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Response to Comment A1-1
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 A1-2
FHWA and our respective cooperating agencies commit to involve AGFD
in the development and implementation of specific mitigation measures for
fish and wildlife affected by the preferred alternative as the project
proceeds through final design and construction.

Response to Comment A1-3
The lead agency will coordinate with appropriate state and federal agencies
to ensure that peregrines will be monitored 3 to 4 times a year for at least
2 years before, during, and after 1 year of public use of the new bridge.
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Response to Comment A1-4
FHWA will coordinate with the Arizona Game and Fish Department to
reinitiate the monitoring program for peregrines.  Section 3.3.3,
Subsection 3.3.3.1 of the EIS has been changed to delete the wording
“continue to,” implying that AGFD is still monitoring peregrines in the
project area when in fact this practice has recently stopped.

Response to Comment A1-5
Consistent with the Biological Opinion of USFWS for this project, if
occupied peregrine falcon nests are found within 0.5 mile of construction
activities, consultation will be reinitiated with USFWS to determine
appropriate mitigation measures.

Response to Comment A1-6
The following sentence has been added in Section 3.3.3.1, Desert Bighorn
Sheep:  "Roadside signing will be installed warning motorists of the
possibility of encountering wildlife in the area.”

Response to Comment A1-7
These settling basins will periodically need to be cleaned.  Any fences that
may be incorporated into the basin design must be compatible with basin
maintenance and function.  The FEIS, Section 3.4.3.2, has been clarified.

Response to Comment A1-8
There were no areas with high densities of bats found during surveys
conducted for this project by NPS (see Table 3-12).  Hence, there is not a
demonstrated need for providing bat roosts on the bridge structures.
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Response to Comment A1-9
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 A1-10
All of the requested changes in Table 3-12 have been made.
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Response to Comment A-2
DELETED — Duplicate letter from the Nevada Department of Human
Resources, Health Division via the Nevada Department of Administration
(see response to Comment A10)
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Response to Comment A3-1
The specific measures to minimize environmental harm to Section 4(f)
resources are documented in the final Section 4(f) evaluation and EIS for
this project (see Chapter 6, Section 6.6).  Those measures will be adopted in
the Record of Decision (ROD).

Response to Comment A3-2
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.
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Response to Comment A3-3
As a cooperating agency in development of this EIS and Section 4(f)
evaluation, the NPS staff was instrumental in defining the project
alternatives and the specific mitigation measures for Section 4(f) resources.
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Response to Comment A4-1
As documented in Comment A5-1 (ACOE letter dated December 8, 1998),
ACOE concurred with the determination that the project does not contain
any wetlands.  

All build alternatives for the Hoover Dam bypass involve placement of fill
in waters of the U.S. to varying degrees (see EIS Figure 3-3).  The preferred
alternative has the lowest potential acreage of fill (0.11 permanent acres)
among the three project alternatives studied in detail in the EIS.  Mitigation
plans to compensate for this loss will be developed through the permitting
process.

Response to Comment A4-2
Concurrence by ACOE in the DEIS Purpose and Need/Alternatives
constitutes this agency’s affirmation of the project under the Integrated
NEPA/ Section 404 Memorandum of Understanding, dated March 3, 1994.
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Response to Comment A4-3
Measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate impacts on waters of the U.S.
identified in the EIS will be incorporated in the ROD for this project (see
response to Comments A4-1 and A5-2).
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Response to Comment A5-1
See response to Comment A4-1.

Response to Comment A5-2
An ACOE permit will be required under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
for placement of fill in waters of the U.S.  The specific impacts on waters
and the type of permit will be determined and acquired during final design
of the roadways and bridges, prior to construction of the U.S. 93
Hoover Dam bypass.

Response to Comment A5-3
Assuming that funding becomes available and environmental clearances
are obtained, construction could start on the project by 2002.  This falls
within the 5-year verification period of the Section 404 jurisdictional
delineation for this project.
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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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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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Implementation of BMPs along the project corridor will dramatically
reduce water quality impacts to the Colorado River below Hoover Dam.
As discussed in Chapter 3 of the EIS, both construction and operational
impacts are to be mitigated through the use of BMPs.  During construction,
it will be imperative to manage stormwater runoff above and below the
project so that the net impact to receiving water is negligible.  This will be
achieved by routing upslope runoff around the construction site,
minimizing exposure to disturbed slopes, and collecting and treating onsite
runoff and discharging it so that the water quality entering the receiving
waters is not impaired.

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

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

�T°

Nov.-Apr.: ≤ 13°C
May-June: ≤ 17°C
July-Oct: ≤ 23°C
�T ≤ 2°C

pH Units S.V.: 7.0 – 8.3
�pH: ± 0.5 Max.

Total Phosphates
(as P) – mg/L

A-Avg.: ≤ 0.05
---

Nitrogen Species
(N) – mg/L

Nitrate S.V.: ≤ 10
Nitrate S.V.: ≤.06
Ammonia S.V.: ≤.02
(un-ionized)

Dissolved Oxygen – mg/L S.V.
Nov.-May: ≥ 6.0
June-Oct.: ≥ 5.0

Suspended Solids – mg/L S.V.: ≤ 25
Turbidity – NTU S.V.: ≤ 10
Color – PCU Increase must not be more that 10 PCU above natural

conditions
Total Dissolved Solids – mg/L S.V.: ≤ 723
Alkalinity
(as CaCO3) – mg/L

Less than 25 percent change from natural conditions

Fecal Coliform –
No./100 mL

≤ 200/400°

The standards of water quality below Hoover Dam that will be pertinent to
this project are as follows:

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

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

Response to Comment A6-9
As discussed in response to Comment A6-8, the FEIS commits FHWA to
conducting further soils sampling during final design of the preferred
alternative, if the identified sites with potential environmental
contamination cannot be avoided.  These sites are the Reclamation
Warehouse, the contractor staging/disposal areas for construction of the
visitor center, and the A&N Switchyard; however, at this time it does not
appear that the switchyard will be directly or indirectly impacted by
development of the Sugarloaf Mountain alignment.

The FEIS also states that if hazardous materials are discovered during soil
sampling or construction, FHWA or its contractor may become a hazardous
waste generator.  A generator identification number would need to be
obtained in order to transport hazardous materials, identify the hazardous
material, and disclose the haul route to a specific treatment and/or disposal
facility.  The FEIS also stipulates that the contractor would be required to
comply with all requirements of the RCRA, associated state hazardous
waste disposal requirements, and all of the provisions of the OSHA
regulations regarding health and safety of workers, and handling of
hazardous waste.
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Response to Comment A6-10
The FEIS discloses that contaminants could become airborne during
removal at the Reclamation Warehouse.  Hence, additional control
measures would be taken to ensure that airborne toxics concentration levels
do not exceed any state or federal standards.  Specific appropriate control
measures will be determined by FHWA, depending on the nature and
extent of the hazardous materials identified, during the design phase soil
sampling.

Response to Comment A6-11
Section 3.10.3 of the FEIS has been revised to include appropriate
mitigation measures for hazardous materials treatment.  These measures
address: conducting site assessments and soils sampling (depending on
individual site conditions) at the Reclamation Warehouse, the contractor
disposal areas, the A&N Switchyard, and the Reclamation sewer
evaporation ponds; abating airborne toxics (if needed); monitoring soil
excavation to segregate out any contaminated soils; handling and treatment
or removal of contaminated soils in compliance with applicable state and
federal regulations; and disposal of contaminated soils in accordance with
applicable environmental regulations.

Response to Comment A6-12
As stipulated in the EIS, the dam crossing will stay open to 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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Response to Comment A7-1
May-June 1998 site visits and field interviews with tribal elders, conducted
for FHWA by the University of Arizona, resulted in completion of an
ethnographic study report for the Hoover Dam Bypass Project in December
1998.  That report included preliminary findings, summarized in the DEIS,
indicating the presence of potentially significant traditional cultural
properties in the vicinity of the bypass project.

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

Table ES-1 has been revised to reflect this new TCP information.  (See also
EIS Section 3.5 for full discussion of the TCP.)
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Response to Comment A7-2
In June 2000 FHWA applied the criteria of adverse effect and determined,
in consultation with the Nevada and Arizona SHPOs, that the undertaking
would have an adverse effect on the Gold Strike Canyon and Sugarloaf
Mountain TCP.  As a result, a Programmatic Agreement (PA) that commits
FHWA to implement specific activities and mitigation measures to resolve
the adverse effects on historic and cultural properties from the preferred
alternative was developed in consultation among the ACHP, FHWA,
Nevada and Arizona SHPOs, NPS, Reclamation, WAPA, NDOT, ADOT,
and interested Native American Tribal 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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Response to Comment A8-1
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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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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Response to Comment A10-1
FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative,
with the proposed mitigation measures, as the preferred alternative on the
basis of minimizing environmental impacts, engineering and operational
advantages, and lower construction cost.  Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS
discusses the rationale for this decision.

Response to Comment A10-2
One of the primary reasons the Promontory Point Alternative was not
identified as the preferred alternative was the concern expressed by
numerous agencies and citizens about the risk of a hazardous material spill
into Lake Mead.

Furthermore, the issue of bridge traffic accident spills potentially polluting
drinking water sources in the Colorado River is a concern with the
preferred alternative (several downstream entities rely on Colorado River
water as a potable source also).  A spill containment system will be
incorporated into the bridge design that will trap potential pollutants
resulting from spills.  The system will also function as an engineered
system to collect and contain storm runoff that is generated from the
bridge.  (See EIS Section 3.4.3.2, Water Quality Operational Mitigation).
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Response to Comment A11-1
The EIS list of permits and approvals that will be required for the project
includes a NPDES water pollution control discharge permit to be issued by
the Nevada Division of Environmental Protection (Chapter 7, Table 7-1).
Specific erosion control measures will be developed for the project during
final design and will be consistent with permit requirements and the
Nevada Guidelines for Revegetation (July 1, 1998).  The guidelines will be
implemented under BMPs for construction.

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

Design features and mitigation measures specific to the localized terrain
will dictate the need and location for water quality monitoring.
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Response to Comment A12-1
One of the primary purposes of the Hoover Dam bypass is to safeguard the
waters of Lake Mead, a major public drinking water source, from
hazardous spills at the present narrow, accident-prone crossing of the dam
(see Chapter 1 – Purpose and Need).  Diverting truck and commercial
traffic around Boulder City, Nevada, is not part of the purpose and need for
the Hoover Dam bypass.

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

Either a concrete or steel arch or a cable-stayed bridge type (or other bridge
types that may be considered) on the Sugarloaf Mountain alignment can be
designed and built to meet current seismic standards.
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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, FHWA will
study the technical feasibility of a separate viewing facility associated with
the bridge.  Further details of such a facility cannot be determined until
design of the bridge and approaches is advanced beyond the current level.
Details of how people would be conveyed to the viewing facility and
evaluation of environmental impacts would be addressed in a separate
NEPA document if the construction scope exceeds the anticipated impacts
addressed in this EIS.
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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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Response to Comment A13-4
Agency inspection during construction will be an important aspect of
ensuring waters of the State of Arizona and the U.S. meet appropriate
water quality discharge standards.  Through terms and conditions in the
NPDES permit, both discharge limitations and water quality standards will
be implemented and enforced (see Section 3.4.3).

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

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

Response to Comment A13-7
Due to construction-related disturbance, steep terrain, limited vegetation,
and potential for high-intensity, short-duration precipitation events,
conventional BMPs will be evaluated to optimize their effectiveness at
preserving downstream water quality.  Depending on the terms and
conditions in the NPDES permit, procedures in the evaluation process may
include monitoring.

Response to Comment A13-8
The requirement that portable sources of air pollution (i.e., rock, sand,
gravel, and asphaltic concrete plants) require an ADEQ permit has been
added to the FEIS (Section 3.1.3.1 and Table 7-1).

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

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

Response to Comment A13-11
No USTs will be required in Arizona.
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Response to Comment A13-12
Construction waste material will be classified, and any solid wastes
generated will be transported to an ADEQ-approved facility, selected at the
contractor’s option.  Waste stored onsite for more than 90 days, or that is
treated or disposed of onsite, may require facility approval.  This
stipulation is incorporated in the FEIS, Table 7-1.

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

Response to Comment A13-14
Temporary sanitary waste facilities will be designed and developed in a
manner that protects both surface and subsurface water resources.  This
stipulation has been added to the FEIS Section 3.4.3.1.

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

Response to Comment A13-16
A NPDES permit will be obtained for this project as the project design
nears completion (see response to Comments A13-4 and A13-7, and FEIS
Table 7-1).

Response to Comment A13-17
Section 404 and 401 permits will be obtained during completion of final
design of the bypass roadways, bridges, and ancillary facilities, when
impacts can be quantified and specific mitigation measures determined (see
response to Comments A4-1 and A5-2).  See Table 7-1 for a complete listing
of these and other anticipated permits and approvals.

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

Response to Comment A13-19
For portions of the 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 7-1).
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Response to Comment A14-1
FHWA contacted WAPA engineers and began discussing the agency’s
interests and concerns about this project immediately after receipt of
WAPA’s November 10, 1998, comments on the DEIS.  This was followed up
with a formal letter dated November 20, 1998, from FHWA requesting
WAPA to become a cooperating agency on the EIS, in accordance with
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulation 1501.6.  In a response
letter dated November 27, 1998, WAPA agreed to participate in the Hoover
Dam Bypass EIS process as a cooperating agency.  FHWA has continued to
consult with WAPA during preparation of the FEIS.  (See Appendix C,
Volume I, for copies of this correspondence.)

Response to Comment A14-2
To the extent that it is feasible, based on the limited level of engineering
design completed at this time, impacts to the WAPA power transmission
facilities have been identified in the FEIS (see Section 3.11.2.2).  FHWA will
work with WAPA during final design of the project to select the most
beneficial solution when all project factors are considered.  At the present
time, it appears that one, and possibly two, of the transmission lines can be
eliminated.  There are numerous options and configurations to be
evaluated.  The certain elimination of one, and possibly a second,
transmission crossing may result in an environmental enhancement to the
area.

Response to Comments A14-3 through A14-10
FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative
as the preferred alternative on the basis of minimizing environmental
impacts, engineering and operational advantages, and lower construction
cost.  At the very conceptual design stage upon which the EIS build
alternatives are based, WAPA correctly states that the Promontory Point
Alternative would potentially impact some of the same towers affected by
the preferred alternative, as well as the abandoned 69-kV switchyard, but
there does not appear to be any adverse effect on transmission facilities on
the Arizona side.  Much of the discussion in response to Comments A14-11
through A14-20, referring to the preferred alternative, would also apply to
the Promontory Point Alternative.
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Response to Comment A14-11
Discussion concerning the preferred alternative’s impact on WAPA towers
and lines has been expanded in FEIS Section 3.11.2.2.  Any necessary
relocations, removals, and decommissioning of transmission lines will be
performed with direct oversight by WAPA.  Meetings with WAPA
engineers indicate that the need for additional right-of-way is not a major
concern and will not likely cause indirect impacts outside the project limits
covered in this EIS.  This was agreed upon during discussions between
FHWA and WAPA, and the FEIS (Section 3.11) has been amended to state:

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

Response to Comment A14-12
See FEIS Section 3.11.2.2.

Response to Comment A14-13
The alternative configurations for removal of transmission lines will
eliminate vertical clearance concerns in most cases.  It is possible that
during erection of the bridge, temporary facilities will have to be placed to
ensure adequate clearance during construction.   See also the field
inspection report of April 7, 1999 (Appendix C), for further discussion on
this issue.

Response to Comment A14-14
See FEIS Section 3.11.2.2.

Response to Comment A14-15
See response to Comment A14-13.
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Response to Comment A14-16
One of the reconfiguration alternatives under development by WAPA
includes the bypassing of the Arizona-Nevada Switchyard.  This has many
uncertainties at this time.  It may be evaluated further in conjunction with
the other alternatives as final design progresses; however, the Arizona-
Nevada Switchyard bypass would be a separate future project by WAPA.
In addition, this would require converting the line to the Mead Substation
from a single-circuit to a double-circuit line.  This conversion would occur
within the 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 A6-1, WAPA developed preliminary
layouts for several revised transmission line configurations.  In each
configuration, an existing single-circuit line will be double circuited in a
manner similar to the other existing lines.  This double circuiting, when
combined with removal of the existing line that is not in use, has the
potential to eliminate two existing crossings, thus eliminating the need for
any relocations.  The conversion from single to double circuiting would be
completed at the southern Reclamation powerhouse at the base of the dam.

The need for temporary transmission structures is dependant on which
alternative is selected.  A temporary transmission line and structures is not
anticipated at this time.  If one becomes necessary to facilitate construction
activities, it will be constructed within the roadway right-of-way.
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Response to Comment A14-19
All relocations, removals, and decommissioning of transmission lines will
be performed with direct oversight by WAPA.   It is anticipated that these
activities will occur in advance of the road construction work in each area.
If necessary, road construction activities will be phased or restricted to
minimize disruptions to power delivery.  Temporary backup lines may also
be installed as a precaution during times when threatening construction
activities are adjacent.

Response to Comment A14-20
The $198 million estimated cost for engineering and constructing the
preferred alternative includes approximately $1.65 million for relocation of
three to four power transmission towers.  At this conceptual stage of
design, it is uncertain, but considered unlikely, that the Arizona-Nevada
Switchyard will require reconstruction.  No loss of revenue cost is
anticipated (see response to Comment A14-19).

Response to Comments A14-21 through A14-24
FHWA has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative as the preferred
alternative on the basis of minimizing environmental impacts, engineering
and operational advantages, and lower construction cost.  At the
conceptual design stage upon which the EIS build alternatives are based,
WAPA correctly observes (as shown in Figure 2-11) that the Gold Strike
Canyon Alternative would require construction in close proximity to
existing transmission structures and crossing under transmission lines (see
DEIS Section 3.11.2.3).  Much of the discussion in response to
Comments A14-11 through A14-20, referring to the preferred alternative,
would also apply to the Gold Strike Canyon Alternative.
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Response to Comment A15-1
WAPA accepted FHWA’s invitation to become a cooperating agency for the
Hoover Dam Bypass project by their letter dated November 27, 1998 (see
Appendix C).  Since that time, FHWA has been working closely with
WAPA’s Phoenix, Arizona, engineering staff to assess potential
transmission tower relocations for construction of the preferred bypass
alternative.

Response to Comment A15-2
See responses to Comment Letter A14 from WAPA.  Section 3.11.2.2 of the
FEIS now includes discussion of impacts to electric transmission facilities
due to the relocation and/or removal of such facilities for construction of
the preferred alternative.  As part of the research of these impacts, WAPA’s
staff has been contacted to discuss the location of and potential impacts to
the electrical transmission facilities.  Based on several meetings with WAPA
engineering staff, it does not appear there would be indirect impacts from
tower relocations not covered in this EIS.  A separate NEPA document will
not be required since WAPA has joined as a cooperating agency.

Response to Comment A15-3
Relocation of transmission towers for the preferred alternative is discussed
in the FEIS, Section 3.11.2.2.  See response to Comment A14-19 regarding
potential power outages.



RESPONSES TO GOVERNMENT AGENCY COMMENTS

SCO/LAW2662.DOC/ 003672582 A-43

Response to Comment A15-4
No cumulative or indirect impacts associated with the relocation of
electrical transmission facilities are anticipated.  This is based on meetings
between FHWA and WAPA engineers since circulation of the DEIS.
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