i nd i c a t ed a n d  t h a t  t h e r e a f te r  s a i d  short hand no t e s  

w e r e  t r a n s c r i b e d  i n t o  t ypew r i t ing a t  and u n d e r  my 

d i r e c t i on and s u p e rv i s i o n  and t h a t  the forego ing 

t ra n s c r i p t  cons t i t u t e s  a f u l l ,  t rue and a c c u r a t e  

record o f  t he proce e d i n g s  had . 

I N  W I TNlfSS WHEREOF , I have h e r e u n t o  s e t  

my hand i n  my o f f i c e  i n  t he cou n t y  o f  C l a r k , S t a t e  

o f  Nevada , t h i s  _Ql�� d a y  o f  __ (:2�---- • 
1 9 9 8 . 

�� 
T e r e s a  Lynn Dougher t y  
CCR 3 6 5  

·., 

LAURIE WEBB & ASSOCIATES (702) 386-9322 
517 South !llh Street, Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
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LAS VEGA S ,  CLARK COUNTY , N E V ,  THURS . ,  OCT . 1 5 ,  1 9 9 8  

5 : 0 0 P . M .  

- oo o -

on·-
B I LL HORDAN : B i l l  Horda n . I ' m  a r e s i de n t  

o f  L a s  Vega s . I u s e  t he h i g hway to A r i zona , and 

some t h i ng needs to be done whether i t ' s  any one o f  

the a l t e rn a t i ve s . We n e e d  to do somet hing 

i mme d i a t e l y  t o  i mp rove t h e  f l ow o f  t r a f f i c  a c ro s s  the 

C o l o rado Rive r .  Look i n g  at the d i sp l ays , i think t he 

Suga r l oa f  Mou n t a i n  route h a s  a l o t  of advant ages . 

You would have two ma n - made wond e r s  c l ose t o g e t he r . 

The peop l e  v i s i t i ng t he dam would have an oppor t u n i t y  

t o  s e e  a spe c t a c u l a r  br idge c r o s s ing t h e  canyon , and 

i t  l ooks t o  me l i ke i t  h a s  t he best location in 

r e l a t i onship to the dam a n d  the view o f  t he dam .  

Let ' s  hurry up and g e t  som e t h i ng c o n s t r uc t e d . 

oa:r-
GEoRG r CODY : Good Eve n i ng . For the 

re cord , my name i s  Georgi Cody and I am here t o n i g h t  

o n  beha l f  o f  t he Nevada M o t o r  Transport Assoc i a t i o n , 

a s t a t ewide membe r s h i p  o r g a n i z a t i on repr e se n t i ng t h e  

motor c a r r i e r  indu s t ry i n  Nevada . I wou l d  l i ke t o  

b e g i n  b y  comme n d i ng t he P r o j e c t  Management T e a m  f o r  

t h e i r  e xc e l l e n t  D r a f t  Envi ronme n t a l  I mpa c t  S tu dy . 

LAURIE WEBB &.ASSOCIATES (702) 386-9322 
517 South 9th. Street, Las Vegas, Ne•ada 811101 
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LAS VEGAS, NEVADA, OCTOBER 15, 1998 

FHW A, 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). 

033 Cody, Georgi 

Response to Comment 033-1 
FHW A, 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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1 I The DE I S  p r o v i d e s  a c l e a r  and conc i s e  p i c ture of t h e  

2 I prob l e m s  a s s o c i a t ed w i t h  the c u r r e n t  route over t he 

3 I Hoove r Dam . Probl ems , I might add , the t ru c k ing 

4 I indus t ry has l ong b e e n  aware o f . 

5 U S 9 3  i s  a ma j o r  comme r c i a l  route be tween 

6 I Ar i zon a ,  Nevada and Utah . I t  i s  a l so a s ign i f i ca n t  

7 I s egment o f  a ma j or NAFTA route be tween Mexico a n.d 

8 I Canada . The t ru c k ing i nd u s t r y  f a c e s  t h i s  n a r ro w ,  

9 w i n d i ng , s t e ep ,  cong e s t e d  s e c t i o n  o f  US 9 3  d a i l y  and 

10 knows f i r s t - hand i t s  dangers and po t e n t i a i f o r  

1 1  d i s a s t e r . 

1 2  I We have care f u l l y  reviewed the i n format i on 

1 3  I provided i n  t he D E I S  a nd agree w i t h  t he Team ' s 

1 4  I con c l u s i o n  t h a t  e a c h  of t he three r e c ommended bu i l d  

1 5  I a l t e rn a t i v e s  - - P romon tory Poi n t , S u g a r l o a f  Moun t a i n  

1 6  I a n d  Gold S t r i k e  Canyon a r e  v i ab l e  opt i on s . The No 

1 7  I B u i l d  A l t e rn a t ive i s ,  i n  our e s t i m a t ion , not an 

18 I a l t e r na t i v e  a t  a l l . Ignoring a p roblem of t he 

1 9  I magn i t ude o f  t h a t  w h i c h  curre n t l y  e x i s t s  wou l d  be 

2 0  I beyond m e r e l y  f o o l hardy or unw i s e  - - i t  would be 

21 I cou r t i ng d i s a s t e r .  

2 2  I The probl ems a s soc i a t e d  w i t h  t he current 

2 3  I Hoover Dam c r o s s i ng w i l l  not go a w a y ;  t hey w i l l  o n l y  

2 4 1 i n c r e a s e  o v e r  t i me . We w e re g l a d  t o  read i n  the D E I S  

� 2 5  t h a t  t h e  Laugh l i n - Bu l l he a d  C i t y  opt i on has b e e n  

LAURIE WEBB & ASSOCIATES (702) 386-9322 
517 Soulh 9tb Street, Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
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1 s t udied and r e j e c t e d  a s  a bu i l d  a l t e rn a t ive . 

2 I The t ruck ing i ndus t ry oppo s e s  t h i s  rou t e  

3 I because o f  t he h i g h  c o s t  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  d i v e r t i ng 

4 t ruck t ra f f i c  2 3  m i l e s  a n d  concerns ove r road 

5 I s a f e t y . The D E I S  r i g h t l y  concludes t h i s  route d o e s  

6 I not address t he c r i t i c a l  needs o f  t he Hoove r Dam 

7 I Byp a s s  Proj e c t . S i mp l y  put - - i t  wou l d  provide a 

8 I poor a l t e rn a t i ve ,  not a s o l u t ion . 

9 I B a s e d  on t he i n forma t i o n  cont a i ne d  i n  t he 

1 0  I D E I S , t he Nevada Mo t o r  Transport Assoc i a t i on h a s  

1 1  I conc l uded t he Sugar l o a f  Moun t a i n  A l t e rn a t i v e  to be 

12 I the m o s t  a t t r a c t ive o f  t h e  t hree bui l d  a l t e rna t i ve s . 

1 3  I T h i s  dec i s i on i s  b a s e d  on road geome t r i e s , c o s t ,  

1 4  n o i s e  impac t s ,  and o t he r  f a ctors . We are howeve r 

1 5  I cogn i z ant o f  t he po·t e n t i a l  prob l ems each o f  t he 

1 6  I a l te rna t iv e s  p r e s ent s to w i l d l i f e  and c u l t u r a l  

1 7  I r e sources i n  t h e  a r e a . We awa i t  f u r t h e r  de t a i l s  o n  

1 8  I t he f u l l  i mp a c t  of w h i chever of t he ·bu i l d  

1 9  I a l t e r n a t i v e s  i s  s e l e c t e d . We hope any adve r s e  

2 0  I impact s may be avo ided or . m i n i m i z e d . 

2 1  I US 9 3 ,  as curre n t l y  l oc a t e d ,  can no l o n g e r  

2 2  adequ a t e l y  h a nd l e  the 1 2 , 0 0 0  ve h i c l e s ,  i n c l ud i n g  

2 3  I au tomob i l e s , r e c re a t i onal vehi c l e s  and comme r c i a l  

2 4  I veh i c l e s  wh i c h  c ro s s  the Hoover Dam e a c h  day . The 

� 2 5  dam reached i t s  t ra f f i c  capa c i ty s even y e a r s  ago . 

LAURIE WEBB & ASSOCIATES (702) 386-9322 
517 South 9th Sired, Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 

SCO/LAW2666.DOC/003672566 

- - - - - - - - '- -
RESPONSES TO THE PUBLIC HEARING TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 

LAS VEGAS, NEVADA, OCTOBER 15, 1998 

D-39 



. -
1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

1 0  

1 1  

1 2  

1 3  

1 4  

1 5  

1 6  

1 7  

1 8  

1 9  

2 0  

2 1  

2 2  

D34·1 2 3 

2 4  

� 2 5  

1 0 / 1 5 / 9 8  LAS VEGAS 
6 

The rou t e  i s  conge s t e d ,  dangerous and vulne rab l e  t o  

damage . I t  i s  t i me to move ahead to f i n d  s o l u t i o n s  

and t o  work toge t h e r  to m e e t  t h e  c h a l l enge s o f  

p ro v i d i ng a s a f e  a l t e r n a t ive t o  t h e  US 9 3  Hoover Dam 

c r o s s ing . 

As a f in a l  not e ,  a l on g  w i t h  a copy o f  my 

comme n t s  here today,  I wou l d  l i k e  to provide you a 

copy o f  the Hoove r Dam Byp a s s  R e s o l u t ion a dop t e d  by 

t he Nevada Motor Transpo r t  A s s oc i a t ion on O c t o b e r  

5 t h ,  1 9 9 8 . T h i s  r e so l u t i on has been sent to e a c h  

me mbe r o f  the Nevada Cong r e s s i o n a l  Delegat ion and t o  

Governor B o b  M i l l e r .  T h e  r e s o l u t ion suppo r t s  t h e  

advancement o f  the Hoove r D a m  Byp a s s  a s  a F e d e r a l  

H i g h  P r i o r i t y  Pro j e c t  w i t h  f u t ure c o s t s  c o m i n g  f rom 

t he Nat ional Co r r i ci·o r  P l a n n ing and Devel opmen t  

P rograms and t he Fede r a l  Lands H i ghway Program . 

I ' d  l i k e  to t h a n k  you f o r  t h i s  opport u n i t y  

t o  prov i d e  our commen t s  t o  you h e r e  tonight . 

1134 __ _ 

DOUG POLLOC K : My name i s  Doug Po l l o c k . 

A ,  a l l  the depa r t me n t s  i nvolve d  i n  bu i l ding the 

b r i dge should ge t t o g e t he r ,  t h e  Department o f  

R e c l ama t io n ,  t he B u r e a u  o f  P a r k s  a n d  Re creat i o n ,  t h e  

DOT , Dep artment o f  Transpo r t a t ion . Money w a s  

u t i l i z e d  f o r  s ome t h i n g  t h a t  was not n e c e s s a ry at 

LAURIE WEBB & ASSOCIATES (702) 386-9322 
517 South 9th Street, Las Vegas, Nevada • 89101 
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034 Pollock, Doug 

Response to Comment 034-1 

RESPONSES TO THE PUBLIC HEARING TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
LAS VEGAS, NEVADA, OCTOBER 15, 1998 

The Nelson Alternative, utilizing the Nevada 165 corridor and U.S. 95, was 
evaluated and eliminated from further consideration primarily because it 
would require construction of about 12 miles of new roadway causing 
greater environmental impacts and at higher cost. For example, it would 
impact approximately 491 acres of Section 4(f) land in the LMNRA (see EIS 
Section 2.5 and Table 2-1). 
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Hoove r Dam , the p a r k i ng l o t s ,  t h a t  could have gone to 

2 I bu i l d i ng a b r idge . The Depa r t m e n t  of P a rks and 

3 Recre a t ions have created a r e s t r i c t e d  area in t he 

4 I a rea t h a t  t he y  want a b r i dge o r  t he governme n t  h a s . 

5 I At t h i s  point what wou l d  be f e a s i b l e  f o r  a 

6 I b r idge , b e c a u s e  i t  can break a t  t h e  points that t hey 

7 want i f  t h a t  dam should b r e a k , t he y  s hou l d  put a .  

8 I l onger span l i k e  N e l son which a t  o n e  t ime w a s  a 

9 I washed out m a r i n a . There w a s  a m a r i na i n  1 9 7 4  t h a t  

1 0  I was w a s h e d  out . The government c a n  recon s t ruct t h a t  

1 1  I wash , rebu i l d  t he marina , put a b r idge over there , 

1 2  and eve rybody w i l l  der ive reve nue f rom i t . The 

1 3  I S t a t e , t h e  c i t i z e ns o f  C l a r k  Coun t y ,  t he S t a t e  o f  

1 4  I Nevada w i l l  d e r ive u s e  f rom t he m a r ina a nd t he b r i dge 

15 I a nd t ciu r i s m  w i l l  de·r i ve u s e  of t he marina and the 

1 6 1 bridge and a l so w i l l  i n c r e a s e  t o u r i s m  to C l a r k  County 

17  and the S t a t e  o f  Nevada . 

1 8  I A l s o  in ' 8 3 t he r e  was a n ·- - some t i me i n  

1 9  I the e a r l y  ' 8 0 s ,  there was an ove r f low a t  Hoover Dam . 

2 0  I The ove r f l o w  took i t , but. when they were bui l t  i n  the 

2 1  I ' 3 0 s ,  t hey w e re very t h i c k  s t a i n l e s s  s t e e l . They a re 

2 2 I now pape r t h i n . A l s o  the dam h a s  c r ac k i ng , cannot 

2 3  t a ke the abuse of the heavy t r a f f i c  ove r � t . S i nc e  

2 4  t he cont ract h a s  exp i red o r  w h a t e v e r  i t  was w i t h  

� 2 5  Southern C a l  E d i son , the gove rnme n t  has not kept t he 

LAURIE WEBB & ASSOCIATES .. (702) 386-9322 
517 South 9th Street, Las Vegas, Nevada 8!1101 
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dam up t o  t he cond i t io n  o f  what i t  s ho u l d  be . That ' s  

my inpu t . 

And a l l  o f  t he s e  peop l e  s ho u l d  ge t 

together a n d  f i nd a way t ha t ' s  f e a s i b l e  t h a t  t h e  

u s e r s  c a n  h a v e  a n d  a l s o t h a t  the s t a t e s  w i l l  de r i ve 

and the government w i l l  d e r i ve for c a re . There 

a l ready is a road e x i s t i ng to Ne l s on , been t h e re f o r  

y e a r s . So a l l  t he y  have to do i s  c u t . Up to two 

t own s h i p s  n o r t h  of the road of N e l s o n  a re not a 

res t r i c t ed a r e a . Any t h i ng f u r t h e r  t h a n  t ha t nor t h  i s  

a r e s t r i c t e d  a r e a . 

Now , t h ey ' re g o i ng to c r e a t e  a co n f l i c t  

and s ay w e  w a n t  t o  g o  t h rough a r e s t r i c t e d  a r e a  t h a t  

w a s  d e s i g n a t e d  r e s t r i c t e d  t e n  ye a r s  ago . T h a t ' s  

hypoc r i t i c a l . T h i �  i s  a l o t  of b a l oney . T h i s  c o u l d  

have been s o l v e d  2 0  y e a r s  ago . 

035 . 
ANONYMOUS : Not even g i v•n B u l l he a d  C i ty a 

chance a t  t he n e w  t ru c k  rou t e  that c o u l d  come down 

t he Ari zona s i d e  and go over the D a v i s  Dam on a 

brand - ne w  f o u r - l a n e  1 6 3  t h a t  dumps o f f  on H ighway 9 5  

and heads nort h  t o  the R a i l road P a s s  t h rough 

S e arch l i gh t , a n d  Garth F r a i n e r ,  who has b u i l t  9 0  

p e rcent o f  t h e  h i g hways i n  t h e  S t a t e  o f  Nevad a ,  w i l l  

g i ve you a c o n t r a c t  f o r  $ 1  m i l l ion a m i l e  f o r  

LAURIE WEBB & ASSOCIATES (702) 386-9322 
517 South 9th Sll'eet; Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 ··· ' • • 

035 Anonymous 

Response to Comment 035-1 

RESPONSES TO THE PUBLIC HEARING TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
LAS VEGAS, NEVADA, OCTOBER 15, 1998 

For detailed discussion of the rationale for eliminating the LBA 
(Route 95/163/68), please see EIS Section 2.5 and responses to 
Comments Bl-5, Bl-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 Bl-2 and Bl-5). 

See response to Comment Bl-4, which discusses the rationale for 
.• concluding that the Boulder City /U.S. 93 Corridor Study is a separate 

project with independent utility. 

�,·�.:..:.;.;_�;_;_.;:__�_-..;_-'---'-l 
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1 I b l a c k t op pav i ng . And i t ' s  6 0  m i l e s , so you a.re 

2 I t a l k i ng $ 6 0  m i l l i on . 

3 I And i f  t hey w a n t e d  t o  u s e  t h e  o l d  Dav i s  

4 I Dam rout e ,  t he y  cou l d  bu i l d  a new b r idge i n  b e t w e e n  

5 I D a v i s  Dam and t h e  new Laugh l i n  b r i dge f o r  t he t rucks 

6 I a nd a l s o  put l oc k s  t he re t ha t  wou l d  r i s e , and i f  a 

7 I chem i c a l  t ru c k  s p i l l e d  i n t o  t he C o l orado R i ve r ,  t hey 

8 cou l d  c l o s e  t he l oc k s  a t  Dav i s  Dam, shut t he wa t e r  

9 I o f f ,  r a i s e  t h e  l ock s , l ow e r  t he new b r idge and g e t  

1 0  I t he pumps and t ru c k s  i n  t he re and pump i t  a l l  o u t  and 

1 1  I n o t h i ng wou l d  go down the C o l o rado R i v e r  and 

12 .  I c o n t a m i na t e  r e a l  dra s t ic such as mercury o r  

1 3  I r a d i oa c t ive ma t e r i a l , w h i c h  i f  t h i s  s t u f f  s p i l l s  i n  

1 4  I t he new b r i dge t h a t  t h ey ' r e t a l k i ng abou t  o r  f rom 

1 5  I Boulder Dam , i t ' s  go i ng i n t o  t he r i v e r ,  and who knows 

16 I what w i l l  happen f rom t h a t  p o i n t . 

1 7  I And as f a r  as t he envi ronmen t a l i s t s  a re 

1 8  I concerne d ,  t he r e  i s  no s he e p  i n  t he ··area o f  t he 

1 9  I Bu l l he ad Road and t h e re ' s  no t o r t o i s e s . To r t o i s e s  

2 0  I don ' t  g e t  w i t h i n  1 5 0 0  f e e t  o f  t h e  h i ghway . There i s  

2 1  I proven s t a t i s t i c s  here , and , ye s ,  i t  i s  2 3  m i l e s  

2 2  I f a r t he r ,  but Laugh l i n  needs a s ho t  i n  t h e  a r m ,  and 

23 I t h i s  t ra f f i c wou l d  de f i n i t e l y  do i t ,  and t h e  s t a t e  

2 4  I wou l d  r e c e i v e  many t ax e s  f rom t he c a s i no s '  p r o f i t  and 

� 2 5  a l s o  t h e  s a l e  o f  d i e s e l  f u e l  f o r  t he t ru c k e r s  t h a t  

LAURIE WEBB & ASSOCIATES (702) 386-9322 · 
517 South 9th Street, Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
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1 0 / 1 5 / 9 8  LAS VEGAS 
1 0  

t hey wou l d  purcha s e  t h e r e  i f  i t  was avai l a b l e ,  w h i c h  

wou l d  conseque n t l y  pay f o r  t h i s  $ 6 0  m i l l ion h i g hway 

expansion i n  a s ho r t  t i me .  

And t he peop l e  i n  Bou l d e r  C i t y  a re 

d e f i n i t e l y  aga i n s t  t h e  t ru c k s  coming i n t o  t he i r  town , 

and now w i t h  t h i s  new b r idge t h a t  you p ropo s e , you 

are d i r e c t i ng i t  r i g h t  i n t o  t he back of G o l d  S t r i k e  

I n n  w h i c h  i s  a c a s i no ,  and i f  nobody knows i t  by now , 

Mr . E n s i g n ,  our congre s sma n ,  h a s  a p i e c e  of t h e  G o l d  

S t r i k e  I n n  a l ong w i t h  M r .  B e l l omy a nd a l s o  o w n s  t h e  

Ra i l road P a s s . W e l l ,  h o w  s w e e t  i t  i s  t o  h a v e  a l l  t h e  

t r u c k s  coming i n t o  t h e  back d o o r  o f  y o u r  c a s i no . 

oar 
PAT QUINN : ,,My n ame i s  - P a t  Quinn . And 

f i r s t  on t he r e cord I wou l d  _ l ike t o  say i t ' s  a s h ame 

t hey d i dn ' t  use the W i l l ow B e a c h  bypass t h a t  was 

e ng i ne e r e d  25  years ago , but o f  t h e  three opt ions 

c u r r e n t l y  ava i l ab l e ,  there i s  no doub t t h a t  Go l d  

S t r i ke Ca nyon rou t e  i s  t h e  o n l y  o n e  t o  rea l l y  t a � e . 

I t  wou l d  be l e s s  cumb e r some to t ra f f i c during 

cons t ru c t i on ,  and it  is  a l re ady bad enough coming 

a c r o s s  t he dam t h e  way it  i s ,  and I j u s t  t h ink it  

s e e m s  l ik e  t h e  mos t  d i re c t  route a nd w i l l  g ive t he 

peop l e  new v i s t a s  to s ee as they t rave l down t h rough 

into A r i z ona . I g u e s s  t h a t ' s  about i t . 

LAURIE WEBB & ASSOCIATES (702) 386-9322 
517 South 9th Street, Las Vegas, Nevada 811101 
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036 Quinn, Pat 

Response to Comment 036-1 

RESPONSES TO THE PUBLIC HEARING TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 
LAS VEGAS, NEVADA, OCTOBER 15, 1998 

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(£) 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, 
Cll-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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1 1  

037--
N I CHOLAS M .  HUGHE S . My name i s  N i c h o l a s  

M .  Hughe s . T h a t  G o l d  S t r i k e , t o  me , t h a t ' s  t h e  o n l y  

w a y  t o  go . J u s t  l i k e  h e  s a i d ,  i n  t he f i rs t  p l ac e  you 

are not going to d i s t urb t he r e s t  o f  the roads up 

t he r e  o n  con s t ru c t i o n  when t h ey ' r e con s t ru c t i ng i t ,  

s e e , and t h a t  i sn ' t t he concern t h a t  I ' m  t h i n k i ng 

about . I ' m  t h i n k i ng abou t a l o t  s ho r t e r  d i s t ance , 

and you are n o t  - - on each end of t he 9 3  g o i ng c l e a r  

o v e r  t o  t h o s e  o t h e r  t wo roads g o i n g  over t o  Gold 

S t r i ke Ho t e l , you have g o t  a b i g  l ong s t re t c h  t h e re 

where t ho s e  t w o  roads are r u n n i ng t og e t h e r  r i g h t  

t he re , and t ha t ' s  a t e r r i b l e  d e l a y . I was a c ro s s  

t h a t  road , o h ,  about two mont hs ago , a n d  r i g h t  a f t e r  

I l e f t  G o l d  S t r i k e � I n n ,  I g o t  bump e r  t o  bumper wi t h  

t ra f f i c , and I was j u s t  o o z i ng a l ong , oo z i ng a l ong , a 

f o o t  a t  a t i me u n t i l  I got down - - you know where 

t h a t  road t ur n s  o f f  to go to t h a t  l a k e , you know , 

Obse rva t i on P o i n t , you know whai I ' m  t a l k i n g  abou t , 

i t  t u rn s  t o  t h e  l e f t  and goes o f f ?  When I g o t  t o  

t h a t  p o i n t , I t u rned a round t he r e  i mmed i a t e l y  and 

c ame back t h rough Bou l d e r  C i t y  a n d  went t o  Ra i l road 

2 3  P a s s  and o n  down t o  S e a r c h l i ght a nd Laughl i n  and t h e n  

2 4  II I w e n t  i n t o  K i ngman f rom t h a t  way . 

2 5  I have o c c a s i o n  t o  g o  t o  K i ngman a l o t . I 

LAURIE WEBB & ASSOCIATES (702) 386-9322 
511 South lith Street, Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
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037 Hughes, Nicholas M. 

Response to Comment 037-1 

- - - - , .. -
RESPONSES TO THE PUBLIC HEARING TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 

LAS VEGAS, NEVADA, OCTOBER 15, 19911 

See Sections 2.6.2 and 2.6.3 in the FEIS and response to Comments C3-1, 
Cll-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 0 / 1 5 / 9 8  LAS VEGAS 
1 2  

1 I have g o t  prope r t y  ove r in Mohave Coun t y ,  a n d  I • ve got 

2 I p roperty a t  S e a rc h l i g h t ,  You know , i t ' s  t e r r i b l e  to 

3 I g e t  s l owed down w i t h  t h a t  tour i s t  t ra f f i c ,  you know , 

4 I w h e r e  you have got a l l  s ig h t s e e r s . I t h i n k  e i t h e r  

5 I one of t ho s e , e spec i a l l y t h a t  t h i n g  that h a s  a b r i dge 

6 a c r o s s  the l ak e , I t h i n k  t h a t ' s  t he mo s t  r i d i c u l ou s  

7 I one , and you a r e  g o i ng to be conge s t ed w i t h  t ra f f i c  

8 go i ng up t o  w h e r e  i t  l e aves the p r e s e n t  h i ghway , and 

9 I you ' re go i ng - - when you g e t  back on the Nevada s i de , 

1 0  you a r e  g o i ng to get ba c k  w i t h t h a t  conge s t i o n  on t he 

1 1  I Nevada s i de f rom t h a t  warehouse on to Go l d  S t r i k e . 

1 2  I And I t h i n k  t h e  o n l y  way to go i s  to t ake 

13 I t h a t  G o l d  S t r i k e  rou t e . I t  i s  going to c o s t  a l i t t l e  

1 4  I b i t  more f o r  tunne l s  and w h a t not , but i t  s a v e s  t i me , 

1 5  I i t ' s  g o i n g  to be s h·o r t e r  and i t  s o l v e s  t h e  p ro b l e m . 

1 6  I You don • t get i n t o  t h a t  conge s t ion up t h e r e  on e i t h e r  

1 7  I s i de of t he dam . That ' s  a bout a l l  I have got t o  

1 8  I s ay .  

1 9  I I am j us t  very much aga i n s t  t ho s e  o t h e r  

2 0  I t wo rout e s ,  very much a g a i n s t  t ho s e  o t h e r  two 

2 1 l rou t e s . I know one o f  t h e  n a t iona l parkma n I w a s  

2 2  I t a l k i ng to t h e r e ,  t h e y  s e e m  to f avor t h a t  one j u s t  

2 3  I b e l ow t h e  dam , but t h a t  doe sn ' t  s o l v e  t h e  p r o b l e m  

2 4 I l i ke t h a t  Gold S t ri k e  rout e ,  s ee . I am emph a t i c a l l y  

� 2 5  I a g a i n s t  t hose o t h e r  two rout e s , and I • m g o i n g  t o  

LAURIE WEBB & ASSOCIATES (702) 386-9322 
517 South 9tb Street, Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
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1 0 / 1 5 / 9 8  LAS VEGAS 

w r i t e  b e s i d e  what y o u  a re t a k i n g ,  I ' m  g o i n g  t o  

w r i t e  m y  opin i o n s  down and mai l  i t  i n . 

baa· · 
DENN I S  LACHAS E :  My name i s  De n n i s  

L a c ha s e . I l i ve a t  6 0 5  Spyg l a s s  Lane , L a s  Vega s ,  

·-

1 3  

Nevada . One , t h i s  t h i n g  should have been i n  1 5  y e a r s  

ago . I a s k ed t he envi ronm e n t a l  peop l e  what ' s  

happe n i n g  to t h e  envi ronment when they have s ev e r a l  

thousands o f  c a r s  b a c k e d  up h o u r s  and h o u r s  e v e r y  d a y  

i n  both d i r e c t i o n s . To p u t  i t  i n ,  i t  wou l d  w h i s k  

p e o p l e  t h rough t he a r e a  i n  1 0 ,  1 5  m i n u t e s  i n s t e a d  o f  

k e e p i ng t hem t h e r e  t h re e ,  f o u r  hours . I t h i n k  t h i s  

i s  long , l o n g  overdue . 

I d i d  w r i t e  some t h i ng down on t h i s  c omme n t  

s h e e t  here . T h i s  �ro j e c t  i s  2 0  years t o o  l a t e , 

s hould have b e e n  done i n  t h e  ' 7 0 s  when t hey f i r s t  

proposed i t . Due t o  t hree , fou r - hour d e l a y s . o n  g o i ng 

a c r o s e  t he dam t h e  envi ronment s u f f�r s  more t ha n  what 

t h ey ' re doing . And t h e  more t h e y  procra s t i n a t e  a n d  

d e l a y ,  t h e  longer i t ' s  g o i ng t o  - - the wor s e  i t ' s  

go i ng t o  get . 

We a re g e t t ing more and more t ou r i s t s  i n t o  

t own e v e r y  ye a r ,  e o  t he j am i s  g e t t ing worse and 

wors e . They have s t opped me f rom g o i ng f i s hing down 

2 5  l lat  W i l l o w  B e a c h .  U s e d  t o  g o  down t here a f t e r  work . 

LAURIE WEBB & ASSOCIATES (702) 386-9322 
517 South 9tb Street, Lei Vegas, Nevada 89101 
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038 Lachase, Dennis 

Response to Comment 038-1 

- -· - - .. -
RESPONSES TO THE PUBLIC HEARING TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 

LAS VEGAS, NEVADA, OCTOBER 15, 1998 

FHW A, 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 Bl-4. 
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1 1 Now you have to t a ke an a l l - da y  t r i p . End o f  

2 I s t a t eme n t . 

3 I The No . 2 i s  s uppo s e d  to be t h e  l e a s t  

4 I e n v  i ronmen t a l l y  impac t ,  and i t  c a n  be u s e d  o r  

1 4  

5 I i n s t a l l e d  t he qu i c ke s t , w h i c h  I t h ink ·wo u l d  a l l e v i a t e  

6 I t h i s  ma j o r problem t h a t  they have . Ju s t  going t o  

7 I move t h e  bo t t l e n e c k  up to Boulder C i t y . I t h i n k  t h a t  

8 I w i l l  h e l p . Le t ' s  g e t  i t  i n  and get it going . 

9 L e t ' s  g e t  t he road acce s s e s  to and f rom i t  

1 0  I so t h a t  we c a n  move p e op l e  t hrough here , b e c a u s e  

1 1  I they ' re mo s t l y  t ou r i s t s . They ' re not l oc a l s , and 

12  when t he l o c a l s  g e t  involved i n  t h i s ,  we have p l a c e s  

1 3  I to go a n d  peop l e  to s e e  a n d  t h i ngs to do , and we 

1 4 l ca n ' t do t h a t . I t ' s  e a s i e r  now to d r ive down t o  

1 5  I Laugh l i n and go a c r o s s  t he b r i dg e  up t h rough K i ngman 

16 I and t h e n  ge t on t h e  f re e w a y ,  go t h a t  way , t h a n  i t  i s  

1 7  I to s i t  t h e r e  now a n d  go a c r o s s  the dam . I t ' s  2 8  

1 8  I m i l e s  f a r t her a l so . 

1 9  

2 0  

2 1  

2 2  

2 3  

2 4  

2 5  
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1 REPORTER ' S  CERT I FICATE 

2 

3 I STATE OF NEVADA 
s s  

4 I COUNTY OF CLARK 

5 

6 I ,  Shawn E .  O t t ,  Ce r t i f ie d  S h o r t hand 

7 I R epo r t e r ,  do h e r e by c e r t i f y that I took down i n  

8 I St enotype a l l  of t he p r o c e e d i ng s  h a d  in t h e  

9 I b e f o r e - e n t i t l e d  m a t t e r  at t h e  t ime and p l a c e  

1 0  i nd i c a t e d  and t h a t  t h e r e a f t e r  s a i d  s ho r t h and not e s  

1 1  I were t r a ns c r i bed i n to typewr i t i ng a t  and under my 

1 2  I d i re c t ion and s up e rv i s i on and t h a t  t h e  f o r e g o i ng 

1 3  I t ra n s c r i p t  con s t i t u t e s  a fu l l ,  t ru e  and a c c u r a te 

1 4  I record o f  t he proceedi ngs had . 

1 5  

1 6  

1 7  

1 8  

1 9  

2 0  

2 1  

2 2  

2 3  

2 4  

2 5  

I N  WI TNESS WHEREO F , I have h e r e u n t o  s e t  my 

hand and a f f ixed my o f f i c i a l  s e a l  i n  my o f f i c e  i n  t he 

Cou nty of C l a r k , S t a t e  of Nevada , t h i s  ;)()� day o f  

Oc� . 1 9 9 8  · .. 
' 

LAURIE WE 

��£_� 
S hawn E .  O t t  
C C R  No . 5 7 7  

- '"§il:ii'""�· v -·� 'Xs 1 bo:z 386-9322 
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K&dvenW II BYPASS_. � us n Eil 
DEIS Public Hearing October 1998 

Comment Sheet 
Your Name: J'o b Q /./. 4 9 Ill 5 � 
Your Address: He 3 7  Box= t??J kr/V (f. 11.1� . A z 2(' 1-12 > 
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBUC HEARING 

Response to Comment El-l 
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-l, 
Cll-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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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 E2-1 
FHW A, 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 El-l above, which explains some of the reasons that the 
Promontory Point and Gold Strike Canyon Alternatives are not preferred. 

FHW A will continue to serve as the lead agency for construction of the 
U.S. 93 bypass. One of the project delivery options considered by FHW A 
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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SCO/LAW2667.DOC/003672587 

RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBUC HEARING 

Response to Comment E3-1 
FHW A, 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). 

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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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBUC 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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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING 

Response to Comment ES-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, FHW A 
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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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBUC HEARING 

Response to Comment E6-1 

The author has been added to the permanent mailing list for the U.S. 93 

Hoover Dam Bypass Project. 
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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 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. 

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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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: 

• No Build $1,247,750,000 (5.5 miles) 
• Promontory Point $ 654,380,000 (4.0 miles) 
• Sugarloaf Mountain $ 608,320,000 (3.7 miles) 
• 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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I S  

RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING 

Response to Comment E9-1 
FHW A, 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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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBUC HEARING 

Response to Comment El0-1 
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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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 Ell-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 Strilce 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 9114198 

Prepared by RIChard J. Bravo 
rbravo4Danv.net 

ITEM REFERENCE PAGE COMMENT 
Projec:t ES·2 The Gold strike Canyon Allemalive (GSCA) cost 

Cost Es-3 estimate Is 5.4'111 higher than that for the 
Promonlory Point Allemllllve (PPA) and 8.8'111 
higher than the Sugarloaf Mountain AlternatiVe 
lSMAl estimate. 

Project 2·17 Ahhough the GSCA construction requires as 
Construe- 2-31 much as 8 yeaiS, al lhnse aHemaUves are 
lion Period 2·32 planned for comptllllon In 2007. GSCA Is not 

likely to be completed llefons 2008. The Tallie 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 In 
3·13 operational noise level (mons than 15dBA) under 
3-14 FHWA, NOOT and AOOT noise abatement 
4·1 polides. This noise level exceeds standanls. 

6-25 
Habitat Table 3·13 3-27 GSCA disturbs 3.4 limes as much previously 

previously undisturbed habitat as does PPA and 3.8 Urnes 
undisturbed as much as does SMA. 
CiiffHabHat Table 3·13 3-27 GSCA affects 3.0 limes as much critical dlff 

habitat as does PPA and 9.1 times as much as 
does SMA 

Biological Table ES..1 ES-4 The GSCA disturbs 18 Urnes 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 Tha GSCA causes tha loss of 1 .5'111 more 
Resources Table 3-14 3·29 marginal desert tortoise habitat than does PPA 

and 9.2'11. more than does SMA. 
Biological Table ES·1 ES..4 The GSCA Impacts 2.2 Urnes as much bighorn 
Resources Table 3-14 3-29 Sheep lemblng habitat as does PPA and 2.75 

Table 3-15 3-30 Urnes as much as does SMA. Three times as 
many sheep water resources are diSrupted by 
GSCA as tiy_ eHher olher ahemallve. 

General Table 3-13 3·27 The genensl quality of the habitat affected by 
Habhal GSCA Is much higher than that affected by either 

concerns PPA or SMA. 
Developed Table 3-18 3-60 Tha total developed acreage Is 15'111 1ess for 

Acreage GSCA than for PPA and 7'111 1ess than SMA. This 
would seem to favor the GSCA, however the 
qualhy of the GSCA acreage Is much higher (see 
above). 
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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 PUBUC HEARING 

ITEM REFERENCE PAGE COMMENT 

Water Table ES-1 Es-.4 GSCA has the greatest potential lor construction 
Resources lmoacts. 

Cultural Table ES·1 ES·S Both PPA and SMA are claimed to have adverse 
Resources 3-48 effects on the historical visual setting or Hoover 

3-49 Dam, while GSCA does not. The DEIS states 
3-68 that only the SMA visual impact cao be mitigated 

by the use of suitable design and materials. It 
seems obvious that the PPA visual impact can be 
mitigated by the same techniques that would be 
used for the SMA. These visual effect opinions 
were given 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. Regardless of the 
aHemative selected, the new facilities wiN be 
visible from at least one viewJloint. 

Cultural Table ES.1 Es-s Five historic features eligible for, or Usted In, the 
Resources NRHP are potentially Impacted by GSCA versus 

four for either PPA or SMA. 
Sectlon 4(f) Table ES.1 Es-s t .48 times as muCh 4(1) land is impacted by 

Table 6-1 8-7 GSCA as Is by PPA. 1 .22 times as muCh 4(1) land 
Is impacted �?!_ GSCA as Is bv SMA. 

Visual Table ES-1 ES·5 Only the GSCA would forever alter lhe view of 
Resources Gold Strike Canyon. There are no other geo-

thermally act�f:!!!�s likeGcilifSfrilieoeTciw 
the'Gl'iiiifCa!jion a mavtie aliOve H 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 required temporary and permanent nus for 
Waters of GSCA are much higher than for eHher PPA or 
lhe U.S. SMA. 
Roadway 3-37 Only 29% of the GSCA roadway has a grade less 
Prontes than 3%, compared to 80 to 90% for PPA and 

SMA. This�callv Increases erosion. 
Water 3-37 Because or the steep slopes Involved, GSCA is 
Quality 3·38 felt to have the greatest potential for Impacting 

live water qually from erosion both during 
construction and under ooerauonal conditions. 

Archeolo- 3-50 Both the PPA and SMA APEs have two 
gical SHes 4-2 arCheological sites, the GSCA APE has none. 

Unavoidable adverse impacts win occur at these 
sites. 

Cultural Table ES.3 ES·10 There are ftve historic features endangered by 
Resource the construction or the GSCA, and four eaCh for 
Effects, PPA and SMA. Some mHigation of this danger, 

Mitigation other than SHPO consultation, needs to be 
Measures implemented. 

2 
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING 

ITEM REFERENCE PAGE I COMMENT 
Land Table ES-3 ES·11 ,  Only GSCA requires the lnstauauon of a 7000· 

Usa/section 3-15 foot-lOng noise barrier to even approach 
4(f) Effects, compliance wllh federal and Slate noise 
MIUgaUon abatement poUdes. H is not dear whether the , 
Measures considerable cost of lhls barrier Is included In the 1 

$215 mHiion cost estimate for GSCA. 
VISual Table ES·3 ES-11 No coloring of concrete or steel wiU allow the 

Resource highway to blend in with the natural scenic 
Effects, beauty of Gold Strike Canyon. 

MltlgaUon 
Measures --

1C!I1411111/RJ8 

• 

3 
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NOTE: Ple11se drop your comment sheet i7t "Commnt" box, or if you prlfn, you r����y 

11lso m11il your comments to: Tmy H11ussler (HPD-!6), Ftthr11l Highwq 

Administr11tion, 555 Z11ng Strut, Room 259, U.klwood, CO 80228. 
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING 

Response to Comment E12-1 
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 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 
surrounding environment. 

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. 
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AJlminimation, 555 Zag Strut. Room 259, .LAkewood, CO 80228. 
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING 

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. 
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Administration, 555 Za11g Street, Room 259, Lilkflwoo4, CO 80228. 
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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. 
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBUC HEARING 

Response to Comment E15-1 
FHW A, 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. 
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBUC HEARING 

Response to Comment E16-1 
As discussed in the EIS Section 4(£) Evaluation, FHWA 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 P A. 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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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBUC 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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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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NOTE: Pl�ase drop yoNr commmt shd hi "Commmt" bo%, or if you l'"fn, yoN may 

also mail yoNr comments to: Terry Hau•ler (HPD-16), Fedntd Highway 

Adminimatlmr, 555 Ztmg Smd, Room 259, l.llbwood, CO 80228. 

.. 

SCO/LAW2667.DOC/003672587 

RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING 

Response to Comment E19-1 
FHW A, 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 
result in 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 FHW A 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 result in 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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If you did not receive a newsletter in the mail, would you like to be added to the project 
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Yes No 
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NOTE: Pl11ase drop your comml!flt lhl!l!t in NCamml!rlt" btl%, or if you prt!for, you may 

also mail your camml!flts to: Tl!fTY Haussler (HPD-16), Fl!dmd Highway 

Administration, 555 Zang Sml!t, Room 259, l..abwood, CO 80228. 

SCO/LAW2887.DOC/003672587 

RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBUC 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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Comment Sheet 
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NOTE: Please tlrop yo�n commnt sbet br •comment" box, or if you prefer, you m11y 

11uo mail your commnts to: Teny Ba111sler (HPD-16), Federal Highway 

Administrati011, 555 Zang Strut, Room 259, I.aluwood, 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 the bridge 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. 

E·25 



BOULDEil CITr 

E22 

DEIS Public Hearing October 1998 

Comment Sheet 
Your Name: jcnnSrc G\"no 
YourAddress: "fpo 1\,l 1'<1�o; �\l3 
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If you did not receive a newsletter In the mail, would you lllce to be added to the project mailing list? @! No 
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NOTE: Pleas. drop your commftrt •hut 1ft "Comrrrmt" fin. or If you �'"for, 71tn1 "'"11 
also mail your commftrts to: Tmy Hall8ln (HPD-l6), F•tkral Highway 

.Adminlmation, 555 Z��ng Stred, Room 259, l.abwood, CO 80228. 

SCO/lAW2667 .DOC/003672587 

RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING 

Response to Comment E22-1 
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. 

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. 
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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/LAW2687.DOC/003672587 

RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBUC 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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also mail your c:ommmts to: Tmy HIIII.SSin (HPD-16), F�ttlnal HUfrway 

Administration, 555 Zll"' Smllt. Room 259, l.abwood. CO 80228. 

SCO/LAW2667.DOC/003672587 

RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING 

Response to Comment E24-1 
See response to Comment Bl-4. Addressing the traffic pt:oblem in Boulder 
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 
U.S. 93 between the Wagonwheel interchange and the Hacienda Hotel. In 
programming this project, NDOT has determined that the Boulder 
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 
Al�ernative 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 
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. 
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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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also mail your commmts to: Tnry Haussln (HPD-16), F�tlnal Highwq 

Administration. 555 Ztmg Strtn, Room 25!1, l.llkewood,. CO 80228. 

RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING 

Response to Comment E26-1 
See response to Comment Bl-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. 
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Comment Sheet 

Your Name: \ S 1-\ \)::. \ -:1 A .'"'�£  S. 
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U you did not receive a newsletter in the mail, would you like to be added to the project 
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NOTE: Pleue drop your comment sheet in "Comment" box. or if you prefer, you may 

also mail your comments to: Terry HaJUsler (HPD-16), Federal Highway 

Administration, 555 Ztmg Street, Room 259, l.llbroood, CO 80228. 

SCO/LAW2667 .DOC/003672587 

RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING 

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 
socioeconomic impacts to Boulder City or other outlying communities in 
the region (personal communication, Dave Carlson, EPA, 
February 11, 1999). See the discussion of cumulative impacts in the FEIS 
Chapter S. 
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A4minutration, 555 Zllflg Stred, Room 259, Laluwoo4, CO 80228. 
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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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also mail your comments to: Terry Harusln lHPD-16), F�dnal Highway 

Admir�i!ltratiorr, 555 Z1111g Stun, Room 25g, l.abwood, CO 80228. 

SCOILAW2667.DOC/003672587 

RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING 

Response to Comment E30-1 
FHW A, 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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Comment Sheet 
Your Name: -4. #. df.r 
Your Address: /1f()O &4� c?St;� 

�"'k � NV fJ44S:..z�..?. 
U you did not receive a newsletter in the mail, would you like to be added to the project 
mailing list? 

Yes No 

Your comments: ?.,..a en d.tJ-6r/v fl,'Q..,t. /.r :6tp cz;:;�«-E 
a.. 4cazlz'?!o· t2oee '"7/lac 4CG/a?.ot- /avolu<":f 
bd.i+g.rd,u.L,( mcC..y:,Cp,/f Q.{9u,/.£ Acq� ye;a,/�u: 
-h<. - ../ �<· .e.;z-6>-e. hrk�'«< /u� (,(laa/..t k'< -tiel o/ -'aa'.yb'ne'C"'1V, · 

fl C r 4.c<qt'o4ah OQ Ht�t: dun 4C an Jh 

�.$� 
NOTE: Pleue drop your commnt sheet 1ft "Commnt" boz. or if you prefer, yo" may 
also mail yourcommnts to: Terry Hausler (HPD-16), Federal Highway 

Administration, 555 Zang Strut, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228, 

SCO/LAW2667.DOC/003672587 

RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING 

Response to Comment E31-1 
FHW A, 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 EElS 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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cOHHENTs DUE 11/10/98 Comment Sheet COMMENTs DUE 11/10/98 
Your Name: M� F;bs7},teR... 
Your Address:·4';Z55 I.Je¢ouf H.:l/ L 1/A/ll 82/tJ fl!ar/:ns=fj)er Q) hcrbnr;, . cah1 

E32-1 pc " oycc t L;rQr!fC nqct=todedjl 't t=o/¢s= ere-c.. C-i4 • A I F  ' .  

F oon 'I q p:a.;.nr� «otecf=..-,..- b rvd9o.< 1 • t= +.&.e pqp t/q:/-1(,11. 

NOTE: Please drop Y""' comment •hen m "Commmt"' box, or if you prefer, you may 

abo mail your commmts to: Terry HaiiiSler (HPD-16), Federal Highway 

Administration, 555 Zang Smet, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228. 

SCO/LAW2667.DOC/003672587 

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 m?st 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 P A, 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. 

E-36 

� - - � - � � - � � � � � - - � � � �  



I? 

I (!) 
z 
a: 

UJ 

< 
UJ 
:J: 
0 :::; ID I ::::;) 
a.. 
UJ 
:J: 
1-
a: 
UJ 

t:: 

I < 
a: 
0 

� 
a: ::::;) 

I C 

I c 
UJ 
a: 
UJ 
0 
UJ 
a: 

I � 
UJ 
:J: "' 
!z 
UJ 
::::E 
::::E 
0 

I 0 
UJ 
:J: 
1-

e 
"' 
UJ 

I � lt "' 
UJ 
a: 

I 
I 
I 
1/ 
I 
I, 
I 
I 
I 
I liO 

ll) 
N l6i 

I � 
0 
c ...: 
«> "' 
N 

I· � 
0 "' 
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DEIS Public Hearing October 1998 
- - - - .. . . 

Comment Sheet 

Your Name: �C !? to:( V .S. T d'@.. 
Your Address: { S:-2..:7 St+J P-�1 l.A N e:1'  '"'t)ou k'YeR Ct7\.f /lfL.5V lt{) /d- K3 oo:S • 
U you did not receive a newsletter in the mail, would you like to be added to the project 
mailing list? � I 0 � \lr::T 

Yes No 

'�:#.�£�� a,uz;d�(ll(f:t411A1/!;._(1�· , 
/� A .  _ .• 'L .  A __ w ...;:t_;... . .- _ .. · · � �-

/p�r) NOTE: Pleau drop your cornmmt shut in "Commmt" bo.r. or if you prefer, you m11y C 
11lso m11il your comrnmts to: Terry H11U1ln OlPD-16), F•dn11l Highwll!f 

Admmistr11tion, 555 Z1111g 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 Bl-5, Bl-7, C7-2, C7-3, C7-4, and C7-9. 
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E34 
LAS VEGAS 

DEIS Public Hearing October 1998 
coMMENts DUE 1 1/ 10/98 Comment Sheet 
Your Name: /)qtv L A  V c,-II L  IIV 
Your Address: B I ,_/  r:. & �tO e lfd r c. L 

LAelfrll-t..,r/Y AlP 

COHKENTS DUE 1 1/10/98 

If you did not receive a newsletter in the mall, would you like to be added to the project 
mailing list? 

Yes No 

IYour comments: fiLe. /? t' v Te Vt' u a a e  l) ((ff//Yo 
IV t' tv ,1 S' t-v t' IC I( I« � t:? l;r tr�£./'r 6? c D 5' e:J 
_ L <:--4 v e U'"e,L L &AI t:J U(£ t¥ A. L  .e<Y' e • r# IS 

t.u'/ I. t- t;: I (/e. L A  vtrlfL 1/V A ('H,rT I ,N' rfl e /1 12 tY\ · ,.rt. HI? .4�v,. C:t �- e Z:Ke S: rA r� 
_r.:_A MLl L !dtL  7/1 )(e..{ dNA /Vtc:ztf e. Mt'N c: Y E34-1 l E�l?. NV: B t.JtL /) A ,)/t! W IJRIIJ c-� A 'T  

L A c-' frill ;'N A IY b  V ,.6/ C.A ,!.( C .t[fLRI'- A IY,Y I & u , t> �u r 7,1/ff M t,o;r Q".lt etJeh :4 tv 
W t/Je"r /ft£/IWAft 9r c,f,M /� r  D T,Yc;_ 
���!i�;i:Z?: ":i��� /A/ 

-co r1� r�t.o  S TRL/Cct. Ct/C//Yc· r,ar Jf' � vR. 
fe�&�rafl. ;: N { tr;ys· P?4 t; e  4 r:- II C/ (1/y't:!S'f 

(,/." /) w --� W"e-e.../ .  , ,--- -

NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in "Comment" bo:r, 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 PUBUC 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 Bl-5, Bl-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 Bl-2). 
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Comment Sheet 

Your Name: KEA6·AN Lu;Nf..IARk 
Your Address: H ¢8. 77h 

mFAbu �w . AZ Bhl/l/1/ 
U you .!fu!m! receive a newsletter in the mail, would you like to be added to the project 
mailing list? S No • 

Your comments: 1/s. A /w,SIUQS Ow"'Etz (M A(I'ZONA. � ""' "'-� fAv� o£ -1-1.5 � Sfc'�"£S 
Rou • -rf.l 1'1?41 GoAL o '1-h pro:r • e_ j{.q_ .s�+£t= A "�Pe;;J>y 1" moyeyn� of -rr.A£Gc 

· ·-' E35·1 1 M-1-w een -l'no& g : N () S.'r-A.frt , el"(>{t;bO.fl Jl. hcidJ� 
..:C/'l Aht a� Loelfl.'hotJ ie:'Ould On Ly Gn•!j!. u � 
be. tc,FC•L Slow doa t!n:;, 'H<? no .... . G?)Cf9" enc� bj -hun�n·:S Sfr>p_p,ns phj S4 -"lu b flte:c.u Y-kt, 

L �+�e AnJ -1-h� d J:lm .  
· 

���� n"'-'1 �-, "" 
/') .f>(f17 '->�� 

NOTE: Pletue drop yo��r cmnmmt sheet In "Comment" bo.r. or if you prefer, you m11y 

11lso m11il your cmnmmts to: Terry H11ussler (HPD-16), Feller11l Highw11y 

Admlnim11tion, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, l.11bwooll, CO 80228. 

SCOILAW2667.DOC/003672587 

RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING 

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. 

As stated in the EIS (Section 3.8.2.2), there would be no stopping for views 
of the dam on the new Sugarloaf Mountain (or the Promontory Point) 
bridge because parking, pedestrians, and bicycles on the bridge would 
create a safety hazard. 
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DEIS Public Hearing October 1998 
coHHENTs ouE 1 1/10/9& Comment Sheet 

Your Name: Ct,tu W L ltltaSEe<; 
COIIMEIITS DUE 11/10/98 

Your Address: 222/ L1/ zfVUUA/U 80 �.el&//,]<1 A/O 6 D 
LIS i/Et:.l.f AIV G<.J /0 C. 

If you did not receive a newsletter in the mail, would you Uke to be added to the project 
mailing list? . Yes � No 

Y:;c::;ts: t< ·:?'�=�� ;r:;; � ;:-:;:;_� ;� � , � .  �· � �� 
, ?uu& fl/lu:dtnuM ,.(t T£Rutf.r/ve= 1.:1 n o  

I!!Ld •u.-- 7'?J A/.,"v� _ __  DAA-? I --- -- ------ - --.- - - · x  -� 

t'U K£ M y t:::Z. � PREjt �"'AIU:" 7/?Vc 

l""&-uk � - IA!::AY Y¥�11- . I  Vtfl/ 

NOTE: Pleue drop yoKT commerat shtt in "Comment"' bo:r, or if you pnf�, you mAy 

Also mAil yoKT comments to: Tmy HtJKSsl� (HPD-16), F�dmal HighwAy 

Admi11istrAtitm, 555 ZAng Strut, Room 259, l.akftllooll. CO 80228. 

SCOilAW2667.DOC/003672587 

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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U you did not receive a newsletter In the mail, would you like to be added to the project 
mailing list? 

NOTE: PlciiR tlrop your comment ''"" in "Comment"' bo.¥. or if you prcftr, you may 

also mail your comments to: Ttrry Harusltr (HPD-26), Fctltral Higllway 

Atlminimation, 555 Z411g Smct, Room 259, Lakcwootl, CO 80228. 

SCO/LAW2667.DOC/003672587 

RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBUC HEARING 

Response to Comment E37-1 
FHW A, 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. 
Concerning the vertical grade, the preferred alternative has only 0.5 mile of 
grades steeper than 5 percent. 

NDOT and ADOT conducted a financial feasibility study to determine 
viable funding sources for the Hoover Dam bypass Oune 2000). The study 
assessed toll crossings and other financing options (see EIS Section 2.9). 
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Comment Sheet 

�=:-�t_:;r:� � ,1_ Ftj1K2.!-
u you � receive a newsletter in the mail, would you like to be added to the project 
mailing list? J- ot:_.f . 

Yes No 'Your comments: c!ief= UJV(f(,_< JJ::?' ( 
E3B-1 £� , -&:a.:;'Ye 4&, ;;6 akw c 

NOTE: Pt.ue drop your commmt wd in "Comrrrl!flt" box, or If you f'J'I!for, you mq · 

also m��il your comrrrl!flts to: Tmy Hauuln (HPD-16), Fednal Highwq 

Atlmbtistration, 555 Zang Smd, Room 259, Lllki!WOod, CO 80228. 

SCO/lAW2667.DOC/003B72587 

RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBUC HEARING 

Response to Comment E38-1 
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. 
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Comment Sheet 
Your Name: 

r �; '!'lh ��� 
Your Address: }A . . . . _ 1 

U you did not receive a newsletter in the mail, 
mailing list? 

Yes No 

NOTE: Please drop yoiiT commD�t sheet ir& "Commmt" box, or if yo• prefer, yo• mtzy 

also mall yo•r commD�ts to: Tmy Hausler (HPD-1.6), Feder��l Highway 

Admir�istrati011, 555 Zar&g Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228. 

SCO/LAW2667.DOC/003672587 

RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBUC HEARING 

Response to Comment E39-1 
FHW A, 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. 
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Comment Sheet 

Your Name: � 4� 
Your Add�?'- � ..JI � 
� � 8 9/.Z� 

(/ If you �  receive a newsletter in the mail, would you lilce to be added to the project �list? � No 

Your comments: .I"" � � �  
� w �? 

NOTE: Pita. drop yollf' commmt slrtn in "'Comlfllllt" box, or if yo• prqn, yo• m11y 

t1lso mt1il yo•r comlfllflt. to: Terry HGUSsln (HPD-16), Ftdtrt�l Highwt�y 

Admmistrt1tion, 555 Zllng Street, Room 259, Lt1bwootl, CO 80228. 

SCO/LAW2667.DOC/003672587 

RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBUC HEARING 

Response to Comment E40-1 
Consultation with the Design Advisory Panel, as stipulated in the P A, will 
influence bridge type and materials. 
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Comment Sheet 

Your Name: R.o bert" B - Mor-r is�e.f le... 
Your Address: '1 I "'8' G r<l. n d y i e w k• 'n cr m�Ln A -z  abi-0 \ 
U you did not receive a new'slttter in the mail, would you like to be added to the project � list? � No 

E41-1 I Your comments: -:I: n X: Q.. v 0 r oR, ...s Y::j Lr I 0 <l.\ 

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.DOC/003672587 

RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBUC HEARING 

Response to Comment E41-1 
FHW A, 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. 
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NO!f: Ple��A drop your commmt sheet ill "Comment"' box, or If you prefer, you "'AY 
abo mail your commnats to: Terry HaUNkr (HPD-16), Federal HighfDay 

Administrati011, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228. 

(!Of''� 

SCO/LAW2667.DOC/003672587 

RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING 

Response to Comment E42-1 
Federal contracting regulations will be adhered to, including Davis-Bacon 

rates to establish minimwn 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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Comment Sheet 
Your Name: f?nJ& ... ,g 'b. C?l.{.r:;r+ 
Your Address: ZZ3 s. O,�.co..., Sfa-ef I G,i�, d:e es-z-,..b 
If you did not receive a newsletter In the mail, would you like to be added to the project 
mailing list? 

Yes � 
Your comments: c£ dt, f6n:. /m.itR 4/le&gf,ia;, &, >'$'qr/J fllrkt. e/>f<,.,qfi« �cp=c& � � 16., /,ey:/= &:.!uf4tt- &'<�, . r  de �  ltk iN cA-u:mlt aekc -� �� 4.- »5o 
/,,.,'"h.,. ..,--� 

'J: k4rt A �"if,b,{,f. f1mq hfir:o'vlf.y t4.f t/4 6:ii E43·1 1 stfr�k<' C,..v"'2t .,.48c.a&.,.-«qf.;,;JC /I!J?nc/J .b, aW' ... {, 
htAi.,Wu;. frLck � 4f �' qf ,.a " %  ?r-4 � ��7'ct /c,es AAfflM 1-tur+W C#tdrzrchot � ,_..,_;,:x...:;.u._..>L.:..Jo�""""" ..... ���-� J, .. .J.. -......... '\ , 

_ e m 1/..e � � • t4 r A;J Ilk .flu, �h . f u _ 

nu?Jf a.L · � T/s. J"' ,... Pnan:t__,f'?r: 
�J. « /2'rlC v,,:.Y J « !ley �'i,C.-rJ. 

/tJ�Mr) 7 
NOTE: PlellH drop your comment sheet in "Comment" bo%, or if you p!Tfer, you may 
11lso m11il your commmts to: Teny H11111sler (HPD-:16), Fedn11l Highway 
Administr11ti011, 555 Z1111g Street, Room 259, Lllbwood, CO 80228. 

SCO/LAW2667 .OOC/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 in the P A, 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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BOULDI!Il CITY 

DEIS Public Hearing October 1998 
�� Your Name: / tV4-. · "€-t?._R. 

Your Address: � �I KtJlk 2/ Bc0u.!,/e.K . {I ;  t-Y l\lv r<J �cs-I --U you did not receive a newsletter In the mail, would you lilce to be added to the project 
mailing list? 

@ No 
, 

.b�r=ts �1!·� e�fhr ej��:�� E44·1 •) < r �  e r w .  r% ift� ? -r 
6�. -i--- -s f=�,,)/)-�-s de Nc.::.. hCCI McvU /; , . 

NOTE: Pleae drop your commmt sheet in "Commmt"' box_ or if you prefer, you mii'!J 

tdso mtdl your c:ommmts to: Tmy HtuUsler (llPD-26), Fetlertd Highwt�y 

Atlministrt�tiorr, 555 Zt�ng Strtet, Room 259, Lt�kewood, CO 80228. 

SCO/LAW2667.DOC/003672587 

RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING 

Response to Comment E44-1 
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 only alignment above the 
dam, the Promontory Point Alternative, was not the preferred alternative 
largely because of the risk of a hazardous material spill into Lake Mead 
affecting this major drinking water supply. 
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E45 

DEIS Public Hearing October 1998 

Comment Sheet 
Your Name: 'kh.fi& '?n I'JTm;:rl. 
Your Address: / �Ol/ 1/fPA.toaaA Q2r::l . f3a{)£ pe? CtTY, AI V 89tJo�-' 
U you did not receive a newsletter in the mall, would you lilce to be added to the project 
mailing list? � No 

Your comments: l:J..O tJ..� OF Tlt.ti.. Lli.!U£tr 'Pgo��Z> /11:.rGR�/.ii:ZH .. ��'i!,RAsil9tS:i. WI I.(.. t:!ff£4i:P fL/e;-tf.. -k/N(T{. 
MIIJ!lc.J.� tvA-ere. 7�u�:...t 7�e,:-«: aed.z:.. a..r 8a ()" pe:r< C. 1 T't, .  

I 
SCJ�ta..r 7Hc ��12. 1\ It I.Ut..U.Qt..J �artcH IJ� R.t;e:J::F e�e.o�IJC.. i36 15.€:..-COA.IStDBPtiTl:> . 
;)C.J1:4. U�T A fJ.p (,£If£. z.o /r&6P HI�H- .L�IIt::-r. 

N t1. c. LI?Ai' tu.B�ifi:. ' �vfJ t:J77It;;Je I:I.JJ.ZA�e.f2.t:z.&L2 //14H;e 
7J2G!.Ci!.� �'l.r.. t:2.C. iJI'J �t../2€1$_ crz;z. /!.«.. f'4fd�# /J}./0 CQJ..JST(Z(J,C, r.l?f) h3f:l.P {_t.,e· B.�tJ/2 VQ�CJO (!) e.GTJJ: 2 . I Y'J1 tl:V 1./.. VJ:J.!.L 

&F 7)1,1;,' 'ZI:t:.eli:ii:. 12nndl.IJ..a.l� 9z.f2.1212. 2&. :i. S77t. 
t!mJrir? dnt.l��rLDLl . · 77/E r:;;;,�D 7 SL.ek'q CIJ!J: lJ t..rtit2Mfl.D.'L� l� 7Jf(L J3e5T ' R&UJua.e a::.. wt..u. 
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fri-IG' I ,_,. _.._ VI 8tNH ... u..l�--. 
� ,/_ - . .�� _._ ,.,  � ... -- � � VG/� {A't/71 ,J,CP.7/) � 

�) , nLUrT- _J!}IJ (J(I ll 12M"'.-, 
· -

'()A.J 
HP.v 

;-q;, 
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N'ore PleAH drop your commmt wet Iii •commmt"' box, or if you pr�, you may 
also mail your commmts to: Terry Haussler CHPD-16), Fttlnal Highway 

Atlministratitm, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Z..ktzoootl, 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 NHP A, FHW A consulted with the 
Nevada and Arizona SHPOs and entered into a P A 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. 
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Comment Sheet 
YourName: G.e.D e.z.. Qw, ovr< 
Your Address: /1..33 o/»lo . W� h>v (j.c (¥, . ·tr .s A(,; lLfo o..S 
H you .l!i!!.n2t receive a newsletter in the mail, would you liJce to be added to the project 
mailing list? 

Yes No . 
Your comments: 0� 4 .Orvp• .se4 '§iJII.y;/,,tJ.. L wou// s. �l�� 1-. u s . o:/p.w.f l'l,J, v ,/,q.. e.k·,.fc, . -n 

o a ; ,.. ,.? I (1:t•.d; :2 .... k.u - ; f ' <.. I,. j.,, *'= ·p,.,., .� • ./ E4&-1 11y .. /� ,., , ,  .. // e..-, ,. ·lc - · .. ... .. Vt,... *'" . . ' u 
I ·- ' ,�·· .' 

--d,� Y'� u  .b..J,..::; . 
NOTE: Please tlrop your commn�t wet irl "COffffffttnt"' box-, or If you prefer, you ""'11 
11lso m11ilyour commn�ts to: Tmy HIIIISSler (HPD-16), Fetler11l Blghw11y 

. Administr11tion, 555 Ztmg Street, Room 259, Lllhwootl, CO 80228. 

RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING 

Response to Comment E46-1 
FHW A, 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, FHW A 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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DEIS Public Hearing October 1998 

...._.. Comment Sheet . 

Your Name: 'J Otl C\1 'REM£ N l£1'3 I I\  
Your Address: 15 1 :l �ttl\/ p8lt D R I v� .  & (.)_J._D_£R_ Ctr 'I , N v •; ?fer o o s �--1 
If you � receive a newsletter in the mall, would you Wee to be added to the project 
mailing list? 

Yes 

Your comments: t:', k .... I......,.-!? ,_ t= { '• L... I #.: 'i tV r' , .... ) 

NOTE: Please tlrop your corrmrent shed in "Corrmrent"' llox, or If yoN prtfor, yoN frillY 
tdso mail your commmts to: Terry H1111Sskr (llPD-26), Fetlnal HighrDay 

Atlministratitm, 555 Ztmg Strut, Room 259, lAkt7Doo4, CO 80228. 

SCO/LAW2667.DOC/003672587 

RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING 

Response to Comment E47-1 
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. Commercial trucks will be prohibited 
from crossing the dam after the U.S. 93 bypass is open. 
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Comment Sheet 

Your Name: Jofftv (?£lM � fv'l�r1 )f) 
Your Address: }5 / lf  Sq IVD.Rl) l)Bl v-P:  

&vJd(Jet;. Crr)'1 ,AI V .  � 2 oo!;-"3 'Ill 
U you did not receive a newsletter in the mail, would you like to be added to the project 
mailing list? 

Yes No 

Your comments: I K No w  o F  4 EorseJ, ........ - 0\oltVt;J) 
e, pN S. Ir! {) '-TtO N  C om p Aw y ]h..,r l .s  j,o LL I M6-To fc N A M  e. g'  l oo '7., oe A-: B R 1 D t.,..t? �Ro �-B '-� I �  7t c :1���y C4v RE: E47•2 1 iczA1 TT >7 = cy 'IJ(j T.E � trH 
A6 I "Z t?N .+ -!=  Nf!.VAD/f .S:eJ? c u '  z+ r otS' r 
I N  {L; A I  Pa o '(TEc z5 :A r t; ,  IJi.ER (/o..e 
n P JJ.-1-P D.� ,,Q"' a f011. o.rg c.. r 

NOTE: Please drop yollf' comment sheet in "'Comment" boz, or if you prefer, you may 

also mall your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-26), Federal Highway 

AdmmistratiLm, 555 Zllng Stnret, Room 259, l.llhwood, CO 80228. 

SCO/LAW2667.DOC/003672587 

RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING 

Response to Comment E47-2 
The project is being financed with a combination of federal and state 
transportation funds. The initial environmental studies were funded 
through a USDOT Appropriation in fiscal year 1997 of $400,000, which was 
matched with contributions of $400,000 each from Arizona and Nevada 
State transportation funds. 

Additional project funding came from the federal Transportation Equity 
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. 
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Your Name: ... !: .. '"'Y /iJ ,. . .,_,g,rr'Y' "�i'/ , -

Your Address: ,, K c r� "-#{ vrr;,y , ''',( 

If you did not receive a newsletter in the mail, would you like to be added to the project 
mailing list? 

Yes No / /l . / /)____ 1 
Your comments: J?NG/J1�N c/�1./ fhuSE-,vrv� J3 j!J8 . 6�'liA1 1-n���, 

-X- NOTE: Ple11se drop your c:omment sheet in "Comment" box, or if you prefer, you..!!!,!!L_ 

11lso m11il your comments to: Terry H11ussler (HPD-16), Feder11l Highw11y 

Administr11tion, 555 Z11ng Street, Room 259, L11kewood, CO 80228. 

SCOILAW2667.DOC/003672587 

SrAT/dN /Jt.SPt.IJf'.S t7teAR, eoNt.!t.se 
,4#/) IF4S!I.f' (J0/1/PAR.£/JA 

RESPONSES TO THE COMMEtfl" SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBUC HEARING 

Response to Comment E48-1 
FHW A, 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 P A, will 
influence bridge type and materials. 
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Your Name: :;:;,....,..., Jlti:s -...nTI'Y,..,,.., .,,.., • - · , ,._..,.. , -,-Your Address: =:;>o T � lf4y 
If you sllil!:!2l receive a newsletter in the mail, would you like to be added. to the project 
mailing list? 

· 

. . . .,;�. 

�es 0 No . (} · · ;.£_ . · i · · 
Your comments: _ .&vi.(J,gJe � � �9£-:�dz � � 

&�E� . .  - - � w� #All lbvnpall- ' . . . 

IJi4G<i5' $f ,l,fil/tm�o. &tite /J;p,,:#-
'�" ��·j'ptlfl.�� 

--- - - {""") A:l 

RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBUC 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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DEIS Public Hearing October 1998 

Comment Sheet 
Your Name: !fo&;-<r �.v..tD'I! 

Your Address: ?oo I �. 0/"<<.G�·m 7J.e..�.:>. 711- 2 opy 
LA.s .  &ns.. NY. RP//'7 

If you did not receive a newsletter In the mall, would you like to be added to the project 
mailing list? 

� No 

'Your comments: :r ?.dJH'P �IK£ 'n! .S,a- 7.#£ Phtorao/ZII<i a .. ,, 
D·· 1l<6JAfillfi c.l!t£6) 1P 1\wr+Q 45 4 trfqft1r< P&=z '3)"4!.cs . 
tl'\ 6 1"'.-r«flvon- P' "'"< TP J<,,u,,.,at� l(,t zqN• :Z:: 7Jrc.,&Jr 

E49-1 J 7Ztd· R* m "liT"'€ WAJc D a c . za,r t!e<T E'"«JA&€ lh/R 
r.,� �'<Z!L.I€ . A> flli :Jtu,< 71'teJ2< M'B'"R ag 11-r , 
.thfrN£+ §4i!OE ti&ID k«e 7!'< � w..J � 7Ztf07 ( ,..,..,..It 
llr ti.J Ell!ttEL • S7Edil!EJ(. ___ ?"cc . 

-n.u.t.L Yo"'· 

NOTE: Please drop yo.,. comrrmrt sheet ill "Comrrmrt" box, or if you prefer, you may 

also mail yo.,. commmts to: Tmy Haussler (HPD-16}, Ftdnal Highway 

Administration, 555 Zang Strut, Room 259, Labwood, CO 80228. 

SCO/LAW2667.DOC/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 
nwnerous 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. 

E·60 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -



- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

E50 nHGIWI 

-Ul ta  
DEIS Public Hearing October 1998 

Comment Sheet 
Your Name: t..o.., :Sore......:; cu.., 

C- ,, $ ), ,·11<3 15 
Mtt r f< .,·d 
, ,  ' ;. .J. f .  51! $ //01 ! 11 '  . '"' 

t'/ ,., 111/11 c 11 t .J 
,,.;u/?r 

Your Address: e; ly a f (C'"'J""� ... 3 10 AI .l" 't� 5T. /< . ..  , __ • A:a. � " o' ' �------v 
If you did not receive a newsletter in the mail, would you like to be added to the project mailing list? 

Yes No ,A f� - lit� L;')� . � ,, . J I , I l l I Your comments: 1 - �:50: 112� •o 2:fl ""--- 1 :2  t'to"t a lolcci.b l'" .t:y::z+<-- . '(1.....:... a��.t lfd.w�f. � f.. -..Q 
E50·1 

4-c. I <.J,e:.,_ -f).., c...cn....f.,;, u�l -.JJ GJIC!�; .. , c.�-.t.w:- -... 
rzl& d.et� ,!t.·•H. :z:- c...- l •�hc..l. c.., !:::: ��; .. � 

M ......... Y .. ' ...-....& L........-E' 
�.�c.,., .. ' .... � u... �&� S:.s�-1...:-. .�...o ����· � "":" ;;;_,e...., lfu.. · ·s..,� r ... e :2' k<-.. -: · ":2 

h s.  (/fkJf I t $� !d.c...gy:.f l (,,::Q �1" !� . l..u.� � -I -, r 

NOTE: Pleae tlrop your commmt sheet in "Cormrrmt'" boz, or if you prqer, you rrr��y 

also mail your commmts to: Terry H1111Ssler (HPD-16), Flderal Highroay 

Atlmitlistraticm, 555 Z1111g Street, Room 259, Lllluwootl, CO 80228. 

SCO/LAW2667.DOC/003672587 

RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING 

Response to Comment ES0-1 
FHW A, 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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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBUC 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 th� 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 PUBUC HEARING 

Response to Comment E52-1 
The author has been added to the mailing list for the U.S. 93 Hoover Dam 
Bypass Project. 
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBUC HEARING 

Response to Comment E53-1 
Shtdies for the U.S. 93 Hoover Dam Bypass Project have been going on 
since the mid 1960s. The government agencies shtdying this project have 
included NDOT, Reclamation, ADOT, NPS, and AGFD. For a 
chronological listing of previous shtdies leading up to the present EIS, see 
EIS Section 1.3, Table 1-1. The first detailed cost estimates for the build 
alternatives were developed by Reclamation in 1992 (see Phase B 
Corridor Shtdies). These estimates were inflated in the EIS for the year 
2002 to update engineering and mobilization costs. Because there is a 
potential for traffic accident spills in the river with the preferred alternative, 
a solution for containing spilled pollutants at the source will be developed 
during the project design phase (see EIS Section 3.4.3.2). A spill 
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. 
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING 

Response to Comment E54-1 
FHW A, 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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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING 

Response to Comment E55-1 
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 Bl-5, Bl-7, C7-2, C7-3, C7-4, and C7-9. 
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBUC HEARING 

Response to Comment E56·1 
See Sections 2.6.1, 2.6.2, and 2.6.3 in the FEIS for explanation of the reasons 
that the Sugarloaf Mountain alignment was identified as the preferred 
alternative rather than Promontory Point or Gold Strike Canyon. A major 
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 
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. 
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBUC HEARING 

Response to Comment E57-1 
FHW A, 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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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING 

Response to Comment E58-1 
FHW A, 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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