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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E1-1
FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative,

with the proposed mitigation measures, as the preferred alternative on the
basis of minimizing environmental impacts, engineering and operational
advantages, and lower construction cost. Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS
discusses the rationale for this decision.

One of the primary reasons the Promontory Point Alternative was not
identified as the preferred alternative was the concern expressed by
numerous agencies and citizens about the risk of a hazardous material spill
into Lake Mead. Because the bridge length over water is shorter for the
Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative than the Promontory Point Alternative,
there is less of a chance for spilled materials or falling debris from the
bridge to enter the water. It is proposed to install a spill containment
system on the bridge to collect and contain pollutants in the event of an
accident. The system would collect the material and convey it to settling
basins off of the bridge. The system would also collect roadway pollutants

from storm runoff.

See Sections 2.6.2 and 2.6.3 in the FEIS and response to Comments C3-1,
C11-6, and E4-1 for discussion about the Gold Strike Canyon Alternative
and the reasons that the Sugarloaf Mountain alignment was identified as
the preferred alternative. The Gold Strike Canyon Alternative would
adversely impact a popular hiking trail through Gold Strike Canyon to the

hot springs.
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E2-1

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

Comment E1-1 above, which explains some of the reasons that the
Promontory Point and Gold Strike Canyon Alternatives are not preferred.

FHWA will continue to serve as the lead agency for construction of the

U.S. 93 bypass. One of the project delivery options considered by FHWA
was the “design-build” method. Under this method, the new bridge could
conceivably be built faster because construction can commence sooner,
during the design process, rather than later, as under the traditional process
which is “design-bid-build.” However, the need for consultation with a
Design Advisory Panel during the engineering phase to ensure historic
compatibility of design elements with the NHL makes design-build
infeasible.
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E3-1

FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative,
with the proposed mitigation measures, as the preferred alternative on the
basis of minimizing environmental impacts, engineering and operational
advantages, and lower construction cost. Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS
discusses the rationale for this decision. The preferred alternative resolves
the negative impacts associated with the No Build Alternative (e.g., the
steep grades approaching the dam, hairpin turns, and the risk of truck
accidents on the dam crossing contaminating the waters of Lake Mead and
the Colorado River).

For detailed discussion of the rationale for eliminating the LBA
(Route 95/163/68), please see EIS Section 2.5 and responses to
Comments B1-5, B1-7, C7-2, C7-3, C7-4, and C7-9.
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E4-1

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

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

The Gold Strike Canyon alternative, although 0.1 mile shorter than the
preferred alternative, has the poorest horizontal and vertical alignments. It
also has a curve at each end of the proposed bridge. The profile grade is by
far the worst of the three build alternatives and includes more than

2.5 miles of grades steeper than 5 percent. The preferred alternative has
only 0.5 mile of grades steeper than 5 percent.
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E5-1

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

The EIS (Section 3.8.2.2) states that there will be no stopping for views of
the dam on the new bridge. Parking, pedestrians, and bicycles on the new
bridge would create a safety hazard. Providing scenic overlooks with
views of the dam on the Nevada or Arizona approaches to the Sugarloaf
Mountain bridge is infeasible due to the roadway being cut into the
mountain on both sides of the bridge, with no space for parking areas, and
rock walls blocking the lines of sight (see EIS Figures 2-9, 2-10, 3-9, and
3-10). However, in anticipation of great public desire for views of Hoover
Dam from the new bridge on the Sugarloaf Mountain alignment, FHWA
will study the technical feasibility of a separate viewing facility associated
with the bridge (see response to Comment A12-2).

NDOT and ADOT conducted a financial feasibility study to determine
viable funding sources for the Hoover Dam bypass (see EIS Section 2.9).
The study assessed toll crossings and other financing options. A toll facility
would require legislative action by both states and is not supported by
NDOT or ADOT.
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E6-1 N _
The author has been added to the permanent mailing list for the U.S. 93

Hoover Dam Bypass Project.
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E7-1

See Sections 2.6.2 and 2.6.3 in the FEIS for discussion about the Gold Strike
Canyon Alternative and the reasons that the Sugarloaf Mountain alignment
was identified as the preferred alternative. The Gold Strike Canyon
Alternative, although 0.1 mile shorter than the preferred alternative, has the
poorest horizontal and vertical alignments. It also has a curve at each end
of the proposed bridge. The profile grade is by far the worst of the three
build alternatives and includes more than 2.5 miles of grades steeper than 5
percent. The preferred alternative has only 0.5 mile of grades steeper than
5 percent. Gold Strike Canyon also has the most severe impact on desert
bighorn sheep, has the highest cost of the three near-dam alternatives, and
would adversely impact a popular hiking trail through Gold Strike Canyon
to the hot springs.

For detailed discussion of the rationale for eliminating the LBA

(Route 95/163/68), please see EIS Section 2.5 and Appendix B, and
responses to Comments B1-5, B1-7, C7-2, C7-3, C7-4, and C7-9. In
November 1999, NDOT began an environmental study for improvements
to the segment of U.S. 93 between the Wagonwheel interchange and the
Hacienda Hotel. In programming this project, NDOT determined that the
Boulder City/U.S. 93 Corridor project is completely independent from the
Hoover Dam bypass in terms of its purpose and need, as well as its
potential social and environmental impacts. In discussions with EPA
concerning the cumulative impacts of the Hoover Dam bypass, they
concluded that the dam bypass does not result in direct, indirect, or
cumulative socioeconomic impacts related to Boulder City (personal
communication, Dave Carlson, EPA, February 11, 1999).
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E8-1

Projected 20-year user costs were calculated for each of the three build
alternatives and the No Build condition. Total user costs were aggregated
from five independent cost categories: capital cost, vehicle-use costs, cost of
time, cost of accidents, and maintenance costs. As stated in the EIS, the
U.S. 93 Hoover Dam bypass would be completed in 2007; therefore, the
20-year user costs are calculated for the period from 2007 to 2027.

The analysis resulted in a determination of the 20-year user costs for each
alternative, as follows:

* No Build
e Promontory Point

$1,247,750,000 (5.5 miles)
$ 654,380,000 (4.0 miles)
» Sugarloaf Mountain $ 608,320,000 (3.7 miles)
» Gold Strike Canyon $ 621,090,000 (3.6 miles)
All of the alternatives are considered to begin at a point 1,000 feet east of

the Hacienda Hotel (Nevada) and end at Milepost 1.2 (Arizona). Specific
distances of alternatives are shown in parentheses above.

A detailed explanation of the user cost analysis, including the approach
and assumptions, is presented in Appendix B of the FEIS.
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E9-1

FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative,
with the proposed mitigation measures, as the preferred alternative on the
basis of minimizing environmental impacts, engineering and operational
advantages, and lower construction cost. Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS
discusses the rationale for this decision. The preferred alternative resolves
the negative impacts associated with the No Build Alternative (e.g., the
steep grades approaching the dam, hairpin turns, and the risk of truck
accidents on the dam crossing contaminating the waters of Lake Mead and

the Colorado River).

The EIS (Section 3.8.2.2) states that there will be no stopping for views of
the dam on the new bridge because parking, pedestrians, and bicycles on
the bridge would create a safety hazard.

The method of project delivery may influence the type of bridge selected
for construction. Under the “design-build” method, design competitors
would recommend innovative approaches and alternate designs (e.g., steel
or concrete deck arch versus cable-stayed suspension) to ensure least cost,
while maintaining architectural compatibility. See response to

Comment E2-1 regarding the design-build approach.
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E10-1

FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative,
with the proposed mitigation measures, as the preferred alternative on the
basis of minimizing environmental impacts, engineering and operational
advantages, and lower construction cost. Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS
discusses the rationale for this decision.
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E11-1

Please see response to Comment C3, which is Mr. Richard Bravo’s detailed
October 25, 1998, letter and attached table entitled: Reasons to Discontinue
Consideration of the Gold Strike Canyon Alternative for the Hoover Dam Bypass.
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THE REASONS TO DISCONTINUE COSIDERATION OF THE GOLD STRIKE
CANYON ALTERNATIVE FOR THE HOOVER DAM BYPASS

A Targeted Review of the Hoover Dam Bypass Draft Environmental Impact
Staternent and Section 4{f} Evaluation Dated 9/14/98

Prepared by Richard J. Brave

rbravo@anv.net

ITEM REFERENCE PAGE | COMMENT
Project ES-2 The Gold Strike Canyon Alternative (GSCA) cost
Cost ES-3 estimate is 5.4% higher than that for the

Promaontory Point Alternative (PPA) and 8.6%
higher than the Sugaricaf Mountain Alternative
(SMA) estimate,

Preject 217 Although the GSCA construction requires as

Construc- 2-31 much as & years, all three alternatives are

tion Period 2.32 planned for completion in 2007, GSCA is not
likely to be completed before 2008. The Table 3-
22 figures on page 3-114 do not seem tg be
cansisteni with the 5 and 5-6 year figures used
elsewhere.

Noise Table ES-1 ES-4 Only the GSCA causes a substantial increase in
3-13 operational noise level {more than 15dBA) under
3-14 FHWA, NDOT and ADQT noise abaternent
4.1 policies. This noise level exceeds standards.
8-25
Habitat Table 3-13 327 G8CA disturbs 3.4 times as much previously
previously undisturbed habitat as does PPA and 3.8 times
undisturbed as much as does SMA_

Cliff Habitat Table 3-13 3-27 (GSCA affects 3.0 times as much crilical cliff
habitat as does PPA and 9.1 times as much as
does SMA

Biclogical Table ES-1 ES-4 ' The GSCA disturbs 18 times as much desert

Resources Table 3-13 3-27 wash habitat as does the PPA and 37 times as
much as does SMA.

Biological Table ES-1 ES-4 The GSCA causes the loss of 1.5% more

Resources Tabis 3-14 3-29 marginal desert torfoise habitat than does PPA
and 9.2% more than does SMA_

Biological Table ES-1 ES-4 The GSCA impacts 2.2 limes as much bighom

Resources Table 3-14 3-29 sheep l[aming habitat as does PPA and 2.75

Table 3-15 3-30 times as much as does SMA. Three times as
many sheep water resources are disrupted by
GSCA as by either cther alterative.
General Table 313 3-27 The general quaiity of the habitat affected by
Habitat GSCA is much highar than that affected by either
concems PPA or SMA.

Develeped Table 3-18 3-60 The totat developed acreage is 15% less for

Acreage GSCA than for PPA and 7% less than SMA. This
would seem to favar the GSCA, however the
quality of the GSCA acreage is much higher (see
abovea).

SCO/LAW2667.DOC/003672587

RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING



ITEM | REFERENCE PAGE COMMENT

Water | Table ES-1 ES-4 GSCA has the greatest potential for construction
Resources ‘ impacts.

Cuttural Table ES-1 ES-5 Both PPA and SMA are claimed to have adverse
Resources 3-48 effects on the histerical visuat setting of Hoover

! 3-49 Dam, while GSCA does not. The DEIS states

' 3-86 that only the SMA, visuai impact can be miligated
by the use of suitable design and materials. It

I seems obvious that the PPA visual impact can be
mitigated by the same techniques that would be
used for the SMA. These visual effect opinions
werg given more than eight years ago and they
should be critically re-evaluated. There is no way
o mitigate the visual effect that the GSCA would
have on Gold Strike Canyon. Regardless of the
alternative selected, the new facilities will be
visible from at least one viewpoint.

Cufural Table ES-1 ES-5 Five historic features eligible for, or listed in, the
Resources NRHF are potentially impacted by GSCA versus

) four for gither PPA or SMA.
Section 4{f) Table £S-1 £5-5 1.46 times as much 4(f) land is impacted by
Table 6-1 &-7 GSCA as is by PPA, 1.22 times as much 4{f) lang
: is impacted by GSCA as is by SMA.
Visual | Table ES-1 ES-5 Qnly the GSCA would forever alter the view of
Resources I Goid Strike Canyon. There are no other geo-
thermally active canyons like GGl Strike befow
| | the Grand Canyon, and maybe above it as well..
Recreation | Tabte £5-1 ES-5 Qnly the GSCA would close the Gold Strike
Resources | Canyan hiking trail for 5-6 years. 1t would also
| result in a bridge that, in itself, is not likely to be a
tourist attraction.

Fills in J Table 3-16 3-31 The required temporary and permanent fills for
Waters of | GSCA are much higher than for either PPA or
the Us. | SMA.

Roadway 3-37 Only 29% of the GSCA roadway has a grade less

Profiles than 3%, compared to 88 ta 0% for PPA and

SMA. This typically increases erosion,
Water 337 Recause of the steep slapes involved, GSCA is
Guality 3-38 feli to have the greatest potential for impacting
live water quality from erosion toth during
construclion and under operationai conditions.
Archealo- 3-50 Both the FPA and SMA APEs have two
gical Sites 4-2 archeological sites, the GSCA APE has none.
Unavoidable adverse impacts will occur at these
sites.

Cuiturai Table E5-3 ES-10 There are five historic features endangered by
Resource the construction of the GSCA, and four each for
Effects, PPA and SMA. Sorme mitigation of this danger,
Mitigation other than SHPO consultation, needs 10 be

Measures implemented,

SCO/LAW2667.DOC/003672587
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ITEM__ | REFERENCE PAGE COMMENT
Land Table ES-3 ES-11, | Only GSCA requires the installation of a 7000-
Use/section 3-15 foat-long noise barier to even approach
4(f) Effects, compliance with federal and state noise
Mitigation abatement policies. It is not clear whether the
Measures | tonsiderable cost of this barrier is included in the
$215 million cost estimate for GSCA.
Visual f Tahle ES-3 Es-11 Na coloring of concrete or steel will allow the
Resource ‘ highway to blend in with the natural scenic
Effects, beauly of Gold Strike Canyon.
Mitigation
Measures
101 4/98/RIB
s
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also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228,
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E12-1

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

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

The profile grade for the Gold Strike Canyon Alternative is by far the worst
of the three build alternatives and includes more than 2.5 miles of grades
steeper than 5 percent. The preferred alternative has only 0.5 mile of
grades steeper than 5 percent.
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E13-1

Federal contracting regulations will be adhered to, including Davis-Bacon

rates to establish minimum labor rates. The federal government has no

control over contractors using union or nonunion labor. The contractor(s)

shall be responsible for their own hiring practices.
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E14-1

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

early 2001. After the ROD, engineering of the roadways and bridges will be
completed, and construction should begin by 2002 and be finished in 2007.

As stipulated in the EIS, the dam crossing will stay open to automobiles,
recreational vehicles, pedestrians, and bicyclists after the bypass route is
constructed (see EIS Section 3.9.2.1, Bicyclists and Pedestrians). This
commitment to keeping the dam crossing open to tourists will also be
adopted in the ROD for this project. Detailed traffic analysis will be
completed during final design to determine whether at-grade crossings or
grade-separated interchanges are required to accommodate the expected
volumes of vehicles exiting to or returning from the dam crossing.
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Administration, 535 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228,
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E15-1

FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative,
with the proposed mitigation measures, as the preferred alternative on the
basis of minimizing environmental impacts, engineering and operational
advantages, and lower construction cost. Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS
discusses the rationale for this decision. Unlike the Promontory Point
Alternative, the preferred alternative will utilize a clear-span bridge
requiring no structures in navigable waters and avoiding a Coast Guard
permit (see EIS Section 3.3.3.1, Waters of the United States).

The Gold Strike Canyon Alternative, although 0.1 mile shorter than the
preferred alternative, has the poorest horizontal and vertical alignments. It
also has a curve at each end of the proposed bridge. The profile grade is by
far the worst of the three build alternatives and includes more than

2.5 miles of grades steeper than 5 percent. The preferred alternative has
only 0.5 mile of grades steeper than 5 percent.
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Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228.
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E16-1

As discussed in the EIS Section 4(f) Evaluation, FHWA and NPS
determined that construction of a bridge at the Promontory Point crossing
location would result in Hoover Dam being adversely affected by alteration
of the historic views of the dam from U.S. 93 and that these visual impacts
cannot be mitigated. Regarding the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative, the
adverse visual effect can be mitigated by application of measures stipulated
in the PA. The measures developed with the SHPOs to mitigate the visual
effects of the bridge on the dam are discussed in the FEIS (Section 3.5) and
will be adopted in the ROD for this project.

See Sections 2.6.2 and 2.6.3 in the FEIS for discussion about the Gold Strike
Canyon Alternative and the reasons that the Sugarloaf Mountain alignment
was identified as the preferred alternative. The Gold Strike Canyon
alignment has the most substantial impact on desert bighorn sheep lambing
habitat and movement corridors (see EIS Section 3.3 and Table 3-14). It
would impact over two times as many acres of lambing habitat as the next
most damaging alternative, the Promontory Point alignment.
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E18-1

See Sections 2.6.2 and 2.6.3 in the FEIS for discussion about the Gold Strike
Canyon Alternative and the reasons that the Sugarloaf Mountain alignment
was identified as the preferred alternative. The Gold Strike Canyon
Alternative, although 0.1 mile shorter than the preferred alternative, has the
poorest horizontal and vertical alignments. It also has a curve at each end
of the proposed bridge. The profile grade is by far the worst of the three
build alternatives and includes more than 2.5 miles of grades steeper than 5
percent. The preferred alternative has only 0.5 mile of grades steeper than
5 percent. Gold Strike Canyon also has the most severe impact on desert
bighorn sheep, has the highest cost of the three near-dam alternatives, and
would adversely impact a popular hiking trail through Gold Strike Canyon
to the hot springs.

Federal contracting regulations will be adhered to, including Davis-Bacon
rates to establish minimum labor rates. The federal government has no
control over contractors using union or nonunion labor. The contractor(s)
shall be responsible for their own hiring practices.

E-22



E19-1

E19
LAS VEGAS

HoGVER bAM
el
DEIS Public Hearing October 1998

COMMENTS DUE 11/10/98 COMMENTS DUE 11/10/98

Comment
— /] .

7
If you did not receive a newsletter in the mail, would you like to be added to the project
ma.zlmg tist?

N

Al k) i

oty AL, X 4 d
Fnterersing i o

lidy MG LoBrod ok

ot -r‘ =

4‘.-.1’ v WS Y 2R Lo

J

4872 W e syl WP o

A

,M’M

NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in "Comment” box, or if you prefer, you may
also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO §0228.

Your comments; Ilu Bl ged o Breg o} 44; AR i s Fo W
g - A, 7 , 3 -
A i et = LA A A 2o R Y P LTy P
//:x-....i-&.:_ ¥ Bortpgnd £Aulys) = ThAZLE husnc
g 7 - - 7
b2 A ForeZ Koy A J//. 2 '5/5’- .

e ¥ _’mmm-_z hz/

/

SCO/LAW2667.DOC/003672587

RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E19-1

FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative,
with the proposed mitigation measures, as the preferred alternative on the
basis of minimizing environmental impacts, engineering and operational
advantages, and lower construction cost. See Sections 2.6.2 and 2.6.3 in the
FEIS for discussion about the Gold Strike Canyon Alternative and the
reasons that the Sugarloaf Mountain alignment was identified as the
preferred alternative. Building the Gold Strike Canyon Alternative would
result in a permanent noise increase of approximately 26 decibels on the
A-scale (dBA) along the canyon trail from highway traffic on the new route.
With noise barriers, the projected noise level increase can be reduced to

20 dBA above existing conditions; however, this still represents a
“substantial increase” under FHWA and NDOT abatement policies.

Although the Promontory Point alignment is 500 feet closer to the dam than
the Sugarloaf Mountain crossing, the project noise study concluded that
there is no discernable difference between these alternatives in term of their
noise impact in the vicinity of the dam and visitor’s center (see EIS

Section 3.2.2.2). The Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative would result in a

5 dBA noise level increase over existing conditions at the raft put-in below
the dam, but this increase is not significant and is well below the federal
and state standard.

One of the primary reasons the Promontory Point Alternative was not
selected as the preferred alternative was the concern expressed by
numerous agencies and citizens about the risk of a hazardous material spill
into Lake Mead affecting this major drinking water supply. It also has the
most impact to water recreation, since boating restrictions would be
implemented during construction.
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also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakeweood, CO 80228.
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Response to Comment E20-1
See Sections 2.6.2 and 2.6.3 in the FEIS for discussion about the Gold Strike

Canyon Alternative, and the reasons that the Sugarloaf Mountain
alignment was identified as the preferred alternative. The Gold Strike
Canyon alignment has the most substantial impact on the environment,
especially desert bighorn sheep lambing habitat and movement corridors
(see EIS Section 3.3 and Table 3-14). It would impact over two times as
many acres of lambing habitat as the next most damaging alternative, the
Promontory Point alignment. Also, see EIS Section 3.2.2 and response to
Comment E19-1 for discussion about the substantial noise impact of the
Gold Strike Canyon Alternative.
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E21-1
FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative,

with the proposed mitigation measures, as the preferred alternative on the
basis of minimizing environmental impacts, engineering and operational
advantages, and lower construction cost. Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS
discusses the rationale for this decision. For a discussion of the visual effect
of the bridge on the surrounding environment, see Section 3.7.2.2.

The method of project delivery may influence the type of bridge selected
for construction. Under the “design-build” method, design competitors
would recommend innovative approaches and alternate designs (e.g., steel
or concrete deck arch versus cable-stayed suspension) to ensure least cost,
while maintaining architectural compatibility. See response to

Comment E2-1 regarding the design-build approach.
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Response to Comment E22-1

See Sections 2.6.2 and 2.6.3 in the FEIS for discussion about the Gold Strike
Canyon Alternative and the reasons that the Sugarloaf Mountain alignment
was identified as the preferred alternative. The Gold Strike Canyon
Alternative, although 0.1 mile shorter than the preferred alternative, has the
poorest horizontal and vertical alignments. It also has a curve at each end
of the proposed bridge. The profile grade is by far the worst of the three
build alternatives and includes more than 2.5 miles of grades steeper than

5 percent. The preferred alternative has only 0.5 mile of grades steeper
than 5 percent. Gold Strike Canyon also has the most severe impact on
desert bighorn sheep, has the highest cost of the three near-dam
alternatives, and would adversely impact a popular hiking trail through
Gold Strike Canyon to the hot springs.

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

Response to Comment E23-1

The method of project delivery may influence the type of bridge selected
for construction. Under the “design-build” method, design competitors
would recommend innovative approaches and alternate designs (e.g., steel
or concrete deck arch versus cable-stayed suspension) to ensure least cost,
while maintaining architectural compatibility.

In identifying the preferred alternative, there was not a concern about the
potential for Hoover Dam failing and eroding or washing out a new bypass
bridge downstream. The planned bridge crossing on the Sugarloaf
Mountain alignment will be elevated 254 feet higher than the crest of
Hoover Dam, 836 feet above the Colorado River, and anchored to the
bedrock walls above Black Canyon.
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NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in “Comment” box, or if you prefer, you may
also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 258, Lakewood, CO 80228,
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E24-1

See response to Comment B1-4. Addressing the traffic problem in Boulder
City is not part of the Hoover Dam Bypass Project purpose and need.
NDOT has begun preparation of an environmental study for the segment of
U.S. 93 between the Wagonwheel interchange and the Hacienda Hotel. In
programming this project, NDOT has determined that the Boulder
City/U.S. 93 Corridor project is completely independent from the Hoover
Dam bypass.

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

Because the bridge length over water is shorter for the Gold Strike Canyon
Alternative than the Promontory Point Alternative, there is less of a chance
for spilled materials or falling debris from the bridge to enter the water. In
addition, since the Gold Strike Canyon Alternative spans the river below
Hoover Dam, contamination to Lake Mead as a result of a spill is
essentially eliminated. However, see Sections 2.6.2 and 2.6.3 in the FEIS for
discussion about the Gold Strike Canyon Alternative and the reasons that
the Sugarloaf Mountain alignment was identified as the preferred
alternative. The Gold Strike Canyon Alternative has the poorest horizontal
and vertical alignments. Gold Strike Canyon also has the most severe
impact on desert bighorn sheep, has the highest cost of the three near-dam
alternatives, and would adversely impact a popular hiking trail through
Gold Strike Canyon to the hot springs.
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also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD- -16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewcod, CO 80228,
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E25-1

FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative
as the preferred alternative on the basis of minimizing environmental
impacts, engineering and operational advantages, and lower construction
cost. Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS discusses the rationale for this decision.
One of the primary reasons the Promontory Point Alternative was not
identified as the preferred alternative was the concern expressed by
numerous agencies and citizens about the risk of a hazardous material spill
into Lake Mead affecting this major drinking water supply. It also has the
most impact to water recreation, since boating restrictions would be
implemented during construction.

As stated in the EIS (Section 3.8.2.2), there would be no stopping for views
of the dam on the new Promontory Point (or the Sugarloaf Mountain)
bridge because parking, pedestrians, and bicycles on the bridge would
create a safety hazard.
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Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewaod, CO 80228,
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also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228,
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E27-1

In discussions with EPA concerning the effects of the Hoover Dam bypass,

they concluded that the project does not result in indirect or cumulative
socioeconomic impacts to Boulder City or other outlying communities in
the region (personal communication, Dave Carlson, EPA,

February 11, 1999). See the discussion of cumulative impacts in the FEIS
Chapter 5.
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E28-1

For detailed discussion of the rationale for eliminating the LBA

(Route 95/163/68), please see EIS Section 2.5 and Appendix B, and
responses to Comments B1-5, B1-7, C7-2, C7-3, C7-4, and C7-9. Also, see
response to Comment B1-4.

Addressing truck traffic issues in Boulder City is not part of the Hoover
Dam Bypass Project purpose and need. In November 1999, NDOT began
an environmental study for improvements to the segment of U.S. 93
between the Wagonwheel interchange and the Hacienda Hotel. In
programming this project, NDOT determined that the Boulder City/U.S. 93
Corridor project is completely independent from the Hoover Dam bypass.

The proposed project will substantially reduce traffic congestion on U.S. 93
in the vicinity of the dam crossing. The traffic analysis for this project
forecasted a split of 6,100 AADT over the dam and 19,900 AADT on the
new bridge in the year 2027. The LOS is forecasted to be improved from a
current LOS F over the dam to LOS B over the new bridge in year 2027 (see
EIS Appendix A).
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E29-1

For detailed discussion of the rationale for eliminating the LBA

(Route 95/163/68), please see EIS Section 2.5 and Appendix B, and
responses to Comments B1-5, B1-7, C7-2, C7-3, C7-4, and C7-9. In
November 1999, NDOT began an environmental study for improvements
to the segment of U.S. 93 between the Wagonwheel interchange and the
Hacienda Hotel. In programming this project, NDOT determined that the
Boulder City/U.S. 93 Corridor project is completely independent from the
Hoover Dam bypass. The purpose and need for the Hoover Dam bypass
relates directly to solving the traffic congestion and accident problems on
the dam and approach roads, not to addressing traffic problems in Boulder
City.

NDOT and ADOT conducted a financial feasibility study to determine
viable funding sources for the Hoover Dam bypass. The study assessed toll
crossings among other options (see EIS Section 2.9). The scope of the study
is focused on the viability of tolling a new bridge crossing near the dam,
rather than on the dam itself. Serious present and projected congestion
levels and delay time experienced for several miles near the dam would
argue strongly against placing a toll crossing on existing U.S. 93 over the
dam.
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NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in “Comment” box, or if you prefer, you may
also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228,
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E30-1

FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative
as the preferred alternative on the basis of minimizing environmental
impacts, engineering and operational advantages, and lower construction
cost. Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS discusses the rationale for this decision.
The proposed project will remove all commercial truck traffic and
automobile through-trips from the dam to the new bridge, thereby
substantially reducing traffic congestion on the dam crossing.

NDOT and ADOT conducted a financial feasibility study to determine
viable funding sources for the Hoover Dam bypass (see EIS Section 2.9).
The study assessed toll crossings and other financing options. A toll facility
would require legislative action by both states and is not supported by
NDOT or ADOT.
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also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HHPD-16), Federal Hightay
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228.
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E31-1

FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative
as the preferred alternative on the basis of minimizing environmental
impacts, engineering and operational advantages, and lower construction
cost. Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS discusses the rationale for this decision.
One of the primary reasons the Promontory Point Alternative was not
identified as the preferred alternative was the concern expressed by
numerous agencies and citizens about the risk of a hazardous material spill
into Lake Mead affecting this major drinking water supply. It also has the
most impact to water recreation, since boating restrictions near the dam
would be implemented during construction of the bridge over Lake Mead.

Evaluation of the Boulder City/U.S. 93 Corridor is included in NDOT’s
Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) (1998). Traffic
noise, congestion, and accidents through Hemenway Valley and in Boulder
City are currently being evaluated by NDOT as part of their Boulder
City/U.S. 93 Corridor Study, which began in November 1999.

E-35



E32-1

E32
LAS VEGAS

HOOVER DAY
P9BYPASSES
us o3

DEIS Public Hearing October 1998

COMMENTS DUE 11/10/98

COMMENTS DUE 11/10/98 Comment Sheet

Your Name: MA@( k/ (@) TJ_A/EP
Your Addressﬂg}:; DQ‘CA_LOLU #Q-/'
mCiertl“'/‘/’Pr ()] /’la’/'mm/ ey %)

If you did not receive a newsletter in the mail, would you like to be added to the project
mailing list?

‘goments J D?‘&JQ/ The. ﬁ-r\/cz/ St ;é?
O ,q'uadr‘/cc?‘rf /Mcvnﬁ//’
Hhe. frOmor/Drt, rovte

Th bf/c/ep_, Stoeld be ot g an cr'J'aLrGrJ-)W,
et Of art S'//ﬂ://‘dr fo Fle Cjo/o/m’h Carzaﬁ—q/a
@l pﬂ\/d’/ G—(\fm"’,t)ar/'r@/p»—/T/ F%ﬁ//f‘ o Al 44-7(4_./
o A O Ac, g st -S'x:e/ Q’L7Arqcffcm 7Qs>—lo<-’

LMY X9/79

Conyon,
:7_ Lrdla ) C‘)nnr\ﬂ'{’ 7Lr1

1,/(—,;_,‘_’( .JJ!(“/ et g /._/ 2l foe o

[ loer Doleve 74, J’-c:hﬂ/aza-\; Shenld e
L Lancs =5 erch o chr M:!?ar /ar/ um:ﬁcu
fry; /,/ AL/TL mpu/a"lL)Of] ot H 22 [ffcr /%J—//Gpr-

—%Zg Ar/c/m S’Kou/c/ b it i Fh tde Caxmf /14

s,

194

Oroie r ¢
7 [y —

Ao o /)7(‘/-'_-4’{/ c‘?mu/ Ty

/ﬂve;‘)

NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in “Comment” box, or if you prefer, you may

also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO §0228.
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E32-1
See Sections 2.6.2 and 2.6.3 in the FEIS for discussion about the Gold Strike

Canyon Alternative and the reasons that the Sugarloaf Mountain alignment
was identified as the preferred alternative. The Gold Strike Canyon
Alternative has the poorest horizontal and vertical alignments. Gold Strike
Canyon also has the most severe impact on desert bighorn sheep, has the
highest cost of the three near-dam alternatives, and would adversely
impact a popular hiking trail through Gold Strike Canyon to the hot
springs.

A major reason the Promontory Point Alternative was not identified as the
preferred alternative was the concern expressed by numerous agencies and
citizens about the risk of a hazardous material spill into Lake Mead
affecting this major drinking water supply.

Consultation with the Design Advisory Panel, as stipulated in the PA, will
influence bridge type and materials. It is presumed the bridge that is built
will have to be of a type and material that is viewed as complimentary to
the Hoover Dam National Historic Landmark (NHL).

The traffic analysis conducted for the Hoover Dam bypass determined that
a four-lane divided bridge will have sufficient capacity to handle
approximately 20,000 vehicles per day in year 2027, at a good level of
service (LOS B). That capacity is sufficient to meet the anticipated traffic
demand for 30 years and well beyond.
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E33-1

See response to Comment B1-4. In November 1999, NDOT began an
environmental study for improvements to the segment of U.S. 93 between
the Wagonwheel interchange and the Hacienda Hotel. In programming
this project, NDOT determined that the Boulder City/U.S. 93 Corridor
project is completely independent from the dam bypass. The purpose and
need for the Hoover Dam bypass relates directly to solving the traffic
congestion and accident problems on the dam and approach roads, not to
addressing traffic problems in Boulder City.

The Willow Beach Alternative was eliminated from further consideration
because it requires about 19 additional miles of new highway construction
resulting in substantially greater environmental impacts — most notably
impacts to Section 4(f) lands (public park and recreational areas) — and
higher costs. See EIS Section 2.5 and response to Comments C4-1, C4-2,
C4-3, and C4-4.

For detailed discussion of the rationale for eliminating the LBA
(Route 95/163/68), please see EIS Section 2.5 and Appendix B, and
responses to Comments B1-5, B1-7, C7-2, C7-3, C7-4, and C7-9.
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Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228,
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E34-1

For detailed discussion of the rationale for eliminating the LBA

(Route 95/163/68), please see EIS Section 2.5 and Appendix B, and
responses to Comments B1-5, B1-7, C7-2, C7-3, C7-4, and C7-9.
Furthermore, the LBA might have economic benefits for communities along
this route; however, this is not part of the purpose and need for the

Hoover Dam bypass (see response to Comment B1-2).
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NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in “Comment” box, or if you prefer, you may
also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228,
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E35-1
See Sections 2.6.2 and 2.6.3 in the FEIS for discussion about the Gold Strike

Canyon Alternative and the reasons that the Sugarloaf Mountain alignment
was identified as the preferred alternative. The Gold Strike Canyon
Alternative would not be a faster route because, although 0.1 mile shorter
than the preferred alternative, it has the steepest vertical alignment. The
profile grade is by far the worst of the three build alternatives and includes
more than 2.5 miles of grades steeper than 5 percent. The preferred
alternative has only 0.5 mile of grades steeper than 5 percent.

As stated in the EIS (Section 3.8.2.2), there would be no stopping for views
of the dam on the new Sugarloaf Mountain (or the Promontory Point)
bridge because parking, pedestrians, and bicycles on the bridge would
create a safety hazard.
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E36-1

See Sections 2.6.2 and 2.6.3 in the FEIS for discussion about the Gold Strike
Canyon Alternative and the reasons that the Sugarloaf Mountain alignment
was identified as the preferred alternative. The Gold Strike Canyon
Alternative, although 0.1 mile shorter than the preferred alternative, has the
poorest horizontal and vertical alignments. It also has a curve at each end
of the proposed bridge. The profile grade is by far the worst of the three
build alternatives and includes more than 2.5 miles of grades steeper than

5 percent. The preferred alternative has only 0.5 mile of grades steeper
than 5 percent.

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

Given its proximity to Hoover Dam, there will be no stopping for views of
the dam on the new Sugarloaf Mountain bridge because parking,
pedestrians, and bicycles on the bridge would create a safety hazard (see
EIS Section 3.8.2.2).
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Response to Comment E37-1
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Your con ents:
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7 4 . , - 00 i T o 4, impacts, engineering and operational advantages, and lower construction
“,g;'m/ , ﬂ!’mm,ﬂ cost. Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS discusses the rationale for this decision.
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‘ . M/’MWM’/, P, l,{, grades steeper than 5 percent.
%%% MM- L NDOT and ADOT conducted a financial feasibility study to determine
L 7 “ viable funding sources for the Hoover Dam bypass (June 2000). The study
' jﬁﬁm:m,m ey ‘H assessed toll crossings and other financing options (see EIS Section 2.9).
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NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in “Comment” box, or if you prefer, you may
also mail your connments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228,
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NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in “Comment” box, or if you prefer, you may
also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Hightway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228,
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E38-1
The Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative can be officially adopted after
approval of the ROD in early 2001. After the ROD, engineering of the

roadways and bridges will be completed, and construction should begin by

2002 and be finished in 2007.
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NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in “Comment” box, or if you prefer, you may
also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228.
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E39-1

FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative
as the preferred alternative on the basis of minimizing environmental
impacts, engineering and operational advantages, and lower construction
cost. Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS discusses the rationale for this decision.
Hoover Dam may be visible from high-profile vehicles traveling over the
Sugarloaf Mountain bridge; however, the high elevation of the bridge,
relative to the dam, and the safety rail will minimize viewing opportunities.
The EIS (Section 3.8.2.2) states that there will be no stopping for views of
the dam on the new bridge. Parking, pedestrians, and bicycles on the
bridge would create a safety hazard.

A major reason the Promontory Point Alternative was not identified as the
preferred alternative was the concern expressed by numerous agencies and
citizens about the risk of a hazardous material spill into Lake Mead
affecting this major drinking water supply. To protect the Colorado River,
the Sugarloaf Mountain bridge will have a containment system to collect
and contain pollutants in the event of a spill. The system would collect the
material and convey it to settling basins off of the bridge. The system
would also collect roadway pollutants from storm runoff.
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NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in “Comment” box; or if you prefer, you may
also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (IPD-16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228.
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E40-1
Consultation with the Design Advisory Panel, as stipulated in the PA, will

influence bridge type and materials.
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also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228,
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E41-1

FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative

as the preferred alternative on the basis of minimizing environmental
impacts, engineering and operational advantages, and lower construction
cost. Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS discusses the rationale for this decision.
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NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in “Comment” box, or if you prefer, you may
alse mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80223,
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E42-1
Federal contracting regulations will be adhered to, including Davis-Bacon

rates to establish minimum labor rates. The federal government has no
control over contractors using union or nonunion labor. The contractor(s)

shall be responsible for their own hiring practices.
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NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in “Comment” box, or if you prefer, you may
alse mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228,
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E43-1
See Sections 2.6.2 and 2.6.3 in the FEIS for discussion about the Gold Strike

Canyon Alternative and the reasons that the Sugarloaf Mountain alignment
was identified as the preferred alternative. The Gold Strike Canyon
Alternative has the poorest horizontal and vertical alignments. The profile
grade is by far the worst of the three build alternatives and includes more
than 2.5 miles of grades steeper than 5 percent. The preferred alternative
has only 0.5 mile of grades steeper than 5 percent. This considerably
greater length of steep grades would adversely affect truck speeds on the
Gold Strike Canyon alignment; however, climbing lanes were not
considered in development of this alternative.

Consultation with the Design Advisory Panel, as stipulated in the PA, will
influence bridge type and materials.

As stated in the EIS (Section 3.8.2.2), there would be no stopping for views
of the dam on the new Promontory Point (or the Sugarloaf Mountain)
bridge because parking, pedestrians, and bicycles on the bridge would
create a safety hazard.

The dam crossing will stay open to automobiles, recreational vehicles,
pedestrians, and bicyclists after the bypass route is constructed (see EIS
Section 3.9.2.1, Bicyclists and Pedestrians). Detailed traffic analysis will be
completed during final design to determine whether at-grade crossings or
grade-separated interchanges are required to accommodate the expected
volumes of vehicles exiting to or returning from the dam and visitor’s
center.
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E44-1
See Sections 2.6.2 and 2.6.3 in the FEIS for discussion about the Gold Strike

Canyon Alternative and the reasons that the Sugarloaf Mountain alignment
was identified as the preferred alternative. The only alignment above the
dam, the Promontory Point Alternative, was not the preferred alternative
largely because of the risk of a hazardous material spill into Lake Mead
affecting this major drinking water supply.
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E45-1
See response to Comment B1-4. Resolving truck traffic issues in Boulder

City is not part of the Hoover Dam Bypass Project purpose and need.

The Willow Beach Alternative was eliminated from further consideration
because it requires about 19 additional miles of new highway construction
resulting in substantially greater environmental impacts — most notably
impacts to Section 4(f) lands (public park and recreational areas) — and
higher costs. See EIS Section 2.5 and response to Comments C4-1, C4-2,

C4-3, and C4-4.

Evaluation of the Boulder City/U.S. 93 Corridor is included in NDOT’s
STIP (1998). Rerouting of U.S. 93 truck traffic around Hemenway Valley
and Boulder City, among other alternatives, is currently being evaluated by
NDOT as part of their Boulder City/U.S. 93 Corridor Study, which began
in November 1999.

See Sections 2.6.2 and 2.6.3 in the FEIS for discussion about the Gold Strike
Canyon Alternative and the reasons that the Sugarloaf Mountain alignment
was identified as the preferred alternative. Construction of the preferred
alternative will have an adverse effect on Hoover Dam due to the
introduction of visual elements that are out of character with the landmark.
As required under Section 106 of the NHPA, FHWA consulted with the
Nevada and Arizona SHPOs and entered into a PA with the SHPOs, the
federal ACHP, and other parties committing to measures that will mitigate
the adverse effect. Those measures will be adopted in the ROD for this
project.
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NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in “Comment” box, or if you prefer, you may
also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80225,
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E46-1

FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative
as the preferred alternative on the basis of minimizing environmental
impacts, engineering and operational advantages, and lower construction
cost. Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS discusses the rationale for this decision.
Hoover Dam and Black Canyon may be visible from high-profile vehicles
traveling over the Sugarloaf Mountain bridge; however, the high elevation
of the bridge, relative to the dam and river, and the safety rail will
minimize viewing opportunities. The EIS (Section 3.8.2.2) states that there
will be no stopping for views of the dam on the new bridge. Parking,
pedestrians, and bicycles on the bridge would create a safety hazard.
However, in anticipation of great public desire for views of Hoover Dam
from the new bridge on the Sugarloaf Mountain alignment, FHWA wiill
study the technical feasibility of a separate viewing facility associated with
the bridge (see response to Comment A12-2).

Rerouting of U.S. 93 traffic around Hemenway Valley and Boulder City,
among other alternatives, is currently being evaluated by NDOT as part of
their Boulder City/U.S. 93 Corridor Study, which began in November 1999.
See response to Comment B1-4.
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NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in “Comment” box, or if you prefer, you may
also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228,
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E47-1

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

from crossing the dam after the U.S. 93 bypass is open.
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NOTE: Please drop your comment sheet in “Comment” box, or if you prefer, you may
also mail your comments to: Terry Haussler (HPD-16), Federal Highway
Administration, 555 Zang Street, Room 259, Lakewood, CO 80228.
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E47-2

The project is being financed with a combination of federal and state
transportation funds. The initial environmental studies were funded
through a USDOT Appropriation in fiscal year 1997 of $400,000, which was
matched with contributions of $400,000 each from Arizona and Nevada
State transportation funds.

Additional project funding came from the federal Transportation Equity
Act for the 21st Century (TEA 21). This project financing was derived from
the High Priority Project funds ($41,076,000), Public Lands Discretionary
Program funds ($10,000,000), and National Corridor and Development
Program funds ($2,000,000). These TEA 21 programs, plus other applicable
programs, will be sources of future funding.

Funding from all of the above programs is available for planning, design,
or construction activities associated with the Hoover Dam Bypass Project.
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E48-1

FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative,
with the proposed mitigation measures, as the preferred alternative on the
basis of minimizing environmental impacts, engineering and operational
advantages, and lower construction cost. Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS
discusses the rationale for this decision. The preferred alternative resolves
the negative impacts associated with the No Build Alternative (e.g., the
steep grades approaching the dam, hairpin turns, worsening congestion
and accident rate, and the risk of truck accidents on the dam crossing
contaminating the waters of Lake Mead and the Colorado River).

Consultation with the Design Advisory Panel, as stipulated in the PA, will
influence bridge type and materials.
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The dam crossing will stay open to automobiles, recreational vehicles,
pedestrians, and bicyclists after the bypass route is constructed (see EIS
Section 3.9.2.1, Bicyclists and Pedestrians). This commitment to keeping the
dam crossing open to tourists will also be adopted in the ROD for this
project. Commercial trucks will be prohibited from crossing the dam after
the U.S. 93 bypass is open.
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Response to Comment E49-1

FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative
as the preferred alternative on the basis of minimizing environmental
impacts, engineering and operational advantages, and lower construction
cost. Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS discusses the rationale for this decision.
One of the primary reasons the Promontory Point Alternative was not
identified as the preferred alternative was the concern expressed by
numerous agencies and citizens about the risk of a hazardous material spill
into Lake Mead affecting this major drinking water supply. It also has the
most impact to water recreation, since boating restrictions near the dam
would be implemented during construction of the bridge over Lake Mead.

Comparing vertical profiles, the preferred alternative would have 0.5 mile
at 3 percent to 6 percent grades, whereas the Promontory Point alignment
would have 0.6 mile at 3 percent to 6 percent. Hence, although their grades
are similar when compared to the Gold Strike Canyon route with its

2.5 miles at 3 percent to 6 percent, the preferred alternative has 0.1 mile less
steep grade than Promontory Point.
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indicated in the traffic study (See EIS Appendix A), the U.S. 93 dam
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2027 without the bypass. The future bypass bridge is projected to carry
19,900 vehicles per day in year 2027 at LOS B.
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E51-1

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

A major reason the Promontory Point Alternative was not identified as the
preferred alternative was the concern expressed by numerous agencies and
citizens about the risk of a hazardous material spill into Lake Mead
affecting this major drinking water supply.
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The author has been added to the mailing list for the U.S. 93 Hoover Dam
Bypass Project.
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Response to Comment E53-1

Studies for the U.S. 93 Hoover Dam Bypass Project have been going on
since the mid 1960s. The government agencies studying this project have
included NDOT, Reclamation, ADOT, NPS, and AGFD. For a
chronological listing of previous studies leading up to the present EIS, see
EIS Section 1.3, Table 1-1. The first detailed cost estimates for the build
alternatives were developed by Reclamation in 1992 (see Phase B —
Corridor Studies). These estimates were inflated in the EIS for the year
2002 to update engineering and mobilization costs. Because there is a
potential for traffic accident spills in the river with the preferred alternative,
a solution for containing spilled pollutants at the source will be developed
during the project design phase (see EIS Section 3.4.3.2). A spill
containment system will be incorporated into the bridge that will collect
potential pollutants resulting from spills. The system will also collect and
hold storm runoff that is generated from the bridge. Without the system,
spilled waste could enter the river and negatively impact the waters
depending on the intended use.
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Response to Comment E55-1
For detailed discussion of the rationale for eliminating the LBA

(Route 95/163/68), please see EIS Section 2.5 and Appendix B, and

responses to Comments B1-5, B1-7, C7-2, C7-3, C7-4, and C7-9.
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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT SHEETS RECEIVED DURING OR AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING

Response to Comment E56-1

See Sections 2.6.1, 2.6.2, and 2.6.3 in the FEIS for explanation of the reasons
that the Sugarloaf Mountain alignment was identified as the preferred
alternative rather than Promontory Point or Gold Strike Canyon. A major
reason the Promontory Point Alternative was not the preferred alternative
was the concern expressed by numerous agencies and citizens about the
risk of a hazardous material spill into Lake Mead affecting this major
drinking water supply. The Gold Strike Canyon Alternative has the
poorest horizontal and vertical alignments, and it has the most severe
impact on desert bighorn sheep, has the highest cost of the three near-dam
alternatives, and would adversely impact a popular hiking trail through
Gold Strike Canyon to the hot springs.
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Response to Comment E57-1
FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative,

with the proposed mitigation measures, as the preferred alternative on the
basis of minimizing environmental impacts, engineering and operational
advantages, and lower construction cost. Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS
discusses the rationale for this decision.
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Response to Comment E58-1
FHWA, the lead agency, has identified the Sugarloaf Mountain Alternative,

with the proposed mitigation measures, as the preferred alternative on the
basis of minimizing environmental impacts, engineering and operational
advantages, and lower construction cost. Section 2.6.2.1 of the FEIS
discusses the rationale for this decision. The preferred alternative resolves
the negative impacts associated with the No Build Alternative (e.g., the
steep grades approaching the dam, hairpin turns, worsening congestion
and accident rate, and the risk of truck accidents on the dam crossing
contaminating the waters of Lake Mead and the Colorado River).
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