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785\ SIERRA CLUB

‘.‘;} gf Toiyabe Chapter — Nevada and Eastern California
Rt/  P.O. Box 8096, Reno, Nevada 89507

Sierra Club

LAS VEGAS GROUP
P.O. Box 15777

Las Vegas, Nv,.8§911%
Mr. Terry Haussler {HPD-16)
Pederal Highway Administration
555 Zang Street, Room 259
Lakewood, CO 80228

Nov. 4, 1998

Dear Mr. Haussler:

The Las Vegas Group, Toiyabe Chapter, Sierra Cluh, would like these
comments on the Hoover Dam Bypass DEIS (September 1998) to be included
in the public record for the project.

We fimly believe the scope of this project, which is to relieve
congestion and reduce the threat of serious accidents at Hoover Dam, is
gros_.sly inadequate. We disagree with the DEIS' statement that thic
project can stand alene’ without regard to adjacent US83 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
te a level where the entire Kingman-to-tenderson (KH) segment of US 93
is J.mp;oved to interstate freeway standards. All those concerned with
this, including the public, will by the present. limited scope of the
project  be inadequately forwarned of any unacceptable U593 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
currently managing each of these projects or that each is financed from
a separate source does not alter these conclusions.

On the Arizona side of the dam, for instance, the environmental impacts
of a freeway through National Park Service (NPS) land and associated
bighorn sheep and desert tortoise habitats needs much discussion. How
will frontage roads or highway on/off ramps necessary to service
approximately six recreaticnal access roads and trails within this 15
mile segment of highway be designed and what will be the total impacts .
of this highway complex? How will this segment's improvement add to the
cost of the entire US93 KH program? .

On the Nevada side of the dam, any of the bypass bridges will surely
result in Boulder City soon acquiring a freeway within its borders with
varying degrees of social and environmental impacts dependent on the
choice of routing. The city and its citizens need to know the effects of
this improved highway on noise, air pollution, flood control,
fragmentation of the city, visual elements and inducements to growth and
sprawl (prime concerns in Boulder City). fThe contribution of this

LAS VEGAS GROUP
P.O. Box 15777
Las Vegas. Nevada 89119

segment to total US93 KH program costs need to be analyzed.

GREAT BASIN GROUP
P.0. Box §096
Renc, Nevada 89507

To explore, enjoy. and protect the wild places of the eanth. . .
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RESPONSES TO ORGANIZATIONS' COMMENTS

Response to Comment B1-1

Comments received from circulation of the DEIS and public hearings are
included as part of the FEIS along with responses to these comments, which
become part of the public record for this project.

Response to Comment B1-2

As described in Chapter 1 of the EIS, the need for this project centers on
increasing roadway capacity at a bottleneck operating at LOS F, correcting
severe highway design and operational deficiencies concentrated within
approximately a 2-mile stretch of U.S. 93, alleviating a high accident rate
within a 1-mile segment of this same roadway that is over 3 times the State
of Nevada average, and relieving over 1,170 hours of daily travel-time
delay at this location. The only portion of U.S. 93 in the region with such
serious traffic problems is at the crossing of Hoover Dam — not through
Boulder City or on U.S. 93 to Kingman in Arizona. These traffic capacity
and safety problems, and the related adverse effects on dam operations and
the threat of a major hazardous material spill in the Lake Mead/Colorado
River water supply, exist today and are projected to substantially worsen
over the next 20 years. Thus, the proposed dam bypass in this section has
independent utility from other planned improvements along U.S. 93.

Improvements currently under construction by ADOT on SR 68 and in
planning by NDOT on U.S. 95 will result in a continuous four-lane divided
highway between Kingman and Henderson via Laughlin. However, this
improved highway will not be a fully access-controlled facility to interstate
freeway standards. Moreover, these improvements have been
programmed by the states based on present needs that do not include
rerouting all trucks from the Hoover Dam crossing, as envisioned in the
LBA. Without other improvements, such as pavement overlays for U.S. 95,
SR 163, and SR 68, a new 1-mile section of SR 163 and a runaway truck
ramp, and a new Colorado River Bridge, the programmed projects would
not likely accommodate the additional traffic demand projected with the
LBA.

As a result of the Purpose and Need evaluation in the EIS, the logical

termini for the proposed project are clearly definable as the 3.7-mile stretch
of U.S. 93 encompassing the narrow dam crossing and the steep switchback
approaches in Nevada and Arizona (see Section 2.8). The EPA commented

on the DEIS (see Comment A6) that “... the Purpose and Need statement
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The need to expand the scope of this project to include the entire US93
KH highway improvements of course required that the EIS include detailed
analysis of other feasible alternatives (besides a status quo analysis).
We believe the most logical of these is the one we have always
advocated, a KH bypass of Hoover Dam via AZ Rt 68/3V Rt 163/US95, the
DEI5' Laughlin-Bullhead City Alternative (LBA). This was given a cursory
analysis in Appendix B of the DEIS but needs considerable elaboration if
comparisons are to be valid. With a fair analysis of all relevant
factors for both KH routes, the IBA may well prove to be the route of
choice.

First of all, a more rational cost campariscn between the US93 KH
Alternative (93A) and the LBA can be obtained than that presented in the
DEIS, which compares LBA construction costs with that of the bridge
segment  alternatives only and concludes that they are in the same
ballpark, Comparing costs of the entire 93A and LBA will likely show
that the 93A would be very much more costly to build.

The increased inconvenience and longterm driving costs of the LBA over
these of the 933, as included in the DEIS analysis, may be valid but
need to be compared with the impacts, favorable or not, envircrmental
and economic alike, potentially affecting communities along entire
routes. We understand that some or all conmunities along the LEA favor
its selection. long term economic considerations for these communities
(gains?) are as worthy of analysis as the long term econamics of a
lenger LBA are to the trucking industry or the private motorist
constituency {costs?). In any case, highways are to serve commumnities,
not the other way around.

The envirormental impacts mentioned earlier in this letter for 93A
highway improvements on the Arizona side of Hoover Dam would disappear.
While scme continued improvements of traffic flow through Boulder Cicy
on the Nevada side of the dam may necessitate improvements here in time,
a freeway and its impacts would be avoided. In fact, the selection of
the LBA should improve environmental conditions on both sides of the dam
for at least some years to come.

Any one of the three hridge altermatives selscted would ccoupy the
central segment of a 93A. The Goldstrike Alternative, well south of the
dam and the most costly to build, would not only impair the wild
character of northern Black Canyon but also that of a scenic hiking
route down Goldstrike Canyon to popular hot springs near the river. The
Sugarloaf Alternative, however graceful a span, would compete with and
therefore degrade those otherwise incredible views from either the dam
or visitor center. Such views are important for one to fully appreciate
the achievement in the construction of Hoover Dam. The Pramontory Point
Alternative has least impact on one's views, whether up the lake from

the dam or of the dam from the lake surface, since the lake fills much
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outlined the issues very well ... containing the appropriate amount of supporting
documentation.”

Response to Comment B1-3

The Cumulative Impacts chapter in the FEIS (Chapter 5) has been
substantially rewritten in response to direction from EPA (see

Comment A6). It now includes more assessment of other programs and
projects affecting the area’s resources, including future U.S. 95 and U.S. 93
projects that are in the planning stages by NDOT and ADOT.

Response to Comment B1-4
See response to Comment B1-3.

In November 1999, NDOT began an environmental study for
improvements to the segment of U.S. 93 between the Wagonwheel
interchange and the Hacienda Hotel. In programming this project, NDOT
determined that the Boulder City/U.S. 93 Corridor is completely
independent from the Hoover Dam bypass in terms of its purpose and
need, as well as its potential social and environmental impacts. In
discussions with EPA concerning the cumulative impacts of the Hoover
Dam bypass, they concluded that the dam bypass does not result in direct,
indirect, or cumulative socioeconomic impacts related to Boulder City
(personal communication, Dave Carlson, EPA, February 11, 1999).

Traffic analysis conducted for the Hoover Dam Bypass indicates that, if
constructed on the proposed timeline, the new bridge crossing does not
generate additional traffic west of the dam. This is because there is not
currently a noteworthy volume of traffic utilizing an alternate route.

However, if the Hoover Dam Bypass were not constructed until 2027, the
project would result in a 24 percent increase in traffic west of the dam and
in Boulder City. This is because the gridlock at the dam will be so severe
that a substantial percentage of traffic would seek an alternate route simply
due to the extensive delays at the dam. Thus, if construction of the bypass
occurs in 2027, vehicles using an alternate route would return to the bypass,
resulting in an increase in traffic of approximately 24 percent (see
Appendix B).
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of the canyon and placidly laps high against the dam's upstream face, By
comparison with any of these the LBA's additional low bridge across the
Colorado River near Laughlin would impose little more visual impact than
the existing span connecting NV Rt 163 with AZ Rt 63.

We feel that a careful analysis of the impacts of a LBA on the
threatened desert tortcise in Eldorade Valley and Piute Valley would
show a positive effect, contrary to cenclusicns reached in the DEIS.
This would result from both the more rigid control of traffic on a
freeway having limited access to adjacent tortoise habitat and the ease
of implementing tortoise fencing to essentially eliminate road kills.
Bighorn sheep habitat would be little affected along the route of this
alternative.

Recreational access points to BIM and NPS lands on the west side of Lake
Mohave would be fewer and more spread out and thus less environmentally
damaging than off of a 93A because most recreationzl vehicle trails and
roads begin on NV Rts 164 or 165 or intersect power line corridor roads
that often are alligned nearly parallel to the route. These tend to
serve as frontage rcads for recreational access.

The LBA would be far less visually cbtrusive in the expansive valleys
occupled by US95 than would a freeway through the topographically
confined and wvisually stunning NPS lands along the 934, But the IBA
would be scenically attractive for motorists in view of mountain
backdrops along its course.

Many of the environmental factors mentioned provided the rationale for
handling Sec 41£) lands in the U3 Dept of Transpertation Act of 1866 (49
UsC 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
93 and the requirement which "dictates that alternatives requiring
substantially less land subject to 4(f) protection be selected." There
are a mere 36 acres of 4(f) lands along the LBA and these are located
close to the already disturbed southern boundary of Lake Mead NRA
(IMNRA). By comparison, acreage associated with the 93A ranges from 50
to 73 acres for the bridge segments alone, depending on choice of
bridge, and as yet undetermined much larger acreage aleong the 15-
mile segment within LMNRA. All of the IMNRA 4({f) lands impacted involve
major scenic and wildlife habitat segments. The scenic impacts due to
the 93A would extend far beyond the actual disturbed acreage, however,
due to the degraded sense of wildness that would result for visitors to
surrounding IMNRA lands or the BIM's nearby Mt. Wilson Wilderness.

The DEIS analysis attempts to show that goals of reduced accident hazard
and congestion on Hoover Dam would not be fully met by simply directing
camercial truck traffic to a LBA since most motorists would opt for the
cross—dam US 93 route anyway and increased traffic with time would wipe
out the gains of & LBA. We do not believe this tc be the case, provided
same imaginative traffic control methods such as a toll for crossing the
dam were incorporated. A visit to the dam without crossing it and thus
without incurring a toll would be readily possible for those motorists
who want to return the way they had come {from either north or south).
For dam visitors continuing through from north or south, a toll could be
avolded with modest inconvenience by a detour of about eleven miles from
the ILBA at the US95/U593 Junction in Boulder City to parking facilities
jon the Wevada side of the dam. The relatively few motorists coming from

-3 -
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The severe congestion at the dam would also likely cause a reduction in
tourist traffic traveling through Boulder City to Hoover Dam and Lake
Mead, which could have an adverse economic impact on Boulder City
businesses. The new bridge crossing would improve the LOS west of the
dam from the current LOS E to LOS C in forecast year 2027, due to reduced
congestion (see EIS Appendix A).

Response to Comment B1-5

Additional analysis of the Laughlin-Bullhead City Alternative (LBA) was
included in the DEIS at the request of the Sierra Club (per their

February 3, 1998 letter, see Appendix C), and the Laughlin Town Advisory
Board. The resulting report, with updates since the DEIS, concludes that
over a 20-year period, additional user costs totaling $1.4 billion would
result from the extra 23 miles of travel required for the LBA (see

EIS Appendix B). These high operating costs are associated with
approximately 30 million auto trips and 24 million truck trips that would
be diverted an additional 23 miles over the 20-year period.

In addition to the extra 23 miles of distance, this route would have 17 more
miles of steep grades (greater than 3 percent) than the U.S. 93 route via
Hoover Dam, adversely affecting a projected 3,600 additional trucks per
day that are predicted to use the LBA route in year 2027. It may result in
proportionately higher traffic accident and fatality rates. It would have
substantial impacts to critical desert tortoise habitat (according to May 4,
1998, USFWS letter, Appendix C) and would spread traffic-related air
pollution over a larger area. The study also concluded that a substantial
amount of through traffic would continue to use the U.S. 93 route over
Hoover Dam. Thus, even with all trucks diverted through Laughlin, in less
than 20 years the road across the dam would again function at an
unacceptable LOS. This does not meet the purpose and need of the project.

Response to Comment B1-6
As discussed in the response to Comments B1-2 and B1-4, the Hoover Dam
bypass is an independent, stand-alone project with a unique purpose and
need relating to alleviating severe traffic safety and operations problems
only experienced in the dam crossing area. Thus, future highway
improvement projects on U.S. 93 between Henderson, Nevada, and
Kingman, Arizona, must be evaluated on their own merits, including
construction costs.

B-3
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the nNevada side wishing recreation or having other business on the
Arizona side of the dam or Lake Mead north of, say, a toll station
located between the Dolan Springs/Pearce Ferry turnoff and the Chloride
turnoff could be allowed to cross the dam toll free if they remained in
northwest Arizona for more than a prescribed number of hours before
exiting the area through either the BArizona 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 from the south could cross the
dam toll free with the requisite number of hours spent, for whatever
reason, south of the dam. Of course, motorists from Kingman entering
|¥evada for whatever reason and not seecking this pause between toll
stations would normally drive via the toll free LBA. People living off
Of US93 between the AZ toll station and the dam could be given permanent
free passage over the dam for whatever needs they have in Nevada. These
arrangsments would provide for all those unfairly inconvenienced by the
long drive wvia the LBA/Arizona US$3 circuit that would be required to
avoid & toll that for some persons could be repetitive over a vear's
time. Other refinements or alternatives to this scenario may be
considered to the same end of encouraging travel via the LBEA and thus
reducing Hoover Dam traffic and congestion to acceptable limits. The
lamount of the toll could be adjusted to achieve the desired goals.

ile we understand the designation of US93 as a NAFTA trade route, it
should be perfectly feasible to redirect the US93/NAFTA KH segment to
“lfollow the LEA with little overall impact on the efficiency and cast of
traveling major segments of the entire NAFTA route,

Many of the points raised in this letter were also included in our
comments during the scoping process. Some other points we have raised
that we believe were not addressed in the DEIS include: 1.} The relative
93A and LBA costs of bridge and highway maintenance over the long run

B1.16]37¢ peossible vehicle costs if these are paid for through initiation of a

vehicle bridge toll, 2.} the relative time/distance risks for water
pelluting accidents on the respective 93A and LBA bridge spans, and 3.)
the rejative 93A and LBA project completion time estimates and their
respective effects on the speed and the magnitude of relief fram
congestion on the Boulder City and dam segments of US93.

In summary, we wish to emphasize the main thrust of these comments: The
bridge bypass project DOES NOT stand alone but drives the magnitude and
therefore the considerable cost, environmental and social impacts of the
adjacent Arizona and Nevada segments of the US93 Kingman-to-Benderson
route, The total end point t¢ end point costs and effects are what
should be analyzed in comparison with those of any reasonable

Bi-f7lalternatives. The LBA is the most reascnable altermative and a

comparison of the envircnmental and econamic factors of the LBA and 932

111 likely show the LBA to be the preferred alternative, There are
likely no real obstacles to designating the LBA to serve the goals of a
dam Dbypass and residual cross-dam traffic oceuring subsequent to
completion of the IBA can be regulated to achieve needed goals by use of
imaginative methods such as manipulating a cross-dam toll fee.

-4 -
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Response to Comment B1-7

The LBA might have economic benefits for communities along this route;
however, this is not part of the purpose and need for the Hoover Dam
bypass (see response to Comments B1-2 and B1-5). Furthermore, no
comments on the DEIS were received from communities along the LBA
supporting this alternative. In addition, any long-term economic gains
these communities might receive would be offset by long-term negative
community impacts from substantial additional truck and automobile
traffic (e.g., noise and air pollution).

Response to Comment B1-8
See response to Comments B1-3, B1-4, and B1-5.

Response to Comment B1-9 _
See response to Comments C3-1 and C3-7 pertaining to the Gold Strike

Canyon Alternative.

The EIS concludes that the new bridge on the Sugarloaf Mountain
alignment, the preferred alternative, would dramatically alter the view of
Black Canyon from the dam (Section 3.7.2.2). However, this view is already
disturbed by the numerous electrical transmission towers and lines
crossing the canyon immediately south of the dam (see EIS Figures 3-9 and
3-10). Depending on the bridge type selected, the impact on views from the
dam can be mitigated by coloring the concrete or painting the steel to blend
with the surrounding environment.

Response to Comment B1-10
See response to Comment B1-5.

Response to Comment B1-11

Improvements to U.S. 93 south of Hoover Dam in Arizona or to U.S. 95,
State Route (SR) 164, and SR 165 in Nevada, including provision of
recreational access points, are not related to or part of the proposed project.

Response to Comment B1-12

According to NPS, a new bridge between Laughlin and Bullhead City
would have a significant impact on Mohave County Park and, specifically,
Davis Camp, which is included in the LMNRA (Appendix B, Section 7.1).

B-4



gi-1g]"e believe the DEIS should be reissued for public cament reflecting an
expanded scope and more complete analyses of both the LBA and 924,

We appreciate the work the Project Management Team has accomplished on
this project even as we disagree with the DEIS on important points. We
are alsc appreciative of this cpportunity to coment.

Sincerely,

- Howard Booth

Chairman, Hoover Dam
Bypass Committee

SCO/LAW2664.DOC/003672584

RESPONSES TO ORGANIZATIONS' COMMENTS

Response to Comment B1-13

None of the alternatives meeting the project purpose and need affect
substantially less land subject to Section 4(f) protection than the preferred
alternative. As discussed in response to comments B1-2 and B1-5, the LBA
was eliminated from consideration because it can be clearly shown to not
meet the project purpose and need and, therefore, is not a reasonable
alternative as defined in the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
regulations.

Response to Comment B1-14

NDOT and ADOT conducted a financial feasibility study to determine
viable funding sources for the Hoover Dam bypass (June 2000). The study
assessed toll crossings among other options (see response to

Comment C3-2). The scope of the study focused on the viability of tolling a
new bridge crossing near the dam, rather than on the dam itself.

Serious present and projected congestion levels and delay time experienced
for several miles near the dam would argue strongly against placing a toll
crossing on existing U.S. 93 over the dam (see response to Comment B1-2).

Furthermore, to charge a toll to promote drivers to use the Laughlin-
Bullhead City route would encourage people to drive a road with inferior
roadway geometrics (horizontal and vertical alignments) and reduced
travel speeds, consume more fuel, and generate more air pollution.
Additionally, instituting a toll at the dam to encourage travelers to use the
LBA would create a bureaucracy that may not generate enough revenue to
pay for itself. This would not be consistent with the mission of FHWA or
NDOT and ADOT, which is to enhance the operation and efficiency of the
transportation system in the U.S.

Response to Comment B1-15

One of the primary purposes of the project is to remove a major bottleneck
to interstate and international commerce and travel by reducing traffic
congestion and accidents in this segment of the major commercial route
between Phoenix and Las Vegas. A related purpose is to reduce travel time
in the vicinity of the dam (Section 1.5). As discussed in response to
comment B1-5, these goals cannot be met by the LBA.

Response to Comment B1-16
A Kingman, Arizona, to Henderson, Nevada, U.S. 93 Alternative would not

B-5



RIZONN

R TRANSPORT ASSOCIATION

Novembper 3, 1998

The Federal Highway Administration
555 Zang Street

Room 259

Lakewood, Colorado 80228

Attention: Terry Haussler

Afttached is 2 copy of the Resolution passed by the Arizona Moter Transport

Association’s Executive Committee and Board of Directors on October 30™, 1998,

B2-1

The resolution, 1 belteve, is self-explanatory. Therefore, I would appreciate your

making it a part of the official public hearing record.

If you need additionat information, or have any questions, please dc not hesitate to

contact me.

Sincerely,

ive Vice President

TS/mw

B07-252-7559 2111 WHST MehowsLt #0AD

PHOERIX, ARIZOM 85009

THE VOICE OF
THE TRUCKING
INDUSTRY
IN ARITDN A
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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 B1-6). 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 B1 above.

Response to Comment B1-18
See combined responses to Comment Letter B1 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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“ARIZONN

R TRANSPORT ASSOCIATION

RESOLUTION

HOOVER DAM BYPASS

WHEREAS U5 93 § THE MAIN HIGHWAY BETWEEN AREZONA AND NEVADA AND IS A
TWO-LANE HIGHWAY WHICH CROSSES HOGVER DAM; AND

WHERFAS US 93 AS PRESENTLY LOCATED, CAN NO LONGER ADEQUATELY HANDLE
THE 14,000 VEHICLES, INCLEYDING AUTOMOBILES, RECREATHINAL YEHICLES
AND COMMERCIAL VEHICLES, WHICH CROSS HOOYER 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 MEXICQ AND CANADA
AND A MAJOR COMMERCIAL ROUTE BETWEEN THE STATES OF
ARIZONA, NEVADA AND UTAH; AND

WHEREAS THERE 1S NO OTHER ROUTE IN THE WESTERN UNITED STATES THAT
CAN EFFICIENTLY AND SAFELY ACCOMMODATE THIS TRAFFIC; AND

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

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED BY THE ARIZONA MOTOR
TRANSPORT ASSOCIATION THAT THE HOOVER DAM BYPASS PROJECT,
DESIGNED TQ RESOLVE THE MOBILITY AND SAFETY PROBLEMS
ASSOCIATED WITH THE PRESENT LOCATION OF US 93, BE ADVANCED
AS A FEDERAL HIGH PRIORITY PROJECT, AND

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

ADOPTED THIS 30™ DAY OF OCTOBER, 1998.

¥ THE VOICE OF
THE TRUCHING

SECRETARY it

IN ARIZONA

§02-202-7955 21N cODUELL RCAD  PHBENIX, RRIZONA 85009
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—
NEVADA MOTOR TRANSPORT ASSOCIATION, INC.
Ny

[NON-FRCFIT ORGANIZATK!

CFFICERS

JIM M. WELLS
PRESIDENT

WERDNA CONRAD
VICE PRESICENT

FRED CARLSON
SECRETARY.TREASURER October 15, 1998

JOHN £. LA
CHAIRMAN

DIRECTORS:

WL anSTETT Terry Haussler (HPD-16)

MICHAEL APPLEGATE N
STEVE BaTES Froject Management Team/Hoover Dam Bypass

WILLIAM CLEGE Federal Highway Administration

JOANNA DAVIS

DENMLE FREEMAN

PETE FUNDHE

STEVEN JENSEN . .

LELAND A MiLER Re:  Comments regarding Draft Environmental Iimpact Statement
BARRY PEREA on the Hoover Dxam Bypass.

ALBERT G. PULLZ
LECHARD D, ROBINSON
JOHM SUNDERLAND
GEME TEMEN ser
CANDICE TRAE! . . . .
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 moter carrier industry in Nevada.

Twould iike 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. Tt is also a
significant segrment of a major NAFTA route between Mexico and Canada. The
trucking industry faces this narrow, winding, steep, congested sectien 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 —
Promoniory Point, Sugarloaf Mountain, and Geld Strike Canyon are viable options.

g1 | The No Build Alternative is, in our estimation, not an alternative at all. Ignoring a RespOnSe to Comment B3-1
~" {problem of the magnitude of that which currently exists would be beyond merely -1 and C3-2.
foolhardy or unwise - it would be courting disaster. The problems associated with See response to Comments Al-1a
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-Bullbead City option had been Response to Comment B3-2
studied and rejected as a Build Alternative. The tucking industry opposes this route H ’ urpose and need (see responses to
Ba-2 because of the high cost associated with diverting truck traffic 23 miles and The LBA does not meet the prOJeCt S purp ( P
concems over road safety. The DEIS rightly concludes this route does not address Comment B]_)
the critical needs of the Hoover Dam Bypass Project. Simply put — it would
provide a poor alternative, not a solution.

P.0O. BOX 51650, SPARKS, NV B9435 ® 2215 GREEN VISTA DR., SULTE 304, SPARKS, NV B3431 ® (702) 672-6111 # FAX (702) 6731700
175 E. RENO AVE., SUITE C-9, LAS VEGAS, NV 89110 @ {702) 262-56E65 ® FAX (T02) 262-5666
E-MAIL ADDRESS: NYTRNS@AOL.COM @  WEBSITE ADDRESS: WWW.NMTA COM
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R3-4

NEVADA MOTOR TRANSPORT ASSOCIATION, INC,
h

{NON-PACFIT ORGANIZATION)

Based on the information contained in the DEIS, The Nevada Motor Transport
Association has concluded the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative to be the most
atractive of the three Build Alternatives. This decision is based on road geometrics,
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 ne longer adequately handle the 14,000 vehicles,
including automobiles, recreational vehicles and commercial vehicles which cross
the Hoover Dam each day. The Hoover Dam reached its traffic capacity seven years
ago. The route is congested, dangerous, and vulnerable to damage. It is time to
move ahead, to find solutions, and to work together to meet the challenges of
providing an altenative to the US93 Hoover Dam crossing.

As a final note, along with my comments here today, I would like to provids you
with a copy of the HOOVER DAM BYPASS RESGLUTION adopted by the Nevada Motor

| Transport Association on October 5, 1998. This resolution has been sent to each

member of the Nevada Congressional Delegation and to Nevada's Govemor Bob
Miller. The resolutien 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 ail for this opportunity to provide our comments to you
here tonight. I am happy to answer any questions you may have,

Respectfully Submitted,
Georgi Cody
Industry & Government Relations

SCO/LAW2664.DOC/003672584
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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.

B-9



- - 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 presently located, can no longer adequately handls the 14,000
vehicles, including automobiles, recreational vehicles and commercial vehicles,
which cross Hoover Dam each day, double the volume of fiftesn 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 Arizena, Nevada 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 been 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 _5§" day of _October , 1998

A0 8 Coprnss

Daryl E. Capurro 4
Managing Director
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84-2

B4

PAHRUMP PAIUTE TRIBE

January 6, 1999

Mr. Terry Haussler, Project Manager
Federal Highway Administration

555 Zang Street, Room 259
Lakewood, Colorado 80228

RE: Hoover Dam Bypass
Dear Mr. Haussler:

Today, I learned that you have made a definitive decision to select the proposed Sugarloaf
Alternative as the preferred route for the Hoover Dam Bypass Project. This decision concerns me
and our tribal members greatly not to mention the numerous other Southern Paintes tribes who
express similar discord.

Iregret that a decision was made to select the Sugarloaf’ Alternative and that the Federal Highway
Administration has ignored the cultural concerns of our elders. [ believe that our eiders have spoken
with great clarity about the importance of the cultural landscape and the adverse impacts to Sugarfoaf
Mountain, as it is known as a "Healing Mountain" among the Southern Paiutes. No other cultural
landscape is known to exist that contains the vast amount of important cultural resources that are
needed by Indian doctors.

Your decision appears to be made before any consideration for the cultural landscape to be
nominated under Bulletiv 30 Guidelines for Fvalucting evd Documenting Rural Historic Landscapes
s mandated under the National Historic Preservation Act. Nor was this important area considered
for nomination under Bulletin 38 Guidelines for Evaluating and Documenting Traditional Culttral
Properties of the same act. Equally important is the disregard for evaluating the impacts to pur rights
of access to this sacred site as promulgated under Presidential Executive Order 13007, Access to
Sacred Sites.

Clearly, it appears that this decision was made in error and should be immediately reconsidered.
Based upon our earlier conversations, it was my understanding that you would make no seicoion
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.

Siw,
P /d)/

Righard W. Aol
Tribal Chairman

P.0. Box 3411 « Pahrump, Nevada 39041

SCO/LAW2664.DOC/003672584
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Response to Comments B4-1 and B4-2

See the following FHWA Central Federal Lands Highway Division letters
(dated January 15, 1999, January 25, 1999, and February 22, 1999, from

Mr. Terry K. Haussler). The letter dated February 22, 1999, was specifically
in response to comment letter B5, dated January 12, 1999, from the Las

Vegas Paiute Tribe.
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Q

of Toraporionon H oo B 00 a0
Federal Highway
Administration
JAN 151939
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 the Hoover Dam Bypass project. We
very much appreciate your participation in this important project.

During the coming months, we will compile and respond to the comments that we have received
on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. We will also use the information received during
the ethnographic interviews, following the guidelines in National Register Bulletin 438,
Guidelines for Evaluating and Dogumenting Traditional Cultural Properties, The Final
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) will be completed this summer and the Record of
Decision will follow shortly thereafter.

:

As you may have heard, the interagency project team has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain
alignment as the preferred alternative based on technical considerations and public comments.
However, the final selection of an 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) 716-2116.

Sincerely yours,

/5]

Terry K. Haussler
Project Manager

Enclosure

cc (without enclosure):
Mr. Jeff Bingham, CH2M HILL, PO Box 241325, Denver, CO 80224-9325

Dr. Richard Stoffle, Bureau of Applied Research in Anthropology, Anthropology
Building 317A, University of Arizona, Tucsen, AZ 85721-0300
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o \

LIS Deportrent anval Fng@I Lands 555 Zang Skreet, Room 258
of Triansportation Highway Division Lakewood, GO 80228
Faderal Highway

Administration
AN Z 5 '00u
In Reply Refer To:
HPD-16

Mr. Allen Gross
Hailock and Gross
517 W, University Dr.
Tempe, AZ 85281

Dear Mr. Gross:

Iam enclosing a copy of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Hoover Dam
Bypass Project on U.S. 93. Based on our discussion and on my discussion with Gary Goforth,
Tribal Administrator, at Fort Mohave, it appears that this project is considerably north of where
Fort Mohave concerns may be. Although the formal comment period expired in November, we
still welcome your comments and concerns on behalf of the Fort Mohave Tribe.

We would appreciate receiving your written comments by February 26. Please contact me at
(303) 716-2116 if you need additional infermation.

Sincerely yours,

£l

Terry K. Haussler, P.E.
Project Manager

Enclosure

cc {(w/o enclosure):
Ms. Nora Helton, Chairperson, Fort Mohave Indian Tribe, 500 Merriman Avenue,
Needles, CA 92363
bc (w/io enclosure):
T. Haussler
Jeff Bingham, CH2M HILL, 3 Hutton Center Drive, Suite 200, Santa Ana, CA 92707
ye:  reading file
THAUSSLER:jm: 1/25/99:L\designikooverimohave. wpd
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o ‘

US. Department Central Federal Lands 555 Zang Streel, Room 259
of Transportation Highway Division Lakewoed, CO 80228
Federal Highway
Administration
JAN 25 1999
In Reply Refer To:
HPD-16

Mr. Steve Parker

Acting Environmental Director

Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community
10005 E. Osbome Road

Scottsdale, AZ 85256

Dear Mr. Parker:

Per our discussion, [ 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 still welcome your comments and concerns on
behalf of the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community.

We would appreciate receiving your written comments by February 26. Please contact me at
(303) 716-2116 if you need additionat information.

Sincerely yours,

Isf

Terry K. Haussler, P.E.
Project Manager

Enclosures

cc (w/o enclosures):
Mr. Ivan Makil, President, Pima-Maricopa Indian Tribal Councit, 10005 E. Osborne Road,
Scottsdale, AZ 85256
be (w/o enclosures):
T. Haussler
Jeff Bingham, CH2M HILL, 3 Hutton Center Drive, Suite 200, Santa Ana, CA 92707
ye: reading file
THAUSSLER:jm: 1/25/99:Lidesignthoover\maricopa. wpd
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e -

US.Deparinent Cenlral Federal Lands 555 Zang Slreet, Room 259
of Transporiation Highway Division Lakewood, CO 80225
Federal Highway
Administration
JAN 25 1959
In Reply Refer To:
HPD-16

Ms. Pauline Owl

Cultural Commission

Fort Yuma Quechan Tribal Councii
PO Box 282

Winterhaven, CA 92283

Dear Ms. Owl:

Per our discussion, I am enclosing a copy of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement {DEIS)
for the Hoover Dam Bypass Project on U.S. 93. Although the official comment period has
expired, we still welcome your comments and concerns.

We would appreciate receiving your written comments by February 26, Please contact me at
(303} 716-2116 if you need additional information.

Sincerely yours,

Lonp o

Terry K. Haussler, P.E.
Project Manager

Enclosure

cc (w/o enclosure):;
Mr. Michael Jackson, President, Fort Yuma Quechan Tribal Council, PO Box | 1352,
Yuma, AZ 85366-9352
be (w/o enclosure):
T. Haussler
Jeff Bingham, CH2ZM HILL, 3 Hutton Center Drive, Suite 200, Santa Ana, CA 92707
yc: reading file
THAUSSLER ;jm: 1/25/99:L\design\hoover\quechan wpd
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Identical letter to;

Mr. Richard Arnold
Tribal Chairman

The Pahrump Patute Tribe
PO Box 3411

Pabrump, NV 89041

Mr. Phil Swane

Tribal Chair

The Moapa Paiute Tribe
PO Box 340

Moapa, NV 82025

Ms. Geneal Anderson

Tribal Chatr

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, Box 23-B

Parker, AZ 35344

Ms. Vivienne-Caron Jake

Director of Environmental Program
The Kaibab Paiute Tribe

BC 65, Box 2

Pipe Springs, AZ 86022

Mr. Richard Arnold
Executive Director

The Las Vegas Indian Center
2300 West Bonanza Road
{as Vegas, NV 89106

Ms. Vivian Clark

The Chemehuevi Tribe
PO Box 1976

Havasu Lake, CA 92363

Ms. Alfreda Mitre

Tribal Chair

The Las Vegas Paiute Tribe
# 1 Paiute

Las Vegas, NV 89106

yc: reading file

THAUSSLER:jm:1/15/99:L: Design\Hooveritribes.cov
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Q

US.Departiment Centrat Federal Lands 535 Zang Street, Room 259
of Transportation Highway Division Lakewood, CO 80228
Federal Highway
Administration
FEB1 8 1995
In Reply Refer To:
HPD-16

Ms. Elda Butler

Cultural Resource Management
Fort Maohave Tribe

1509 Smokestack Drive
Needles, CA 92363

Dear Ms. Butler:

1 enjoyed talking with you yesterday about the propesed Hoover Dam Bypass Project on U.5. 23.
As [ 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 Fort Mohave. In late January of this year, I talked
with Gary Goforth, Tribal Administrator, and with your consulting firm, Hallock and Gross. A
copy of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) was sent to Mr. Allen Gross on
January 25. We requested written comments/concerns 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.

Thark you for your valuable time and effort on this important project. Please feel free to contact
me at (303) 716-2116 if you have any questions.

Sincerely yours,

. / s /

mn

Terry K. Haussler, P.E.
Project Manager

Enclosure
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cc {(w/o enclosure):
Mr. Allen Gress, Hallock and Gross, 517 W, University Dr., Tempe, AZ 85281
Ms. Nora Helton, Chairperson, Fort Mohave [ndian Tribe, 500 Mertiman Avenue,
Needles, CA 92363

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

ye:  reading file

TKHAUSSLER:;jm:2/1 8/99:L\design\haover\butler. wpd




nallock /Gross inc

planning a land design o environment m tourism
602.967.4356 @ fax 602.961.2818 W halgros@amug.org

02.22.99

Terry K. Haussler, P.E., Project Manager
US Department of Transportation
Federal Highway Administration

Cantral Federal Lands Highway Division
555 Zang Street, Room 259

Lakewood, Colorado 80228

HPD-16: Hoover Dam Bypass Project on US 93

Dear Mr. Haussler:

! have received my copy of your letter to Mrs. Eida Butler, Fort Mojave Cultural
Resource Management. | will contact Mrs. Butler to assist in combining the
Tribal comments and the Cultural Resource Dapartment comments into one
lettar. Thank you for the extension to allow a complete review of the project.

Please feel free to call if we may help in any additional way. Mrs. Butleris
certainly the person who should lead the review and commant on the project.

Best regards,

Hallock/Gross, Inc.
0 Mojave _Tribal Planners
a

R &mSS. ?’msideinl

517 West Wniversity Drive m Tempe, Arizona 85281
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B5-1

Nu
GO0

BS

Las Vegas Paiute Tribe

Curtis Andersun
Tribal Chairman

January 12, 1998

Mr. Terry Haussler, Project Manager
Federal Highway Administration

555 Zang Street, Room 258
Lakewood, CO 80228

RE: Heover Dam Bypass
Dear Mr. Haussler:

The Las Vegas Paiute Tribe has been informed that you have made a decision to select the
proposed Sugarloar Alternative as the preferred route for the Hoover Dam Bypass Project. This
decisicn Is of greal concern to our tribe and other Squthern Paiutes tribes,

We are disturbed that a daecision was made to select the Sugarloaf Alternative and that the
Federal Highway Administration has not listened to the concerns of our elders. Sugarioaf
Mountain is known to contain numercus resources that are not found in other locations making it
eligible as a sacred site and Traditional Cultural Property. This area is known as a healing spot
that falls within a very imporiant cultura! landscape.

Your decision appears to be made without any consideraticn for the cultural landscape to be
nominated under Bulletn 30 Guidelines for Evaiuvating and Documsnting Rural Historic
Landscapes nor was consideration given to nominating Sugarloaf Mountain as a Traditional
Cuitural Property as defined under Bulletin 38 Guideiines for Evaluating and Decumenting Cultural
Properties of the National Historic Preservation Act. Executive Order 13007 Access to Sacred
Sites requires federal agencies to make provisions to allow access to areas such as the Sugarlcaf
Mountain area. We have not seen nor participated in any assessments evaiuating the impacts to
our rights of access to this imporiant sacred site.

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

Curtis" Anderson
Tribal Chairman

unber One Paiute Drive + Las Vegas, Nevada 89106-3261 » (702} 386-3926 o Fax (702) 383-4019

o \

US Depariment Central Federal Lands 555 Zang Street, Room 258
of Tansporation Highway Division Lakewood, CO 80228
Federal Highway

Administration

FEB 2 2 1995
In Reply Refer To:
HPD-16

Mr, Curtis Anderson
Trikal Chair
The Las Vegas Paiute Tribe

#1 Paiute Drive
Las Vegas, NV 89106

Dear Mr. Anderson:

We have received your letter dated January 12, 1999, regarding our selection of a preferred
alternative on the Hoover Dam Bypass project. The Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative was
selected because it meets the purpose of the project, while minimizing environmental impacts.
Much of the corridor has already been disturbed with roads, transmission lines, ard other Hoover
Dam appurtenances.

We acknowlege your concerns with the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative, as well as with the other
two “build” aiternatives. The guidelines in NPS Builetin 38, Guidelines for Evaluating and
Documenting Traditional Cultural Properties, are being followed to evaluate potential
Traditional Cultural Propertics (TCF's). The-requirements in Executive Order 13007, Access fo
Sacred Sites, will also be met so that access to sacred areas is accommodated.

The Federal Highway Adminisiration will initiate the Section 106 consuitation 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 Pproperties,
as well as for historic and prehistoric features. In the meantime, we are proceeding with the Final
EIS with Sugarloaf Mountain as the preferred aitemative. 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 concermns, feel free to contact me at (303) 716-2116.

Sincerely yours,

v 15/
"
Terry K. Haussler
Project Manager
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Las Vegas Indian Center, Inc.

January 7, 1999

Mr. Tetry Haussler, Project Manager
Federal Highway Administration

555 Zang Street, Room 259
Lakewood, Colorade 80228

RE: Hoover Dam Bypass
Dear Mr. Haussler:

Our organization has been informed that a decision has beer made regarding the Hoover Dam Bypass
Project. Tt is our understanding that the proposed Sugarloaf Alternative has been selected as the
preferred route for the Hoover Dam Bypass Project. Our office represents over 15,000 American
Indians who have presented a unified voice through the Las Vegas Indian Center. It js the position
of our constituency that you have errored tremendously by making this designation,

The Las Vegas Indian Center has been actively involved in numerous cuitural resources programs for
the past twenty vears. I personally participated in the studies facilitated through the University of
Arizona-Tucson. The Sugarloaf Mountain area is considered to be a very spiritual place that was
unanimously confirmed by the various tribal elders. To consider this area as the preferred route,
would be a grave mistake and be analogous to desecrating a holy place or similar shrine.

In monitoring this program, | am extremely concerned about the disregard for the Indian opinions
expressed and the failure to nominate Sugarloaf Mountain as both a "Cultural Landscape” and
Traditional Cultural Property" as provided in the National Historic Preservation Act.

I am hopeful that your decision to select the Sugarloaf Alternative is not based upon erroneous
information and most importantly in contrast with federal mandates. It is the position of the Las
Vegas Indian Center to request your carefil deliberation on the complex issues before you. Any
impacts to this area will be considered a desecration of one of the few remaining sacred sites in our
area that is so highly revered.

Sincerely,

/;/Z 57/2”74

Don Cloguet, Member
Board of Directors

2= mprl = ClRERAmMGs @Tel . com

2300 WEST BONANZA ROAD « LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89106 - {702) 647.5842 « FAX (702) 647-2647 @
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Response to Comments B6-1 and B6-2

RESPONSES TO ORGANIZATIONS' COMMENTS

See the FHWA Central Federal Lands Highway Division letter (dated
February 22, 1999, from Mr. Terry K. Haussler) in response to comment
letter B5, dated January 12, 1999, from the Las Vegas Paiute Tribe.
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B7-1

B7-2

B7-3

B7

COLORADO RIVER INDIAN TRIBES

Colorado River Indian Reservation

ROUTE | BOX 23-B
PARKER. ARIZONA 85344
TELEPHONE (5200 669-9211

Janvary 14, 1999
Mr. Terry Haussler, Project Manager
Federal Highway Administration
555, Zang Street, Room 259
Lakewood, Colorade 80228

RE: Hoover Dam Bypass
Dear Mr. Haussler:

The Colorado River Indian Tribes has been informed of a decision that wag made by the
Federal Highway Administration on the proposed project for the Hoover Dam Bypass. Of the
three alternative bridge construction sites, the Sugarloaf Mountain altemative was the FHA’s
choice.

We feel this choice i of concern as the area is important 1o the affiliated tribes involved in
the “Armerican Indian Ethnographic Studies Regarding the Hoover Dara Bypass Project”
completed and documented in May, 1998. Tribal experts familiar with cultural landscapes and
oral tradifions have stated and expressed, in this repor, the ioportance of preserving sacred areas
such ag Sugarloaf Mountain, for posterity and for the eligibility of nomination as a Traditional
Cuitural Property (TCP) under the National Historie Preservation Aci. In the pasi, native people
have inhabited the whole corridor of the Colorado River and are yet familiar with ancestimi ties to
significant sites along this rouie. Executive Order 13007 Access to Sacred Sites requires federa}
agencies to make provisions 1o allow native people accessability to such sites and allow through
proper eonsuliation the preservation of such sitea through formal recommendations,
eihnographical studies and assessments. These measures need fo be carefully adhered io to assure
compleie consultation requirements are met.

Therefore, we feel the Federal Highway Administration needs to reevaluate the decision for
the cutturally sensitive Sugarloaf Mouniain ' We request condinued consuftation of this matter and
cali 1o your attention the need to establish a consensus regarding compliance. We look forward o

your comanents.
Sincerely,

P

Dandel Eddy Jr.
Chaiman

Colorado River Indian Tribes

Q

US.Cepartment Central Federal Langs 555 Zang Street, Room 259
of Transporiation Highway Division Lakewood, CO 80228
Federal Highway
Administration
FEB 2 2 1995
In Reply Refer To:
HPD-16

Mr, Daniel Eddy Jr.
Chairman

Colerado River Indian Tribes
Route [, Box 23-B

Parker, AZ 85344

Dear Mr. Eddy:

We have received your letter dated January 14, 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 Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative, as well as with the other
two “buitd” altenatives. The guidelines in NPS Bulletin 38, Guidelines for Evaluating and
Documenting Traditional Cultural Properties, are being followed to evalvate potential
Traditional Cultural Properties (TCP’s). The requirements in Executive Order 13007, Access io
Sucred 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 prefesred alternative. Please keep in mind that the finai
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,

P /s/

Terry K. Haussier
Project Manager

SCO/LAW2664.DOC/003672584



Enclosures

o Rosie Pepito
National Park Setvice

Dr. Richard Sioffle
Burean of Applied Research in Anthropology

Richard Amold
Las Vegas Indian Cenier

James Gartison
Arizona State Historic Preservation Office

Ron James
Nevada State Historic Preservation Office
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A Retoiutionte _Assert and claim its sacred trust to raspect and protect
traditional lands, [ j

Ba It resolved by tha Tribel Council of the Colorods River Indian Tribes, In ‘reguiar meaiing

assembied on

" WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

Resalution No.., R-313-8%

RESOLUTION
COLORADG RIVER TRIBAL COUNCIL

April 9, 1883

Indian nations have accupied and exercised stewardshfp'ovbr.ﬁhe
tands throughout the North American continent since time irmemorial;
and ]

the people of these Indian nations have always been aware of their
unigue and sacred relationship to these lands; and

these lands and the relationship of the Indian people to them
have been the principal materiz] heritage and spiritual inspiration
of all American peaple; and

many of these lands have been ceded by Indian nations to the non-Indi
pecples, while othar of these Tands have been taken and-are no longer
considered to be owned by the Indian nations; and

it {s the sacred obligation of the Indian peoples te provide
stewardship for their traditional lands; and

s)ocations
zardous
evelopments;

these lands from time-to-time are considered for use as,
for power transmission Tines, highways, gas pipelines
wasts disposal sites, power plants and other similar.

- T ang i Y
The foregoing resolution was an April 9, 1983 duly epproved by a vots of
tor and - gainst, by th Tribal Counclt of the Colaradd River indlan,
Tribas, pursuont 10 guthority vestad in It by Sectk T.v. ; Article VI.! . - otthe

Constliution and By lows of the Tribes, ratiflad by the Tribes on March 1, 1975.and_opprovad by the
Secretery of the Interior on Moy 29, 1975, pursuant 1o Secifen 16 of the Act of Jpne 18, 1934, (48 Stat.
984). This resoiution is eftective as of the date of its adoptlan.

.

COLORADQ RIVER TRIBAL COUNCIL

By

Sacreiary
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PAGE -2
WHERERS,

WHEREAS.

RESQLUTION NC.
APRIL 9, 1983

P & Skt

some developments and activiti

of our stewar

the protection and prsé

heritage depen

NO, THEREFORE, BE 1T RESOLVED that the C
d

ER RESOLVED that t
easement over ali
of fulfilling the

BE IT FURTH

BE IT FURTH
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S . . - - RESOLUTION T
- COLORADO RIVER TRIBAL COUNCIL

AResclutionta Tak ition congerning th
areas of the Mohave and other Tribes

Ba It resalved by the Tribal Council of the Colorado River lndian Yribes, In iggm1muling'

bladon __December 7, 1979

WHEREAS, the present administrations of bSoth Faderal and State government
support cuitural area preservation for Native Amerfcans:through
the follawing legislation existing: American Indian Religious
* Freedom Act, P.L. 95-341; National Environmental Policy Acty
© P.L. 91-120; Joint Resolution Amsrican Indiam ReTigious*Freedom
§.J. Res. 1023 An Act for the praservation of Amerfeam antiguities,
. June 8, 1506 (34 Stat. 225), Public Law No. 209; Archaeological
—_— e Resources Protection Act of 1979, P.L. 95-95; and Californiy degis-

signed into law, September 29, 1976 and Tegislation to protect the
Native Amwerican interest on Public Lands {Public Resources Code,
.Div. 5, Chapter 1,75, as revised) and Arizoma Antiguities Ast of
1960 amending Title 41, Chapter 4, Article 4, Arizona Revised
Statues, and -t -

WHEREAS, there are areas on and contiguous to the Ctolovrado River Indian
. Reservation extending to remots areas which are still the ancestral
anc traditiaral use arems.of the Mohave and Chemehuevi of the
Colorado River indian Tribes, and

- Conmstitutlon gnd By lows of the Tribes, ratiffed by the Tribes on March T, 1975 and appraved by the
" Secratary of the Interiar on Moy 29, 1975, pursvant 1o Section 16 of the Act of Jurie 18, 1954, (48 Stat.
©84). This rasclution is effective os of the date of its adoptlen. .

4 - et v . '
. LR

', COLORADO RIVER TRIBAL COUNCIL

latfon establishing the Native ‘American Heritage Commission, AB - 4239

The foregoing resolution wes an _Decsmbar 7 1979 ‘ duly approved byavoteof
5 for and 1 ogainst, By the Tribal Council of the Calorade Rivar Indlen
) Tribes, pursuant to authority vasted in irby Section _1 (= Article V1 of the
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[uunvn nuTRegs e /Y
C:HBER 7, 1979

. 2
L

project,

HHEREAS. these Tands will continue to be the subject for further
development, use plans and/or preservation.

BE It RESOLVED that the Mohave and other Tribes whose interests are
. effected be consulted immediately prior to and during any
discussions regarding the respective -Indian cultural concerns
involving the disposition of lands,

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that all final decisions permitting ﬁhe use of .
Indian cul tural areas contain a written consent from the ra-
spective Tribe or Tribes setting forth st'lpulat'lons for the

BE IT FINALLY RESOLVED that copies of this reso'lutions be sent to all
the President, Senator Kennedy, state Dalegations, the Gover-
nors of Ar'lzona and California, Bureau of Ind¥an Affairs and -
jts subagencies, southern California and Arizona Indian rasar-
vations, Bureau of Land Management, California Haritage Commission,
Native American Museums Association, Public Service Companies,
Papago Freeway Highway Commission, National Cangress of American
Indians, National Tribal Chairmen’'s Association and others.

¥
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. ' ' RESOLUTION
. ' COLERADG RIVER TRIBAL COUNCIL
. State the pos:.l:iun of -the Colora.do River. Indiazn Tribes vegardis

A Resolution s . 3ntiouities ezeurring wi 2disional. Indlian. tae. AZCA%. AN,
pub‘ic lands

Be it resolved by the Tribal Councii of the Colorado River Indion Tribes, in.regulor meeting

bled on ... Mareh 16, 1279

WHEREAS, there are Indian artifacts found on publiec land and other land
. presently under federal juriscdiction, and

WHEREAS,  said land 'is a Eraalzignal Use area of the Tribés of the Colorzds
River Indian Reservation, and .

h -‘_'WRE!\S, artifacts found were originally made, used, and owned by the
N ancestors of said Tribes, and

"WHEREAS, these artifacts were never gold or otherwise transferred in . .
’ evmership, ond

WHEREAS, some of thesc artifacts and the srea from which they came =3y Se
considered by the Tribes as sacred,

16 19T dulv eoproved by o vote of
il of the Celareds | Ladign
(X, _Acticle —rpniloem.. of the

Canstitution (or By-Lows! of the Tr:bes n:nf d kv the Tribes on"JilE 1%’ 237 ond approved
- " by the Secrerary of the Interior on Hugusi 137 237, pursuont to Section 16 of the Act of June

18, 1934, {48 Stat. $84). This resolution is effective os of the date of its adoption.

COLORADO RIVER TRIBAL COUNCIL

- Approved:
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MARCH 16, 1979
PACE 2

NOW - ‘nmnEFORE BE IT RESOLV!:D that interasted Tribes of the Colondo ?i:va:
Indi.an Reservacion eonaider :hc:zsg!.wa: £he rightfyl owtiers of ‘:hc
artifactrs zcguired from traditional usa and sacred a:cal. i And '
these Tvives througa the Tribal Council wish to reserve the ri;;’n: :
to ultimately deter=ine the dispositlon of both sites znd n::ﬁnc:s
under conszdera:ion. 3 l
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Resolution Ne. L5 Ty

RESOLUTION

COLORADD RIVER TRIBAL COUNCIL

. State the pesition of the Colorzdo River Indien Tribes concerning
A Resolution o A..I::-’.i:¢..!-iﬂ.vc.l92!!‘.2115.....§.|1d...€.¢$.€.§.$...§.9...P.’:‘.b..1.5.[.9...'.5.1.1.‘.1...Rﬁi}fﬁﬁﬁ;.lﬁnéﬁ."‘a’!};ﬁh
ars traditional use zreae by interested membors of the Trikas of

the Colorado River Ipdiap Resaervarion .
Be 1t resolved by the el'rl al Eounci of fﬂe alorade River Indion Tribes, in regular meeting

assembled o ... . Mareh 16, 1979

WHEREAS, develorment or use of traditionzl lands both new and in the future
@1y have impact on the Colorade River Indian Reservation and itg
people, and

WHEREAS, tradirjional, useé areas and sacred areas of the Iribes of the Colorado
Rkiver Indian Reservation are mot all contained within the excernal
boundaries of the Colorado River Indian Reservation, and

WHEREAS, =radisisnsl Indian lands under censideration may also be sacred, and
WHERFAS, hese sacred and traditional use areas hold centinued importanece to

oo

fie Tribes and theiw descendents, and
WHEREZAS, Iribal zovernment is seversipgn, anmd

WHEREAS, che Comgress of the United States ip recepgnition of Tribal sovereigney
fad tradition through an Act have established the right of Native
‘maciesns to practice their own religion (P.1, No. 95-341), and
zolution wes on . Margh 16, 187977 U duly approved by a vote of

Tha

..... fend... ... cgainst, by the Triboi Council of the Colorade River Indian

Trikes, pursuznr to authority vested in it by Section .., Riv)...... JArticle L VT L. of the
y the Tribes on m%ﬂ'l&ﬁsond approved

Censtitution icr Sy.Laws) of the T'rilqg\s', Eﬁﬁﬁid.
by the Secreta-y of the Incerior on Algust 13- ¥ 37, pursuant to Section 16 of the Act of June
1B. 1934, (8 Srar $34). This resalution is effective o5 of the date of its adoption.

COLORAD) RIVER TRIBAL COUNCIL

Approved:

Supcrinl.t.:r'ldcnl
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/" RESQLUTION Ko, R-16-79
" MARGH 16, 1979
7 PAGE 2

the Stace of California has established legislacion to protéct the
Narive Amoeican interests on Public Lands (Public Resources Code,
Bivizion 5, Chapter 1,75, as revised),

WUEZREAS,

WCW, THERKFCRIZ, DE IT RESCLVED that the Tribal Govermment will seek to secure
for Lts people the right of secess and review of use and development
to determine 1f such use is compatible with traditional usage,
Tribal Govermment will not abrogate the Indian people frem these,
rights but will seek to perpectuate the traditional and sacred use

of tradirivaal lands,
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‘Kaibab Band of @a?ute CIndians

January 21, 1999

Mr. Terry Haussler, Project Manager
Federal Highway Administration

555 Zang Street, Room 259
Lakewood, Colerado 80228

Re: Hoover Dam Bypass

Dear Mr. Haussler:

The decision regarding the proposed Sugar Loaf Alternative for the Hoover Dam Bypass
Praject is a decision of great cancern for us of the Kaibab Paiute Tribe.

Tao begin, we look upon the Sugar Loaf Mountain as a sacred entity. An entity that should
not be impacted upon by traffic, peopie, noise, litter, and so forth. Additionally,
consideration for the site as a Traditional Cultural Property hasn't been given. It appears

B8-1 [ that other considerations for foliowing through the mandates of federal statutes, policy,
and regulations also are not being met. What agency assessments regarding this action has
been completed for meeting the National Historic Preservation Act, Executive Order
13007, and Bulletin 38 Guidefines?

It is very important that you reconsider the decisior you are making in this regard. We
await your reply.

Sincerely,

CARMEN M. BRADL]
Chairperson

CMB:vgj
ce:  KPT Tribai Manager
So. Paiute Consortium File

Tribal Affairs Building
HC 65 Box 2 Phone {520)643-7245
Pipe Spring, Arizona 86022 Fax  (520)643-7260

o \

US Department Centrai Federal Lands 555 Zang Strast, Room 258
of Tansponanon Highway Civisicn Lakewood, CO 80228
Federal Highway
Administration
FEB 2 3 1959
[n Reply Refer To:
HPD-16

Ms. Carmen M. Bradley
Chairperson

Kaibab Band of Paiute Indians
HC 65, Box 2

Pipe Spring, AZ 86022

Dear Ms. Bradley:

Just yesterday 1 received your letter dated January 21, 1999, concerning the Hoover Dam Bypass
Project. I cannot explain the reason for the delay in my receiving the letter. If the delay occurred
at this end, I apalogize fot not responding earlier.

We acknowledge your concerns with the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative. We are proceading
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 {ines, and other Hoover Dam appurtenances.

The guidelines in NPS Bulletin 38, Guidelines for Evaluating and Documenting Traditional
Cuitural Properties, are being followed to evaiuate potential Traditionat Cultural Properties
(TCP’s). The requirements in Executive Order 13007, Aceess to Sacred Sites, will also be met so
that access to sacred areas is accommodated.

The Federal Highway Administration will initiate the Section 106 consultation process with the
State Historic Preservation Offices in Arizona and Nevada sometime within the next six weeks.
This consultation will include our eligibility recommendations for traditional cultural properties,
as well as for historic and prehistoric features. In the meantime, we are proceeding with the Final
EIS with Sugarloaf Mountain as the preferred altemative. Please keep in mind that the final
decision will not be made until the Record of Decision is issued this fall,

We appreciate vour comments and concerns on this important project. If you have any questions
or concerns, feel tree to contact me at (303) 716-2116.

Sincerely yvours,

Loy Rbrerien
Terry K. Haussler
Project Manager
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B9

Las Vegas Indian Center, Inc.

February 10, 1999

Mr. Terry K. Haussler, PE

Project Manager - Hoover Dam Bypass
555 Zang Street, Room 259
Lakewood, Colorado 80228

Dear Mr. Haussler:

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 opporfunity
to further explain the Rapid Cultural Assessment that was conducted in coflaboration with the
University of Arizona-Tucson.

1 am pleased to learn of your commitment to working closely with the culturally affiliated tribes and
organizations in this effort. As you have no doubt now found out, the project is full of a host of
complex issues, especially those surrounding the American Indian perspective. The Sugarloaf
Alternative that has been designated as the preferred alternative will significantly impact an extremely
sensitive and significant site that has immense cultural implications. Based upon the discussions with
numerous tribal representatives, there appears to be adequate information to designate Sugarloaf
B9-1 | Mountain as both a sacred site and a Traditional Cultural Property (TCP), as defined in National
Register Bulletin No. 38. As I shared with you during our recent meeting, Builetin 38 establishes the
ctiteria for designation, of a TCP. These guidelines should not be interpreted as limiting the size of
area, but rather to identify a well defined unit that can be clearly substantiated.

T am glad to learn that your office had made contact with the Fort Mojave Tribe in Needles,
California. It is my understanding that based upon the correspondence that you received, they chose
B9-2 | not to participate. Your efforts in this regard zre 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 [ 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 discuss some of the
cultural concerns surrounding this project. Ilook forward to working closely with your office and
assisting in the development of acceptable mitigation measures.

sincgr'glys-’7 i
‘ L Qold - /

Richard W.

Executive Director
2300 WEST BONANZA ROAD + LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89106 » {702) 647-5842 » FAX (702) 647-2647

Q

US.Department Central Fedetal Lands 555 Zang Street, Room 259
of ransporiaton Highway Division Lakewood, CO 80228
Federal Highway
Administration
FEB 22 1955
In Reply Refer To:
HFD-16

Mr. Richard Amold
Executive Director

I.as Vegas Indian Center, Inc.
2300 West Bonanza Road
Las Vegas, NV 89106

Dear Mr. Amold:

Thank you for meeting with Mr. Jim Roller and myself in your office on February 9. It was
interesting to learn more about the Las Vegas Indian Center, as well as seme of the Native
American history along the Colorado River.

Afer our meeting, we received your letter dated February 10. In your letter, you referred to the
additional coordination that we have initiated with the Fort Mohave Tribe, Your understanding
was that they chose not to participate in the Hoover Dam Bypass studies. That is not necessarily
the case. We have sent them additional information and have requested their written comments.

We have also received your letter on behalf of the Pahrump Paiute Tribe, dated January 6, and
the letter from the Las Vegas Indian Center, dated January 7. These letters were regarding our
selection of the Sugarloaf Mountain Aliernative as the preferred alternative in the Final EIS. The
selection of the Sugarioaf Mountain Alternative was based on minimizing environmental
impacts, especially since the corridor has been previously disturbed with roads and transmission
fines.

Now that a preferred alternative has been identified, our office will initiate the Section 106
consultation process with the State Historic Preservation Offices in Arizona and Nevada. This
consultation will include our eligibility recommendations for traditional cultural properties
(TCP), as well as for historic and prehistoric features. The TCP analysis will use NPS Bulletin
38 as a guide. The requirements in Executive Order 13007, Access to Sacred Sites, will be met
so that access to sacred areas is accommodated.

SCO/LAW2664.DOC/003672584
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We are proceeding with the Final EIS with Sugarloaf Mountain as the preferred alternative,
Please keep in mind that the final decision wiil not be made untit the Record of Decision is
issued this fall.

We apprectate your comments and concerns on this important project. Please feel free to contact -
me at (303) 716-2116.

Sincerely yours,

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

be: T, Haussler

J. Bingham, CH2M HILL, 3 Huiton Center Drive, Suite 200, Santa Ana, CA 92707
yec: reading file
TKHAUSSLER:jm:2/19/99:L\design\hoover\amold. wpd
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1404 Colorado Street
Boulder City, NV 89005
{702) 293-4051

T T T T M

American Indian Chamber of Commerce
of Nevada B10

v w.w

17 February 1999

Terry Haussler, Projcet Director
Federal Highway Administration
535 Zang Street.
‘Rodm 259
.:Lakéwood,’CO 80228

'l')cai-,M?,T:ﬁussler:

pyi-pqééyof this letter is 1o express the concerns that American Indian Chamber of Comunerce of
Nevada (AICCN) has regarding the proposed bridge across the Colorado River below Hoover Dam:

B10-1 y oppese the construction of roads or bridges on sacred Indian ground.

2. We: strongly recommend consideration of the following alternative o building a bridge over the
~.Colorada River: Allow only automobile traffic on Highway 93 between Boulder City and Kingman.

oiite’ truaek: traffic between Boulder City and Kingman throngh Searchlight via Highway 95 and
rstate-30. . Further, use a portion of the funds earmarked for the proposcd .bridge 1o widen

avoid construction on sacred lndian ground.
uld stop trucks from traveling over the Hoover:

thgt;voiding possibie spillage of dar) z .
iotigh oY Seacehiioh is 4 slightty longer

e highway throughi (oF possibl ke aret
and Boulder CHtit miy actually be shorter fime-wise
Nay ig leted = "This improved highway would also provide

B E r@@@:ﬁﬂo@ﬁtgmm\'a to traveling over the dam. Thus, it would
ng "ﬂe_qreaﬁiﬁng?ﬂﬁst automabile traffic over the dam and through Boulder City, The
mmmbbﬂé'tta!g}?ﬁibugh Boulder City would most likely be tourists that visit the dam

and/or avail thepgelVies of Boulder City businesses.

B10-2

.5 miltion dollars of Burcau of Indian Affairs (BIA) funds
altematives. This fact should be confirmed and, if true,
ifit of American Indians, should be restored to the BIA.

810-3 3. Kisour undersl:andﬁ;g

4. We recommend an a@gdum to lhe bridge wsrudy. This study should invite public opinion and

address the following fskugs:
B10-4 a. Why wasn’t an altemative route studicd for cost-comparison?
b. Was the cost of destmction of sacred Indians land considered at all?
c.  Was the cost of improving the roads on either side of the Dam considered?
d. What other hidden costs, financial or not, arc a potential threat to Bowlder City, Lake Mead

National Park and the Indian communty?

Q

US.Department Central Federal Lands 555 Zang Sireet, Room 259
of Transportation Highway Divisicn Lakewcod, CO 80228
Federal Highway
Administration
March 12, 1999 In Reply Refer To:
HPD-16

Mr, Larry Morales, President

American Indian Chamber of Commerce of Nevada
14034 Colorado Strect

Boulder City, NV 89005

Dear Mr. Morales:

We have received your letter dated February 17, 1999, regarding our selection of a preferred alternative on
the Hoover Dam Bypass praject. 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 iines, and other Hoover Dam appurtenances.

Your letter addressed four specific concerns. Following is a response to each:
1. Concerns with impacts to sacred Indian ground

The guidelines in NPS Builetin 38, Guidelines for Evatuating and Documenting Traditional Cultural
Properites, are being followed to evaluate potential Traditional Cultural Properties {TCP"s), The
requirements in Executive Ovder 13007, Access ta Sacred Sites, will also be met so that access to
sacred areas is accommodated, ’

2. Recommendation to require truckers to use the U.S. 95 and 1-40 corridors

This altcrnative was considered and dismissed in Chapter 2 of the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS), Per your request, a copy of the DEIS is enclosed, A similar alternative, the
Laughlin-Bullhead City Alternative, was studied in more detail and dismissed for similar reasons. The
Laughlin-Bullhcad City study is included in the XEIS as Appendix 2. These alternatives were
dismissed for two primary reasons:

+  They do not meet a primary objective of the Hoover Dam Bypass Project, which is to remove
through traffic from Hoover Dam. Although trucks ceuld be restricted from crossing at Hoover
Darn (if a reasonable alternative was available}, velicular through traffic would continue to use
the Hoover Dam crossing.

*  The U.S. 53 route is 23 miles shorter than the Laughlin-Bullhead City route and 70 miles shorter
than the U.8. 95/[-40 route. The indirect costs associated with this additional distance are
enormous - approximately $770 miltion over a 20-year period for the Laughlin-Bullhcad City
route alone, The indirect costs of the U.S, 95/1-40 route have not been computed, but would be
praportionately higher than the Laughlin-Builhead City route. These indirect costs arc based on
typical operating, vehicle, and maintenance costs - $0.32 per mile for cars and $1.00 per mile for
trucks. Also, there would be costs and impacts associated with the additional accidents that
would result and from the additional air pollution that would be generated because of the

SCO/LAW2664.DOC/003672584
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American Indian Chamber of Commerce
of Nevada

Page Two

Please don’t take these concems lightly. Wo are awarc that other groups have similar concerns and hope
that you understand we all want what is best for all people. Additionally, we would appreciate if you
would send us the Environmental Impact Study and the related Hoover Dam Bypass update lesters,

Respectfully submitted,

@ﬁr{y{nﬂes

President

Ce: Richard Amold, Las Vegas Indian Center

Fred Dexter, Sierra Club
Nevada Indian Environmental Cealition

additional distance. These costs have not been computed.
3. Understanding that BIA funds were used to conduct the bridge study

There have not been BIA funds used for any of the studies. The studies have been funded by the
Bureau of Reclamation, the FHWA, 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 of the impacts to lands considered sacred by Native Americans has not been computed.
This would be very difficult, if not impossible, to quantify.

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

D. We da not believe there are “hidden” costs or impacts associated with this project. Certainly there
are indirect and cumulative impacts. Thesc are addressed in Chapter 5 of the 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 culrural praperties, as weil as for historic and
prehistoric features. Tn 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
Dccision 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 arc also being added to our mailing list to receive copies of future newsletters. 17
you have any additional questions or concerns, feel free to contact me at (303) 716-2116.

Sincerely yours,

S5/

Terry K. Haussler, P.E.
EES Manager

Enclosures
be: T, Haussler

Mr, Jeff Bingham, CH2ZM RILL, 3 Hutton Center Drive, Suite 200, Santa Ana, CA 92707
THAUSSLER:3/12/99:L: Design\Hoover\tribes4.wpd
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Fax: (702} 293-583

Board of Directors
S
I
President

Larry Moruales
Integrity Dodge B11-1

Vice President
Karl Simecka
Arrowhead Technalagies. Inc.

Ireasarer
Karla Simecka Keen
Arrowhead Technologics, Inc.

Secretary
Joanna Rouse

STF Development !

Diregtor
Linda Gray

Amerindiap

Director
Bob Crow
Arrowhead Technologies

Founding Members
———ipi— i
Stail Rusiness Administration
BankWest af Nevada
STP Development
Arrowhead Technologics, Tnc.

Indian Chamber of Commerce

B11

14 April 1999

Mr. Arthur E. Hamilten, P. E.

Program Manager, Federal Lands Highway
U. 8. Department of Transportation
Federal Highway Administration

400 Seventh Street 5. W,

Washington, D. C. 20590

Dear Mr. Hamilton:

This i in response to your leter dated 5 April 1999, M. Larry 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, | want
to thank you for your expeditious reply to Semator Bryan’s request to review M.
Morales’ letter, and to Mr. Terry Haussler, CFLHD, Denver for his earlier response o
Mr. Morales’ letter expressing concerns about the Hoover Dam Bypass Project. It
appears your agency has conducted a very thorough study and has minimized adverse
impact to the environment and culturs, I am particularly pleased that yvou have consulted
many fribes or tribal organizations and that you are continuing to do so in an effort to
minimize construction on sacred Indian ground.

Qur Board of Directors has been briefed on the responses we received from you and Mr.
Haussler and is in agreement that this is 2 closed issue as far as we are concerned. Again,
thank you for providing us the facts,

Respectinily submitted,

L01..'nﬁcmr ; w / '
is Greene - iy
Rank West e M 5./7\-:-.4 ’4—_

Karl D. Simecka
President

Ce: The Honorable Richard H. Bryan
United States Senare

Terry Haussier, Project Director
Federal Highway Adminismation

SCO/LAW2664.DOC/003672584
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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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B12-1

B12-2

B12-3

B12-4

B12-5

B12

April 26, 1999 Reference: HPD-16

Terry K. Haussler, P.E.

U.S. Dept, of Transportation
Federal Highway Administration
553 Zang Strect, Room 2359
Lakewood, CO 80228

Dear Mr. Haussler:

Thank vou for the subject material regarding the Hoover Dam Bypass Proposal for
construction of an additional bridge ever the Colorado River to alleviate the heavy vehicle
traffic flow and influx of tourist at the Dam, We appreciate the contact and solicitation for
tribal input from the AHAMAK AV CULTURAL SOCIETY

Of utmost concern regarding the praject is the possible negative impact on futare burial
siles. We are aware human remains and associated funerary objects have been unearthed
at Willow Beach and nearby locations through archaeological surveys, floodwaters,
excavations and probably also through sgme inadvertent discoveries.

The Maojave People of the lower Colorado River began their sxistence on carth in the
Black Canyorn/Spirit Mountain locale -- where sfill is witnessed the caves, rock shetters,
petroglyphs, trails, and wherein lie the source of Mojave legends and songs. These
fraditionai lands extend to fhe present Blythe, CA area,

Although the Mojave has always cremated their dead, including associated funerary,
religions and ccremonial objects, there remuins a deep concemn for possible future
discoveries. Therefore, we sirongly urge P.L. 106 compliance in addition to: 2) Prohibiting
photography for public use in any manner, b) Divulgence of burial sites, c) If tribal
permission allows analysis procedure of remains, that no destructive material be utilized in
the performance, d) Completion of the analysis in a timely manner, ¢) Return of remains,
el ab, to initial site for reinternment if arca safe, f) Contact of proper affiliated inibe,
otherwise, for other arrangements.

An additional concern is for the endangered wildlife species in the project area; namely,
the torteise and the eagle. What protection/preservation measures would be provided?
Might future removal fo other sites be considered if necessary?

Irregardless of the route and bridge site selected by FHWA, Federal Highwavs
Administration, Traditional Culiuzal Properties would be affected to some degree.
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Ms. Elda Buter

Dircetor

AHAMAKAV CULTURAL SOCIETY
P.O. Box 5990

Mohave Vailey, AZ 86440

Dear Ms. Butler:

Thank you for your letter dated April 26, 1999, with your comments and concerns about the
Hoaver Dam Bypass project. Your concerns are similar 10 those we heard from other tribcs
during the ethnographic intervicws 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 corridors. Because the terrain is very steep and recky throughout most of the
project arca, 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 thai
area. Appropriate procedures will be followed, including the notification of tribal
representatives.

During the biological surveys, no bald cagle roosting sites were found in the project arca.
Additional surveys will be done prior to construction. 1f any perch sites or roosting sitcs are
found, consuitation 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 biclogist 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 Allernative as the preferred
alternative. During our telephone conversation this week, you indicated that you prefer the
Promontory Point Alternative aver the Sugarioaf Mountain Alternative. As we discussed, both
of these alternatives have less environmental impacts than the Gold Strike Canyon Alteroative,
Both alternatives arc located less than 1/3 mile from the dam and both use coridars that are
already largely disturbed. Most agencies and organizations prefer the Sugarloaf Mountain
Alternative becausc 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 Promontary
Point Alternative requires the longest bridge of the three “build” alternatives, because it spans
across Lake Mead. Even though we arc proposing a “containment” system to capiure any
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Thank you. Pleas¢ notify us of future undertakings which may be of concemn 1o the
Mojave.

Sincerely yours.

Flda Butler, Director

AHAMAKAV CULTURAL SOCIETY
P.0). Box 5990

Mohave Valley, A7 86440

EB:do

ce: Mr. Allzn Gross, Hallock and Gross. 517 W. University Dr., Tempe, AZ 85281

hazardous matcrial spills on the bridge, we have received several comments with coneerns about
the possibility of contaminating Lake Mead - a major source of drinking water for southem
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 Stale 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 lime to review the Draft EIS and to provide your comments to us.
We will be contacting you later this summer as we continue to coordinate with interested tribes.
If you wish to discuss our selection of the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative, or if you have any
other questions or cotnments, please feel free to contact me at (303) 716-2116 or Jim Raoiler,
Project Manager, at (303) 716-20009.

Sincerely yours,

Dy K Rsecrntn

Terry K. Haussler, P.E.
EIS Manager
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