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D32 Hordan, Bill
Response to Comment D32-1
FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative,
with the proposed mitigation measures, as the preferred alternative.
Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS discusses the rationale for its selection.
Hoover Dam may be visible from high-profile vehicles traveling over the
Sugarloaf Mountain bridge; however, the high elevation of the bridge,
relative to the dam, and the safety rail will minimize viewing opportunities.
The EIS (Section 3.8.2.2) states that there will be no stopping for views of
the dam on the new bridge.  Parking, pedestrians, and bicycles on the
bridge would create a safety hazard.  However, in anticipation of great
public desire for views of Hoover Dam from the new bridge on the
Sugarloaf Mountain alignment, FHWA will study the technical feasibility
of a separate viewing facility associated with the bridge (see response to
Comment A12-2).

D33 Cody, Georgi
Response to Comment D33-1
FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative,
with the proposed mitigation measures, as the preferred alternative on the
basis of minimizing environmental impacts, engineering and operational
advantages, and lower construction cost.  Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS
discusses the rationale for this decision.  The preferred alternative resolves
the negative impacts associated with the No Build Alternative and the LBA.
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D34 Pollock, Doug
Response to Comment D34-1
The Nelson Alternative, utilizing the Nevada 165 corridor and U.S. 95, was
evaluated and eliminated from further consideration primarily because it
would require construction of about 12 miles of new roadway causing
greater environmental impacts and at higher cost.  For example, it would
impact approximately 491 acres of Section 4(f) land in the LMNRA (see EIS
Section 2.5 and Table 2-1).



RESPONSES TO THE PUBLIC HEARING TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS
LAS VEGAS, NEVADA, OCTOBER 15, 1998

SCO/LAW2666.DOC/003672586 D-41

          



RESPONSES TO THE PUBLIC HEARING TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS
LAS VEGAS, NEVADA, OCTOBER 15, 1998

SCO/LAW2666.DOC/003672586 D-42

D35 Anonymous
Response to Comment D35-1
For detailed discussion of the rationale for eliminating the LBA
(Route 95/163/68), please see EIS Section 2.5 and responses to
Comments B1-5, B1-7, C7-2, C7-3, C7-4, and C7-9.

Moving the crossing downstream essentially increases the risk of impacting
water for millions of people located in southern Arizona and California.  If
a spill were to occur at the Laughlin crossing, the potential for impacting
the water for several aqueducts located downstream becomes greater (see
response to Comment D31-1).

The USFWS has stated that the LBA would affect critical habitat for the
desert tortoise, and increased traffic in the area would result in substantial
direct and indirect impacts to the tortoise.  Furthermore, the LBA might
have economic benefits for communities along this route; however, this is
not part of the purpose and need for the Hoover Dam bypass (see response
to Comments B1-2 and B1-5).

See response to Comment B1-4, which discusses the rationale for
concluding that the Boulder City/U.S. 93 Corridor Study is a separate
project with independent utility.
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D36 Quinn, Pat
Response to Comment D36-1
The construction of a bridge on the Willow Beach alignment is not an
acceptable alternative.  As explained in the EIS Executive Summary, this
route was eliminated from further consideration because it requires about
19 additional miles of new highway construction, resulting in substantially
greater environmental impacts – most notably impacts to Section 4(f) lands
(public park and recreational areas) – and higher costs.  See response to
Comments C4-1, C4-2, C4-3, and C4-4.

See Sections 2.6.2 and 2.6.3 in the FEIS and response to Comments C3-1,
C11-6, and E4-1 for discussion about the Gold Strike Canyon Alternative
and the reasons that the Sugarloaf Mountain alignment was identified as
the preferred alternative.  The Gold Strike Canyon Alternative has the most
severe impact on desert bighorn sheep, has the highest cost of the three
near-dam alternatives, and would adversely impact a popular hiking trail
through Gold Strike Canyon to the hot springs.

Similar to Gold Strike Canyon, construction of the Sugarloaf Mountain
Alternative will all be done on new alignment, except at the tie-in points
with existing U.S. 93 in Nevada and Arizona.  Hence, disruption of U.S. 93
traffic and dam activities will be minimized.
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D37 Hughes, Nicholas M.
Response to Comment D37-1
See Sections 2.6.2 and 2.6.3 in the FEIS and response to Comments C3-1,
C11-6, and E4-1 for discussion about the Gold Strike Canyon Alternative
and the reasons that the Sugarloaf Mountain alignment was identified as
the preferred alternative.  The Gold Strike Canyon Alternative shortens the
distance between the U.S. 93/95 interchange in Nevada and Kingman,
Arizona, by less than 1 mile when compared to the Promontory Point and
Sugarloaf Mountain Alternatives (see EIS Table 2-1).  Hence, the difference
in distance is negligible.

Similar to Gold Strike Canyon, construction of the Sugarloaf Mountain
Alternative will all be done on new alignment, except at the tie-in points
with existing U.S. 93 in Nevada and Arizona.  Hence, disruption of U.S. 93
traffic and dam activities will be minimized.



RESPONSES TO THE PUBLIC HEARING TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS
LAS VEGAS, NEVADA, OCTOBER 15, 1998

SCO/LAW2666.DOC/003672586 D-46

          



RESPONSES TO THE PUBLIC HEARING TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS
LAS VEGAS, NEVADA, OCTOBER 15, 1998

SCO/LAW2666.DOC/003672586 D-47

D38 Lachase, Dennis
Response to Comment D38-1
FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative,
with the proposed mitigation measures, as the preferred alternative on the
basis of minimizing environmental impacts, engineering and operational
advantages, and lower construction cost.  Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS
discusses the rationale for this decision.

See response to Comment B1-4.
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