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State of Mevada
DEPARTMENT OF CULTURAL AFFAIRS
Division of Mussums and Hisory
Nevada State Railroad Museum/Boslder City

600 Yuoca Street MAAATIAWELTIR BTN
PO, Box 62423 i

Bendder City, Nevada 89006-2421 pp—

ST 8 Tel: (702) 486-5933 Fae (702) 486-5900 gt—

DATE: Ageil 9, 2002

TO: Mr. Daryl James, P.E., Chief
Esvironmental Services Diviston, NDOT

FROM: Greg Corbin, Mugsum Director,
Nevada State Radlroad Museum/B Ciry

RE: Public Comment Form
Boubder City/UL.5, 93 Cosridor Study, April 4, 2002

Adter revigwing the Draft Ervironmental Tnspact Statement and attending the Public Hearing/Open House
fior the Boulder City U.S. Coaridor Study, [ affer the following comments.

¥ 1 prefer Alternative [ {the most scuthern route). Alt. D has this least smount of impact 1o wdsting
homes, businesses, other facilities and the most of all, the state owmed Boulder Branch Railroad line
between Railroad Pass and Boalder City. Plans for on and off ramps to Boalder City from the new
h?puﬁn:hmofkﬂmﬂ?m]mmﬁduumdmndpmﬁdtgmdumwdmﬁ:ﬂnw

¥ Tt is still the position of the Department of Cultural Affairs and the Division of Mussums and Hisory 1o
see railroed service resstsblished to the rest of the Boulder Branch Line in Henderson and Las Vegas,
by recpening the railroad crossing at Railroad Pass.

A1

b Aﬂ;wminﬁulh:D.EI.S.Imuﬁ.:ﬂmdwihhﬁfmmnﬁmwmmhm'dsmmrsm
'I.umammmmtukﬂrmdfmjhmtmmﬁwyWhyma
new railrosd averpass. Plans and information provided during the open house in regards to the grade
separation and Ralroad Bridge were very informative and beneficial as well CHIM Hill provided
some excellent visual affects of the railroad bridge and by-pass project.

¥ However, what the DELS ﬂﬂﬁcPﬁHcMﬁdm:meﬁuMiﬂmﬂﬂu_ﬂoiﬂ

reference 1o the existing railroad crossing at Fwy 93/95, Railroad Pass (discussion with Mr. Michael
Al3A Lasko, CHIM HILL). After reviewing plans and information provided during the open bouse, al
indications are that the esting highwsy (93/95) will become a two-lne rosd comnecting with the
Boulder Highway in Henderson Tuam&ﬂﬂfrm-mlhid:ﬂ!mfhikiﬁmut:mmt_mmd
History) owned raifroad to the rest of the Boulder Branch Line in HendersonLas Vegas, it will be
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A. GOVERNMENT AGENCIES’ COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Response to Comment Al1-1.1

FEIS Section 4.11, Economic Impacts, states that according to current
engineering development, Alternative B would displace five businesses
and could partially displace seven businesses along existing U.S. 93.
Alternative C would not displace any businesses but would impact the
planned Boulder Ridge Golf Course. Alternative D would have the least
amount of direct impacts to existing homes and businesses in

Boulder City.

The Preliminary Engineering Report indicates that traffic modeling
predicts an LOS of B at the Railroad Pass interchange, an improvement
from a predicted LOS F for Alternative A (No Build).

The Purpose and Need (FEIS Chapter 1) for the project states as a
purpose to “extend freeway status to the U.S. 93/95 interchange,” which
would require a grade separation of the railroad tracks.

Response to Comment A1-3.1

All build alternatives, including Alternative D (the preferred
alternative), propose a railroad bridge (EX01) at the proposed U.S. 93/95 |
crossing of the Nevada State Division of Museums and Historic
Railroad. Improvements and safety measures on the existing highway
will require further consideration by NDOT and during final design.
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A. GOVERNMENT AGENCIES’ COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

_ e Response to Comment A1-6.1

I roud betwean Ralload Poss nd Hiemicrion, e mer U - m& Comment noted. The preliminary geometry required for the bridge as
mm ﬁ&%ﬂlmwmm% would part of the Boulder City/U.S. 93 Corridor project does not accommodate
climinate a major safety issue for both agencies.

the geometry required for the UPRR bridge near Russell Road.
* ]thmmlyhmhmquwmmmﬁmmnhmrplwmmmmIimls\-’qunu:
Fussell Road and that there are plans to replace the current Usion ﬁciﬁﬂkﬂw'lmw
Bridge near Russell Road. [Wﬂhmmmmﬂmﬁm._ﬁmk@%ﬁm
wmnw&:mmmam wis Ay pouhﬂﬂynfumgﬂnhfﬂa:_ﬁl'lh
the bridge to be designed for the Boulder City project. Suﬂ,Iwﬂdmlhﬁmpwlhms
wmmmidrlﬁnnuapnu\]:mdeWmmdmhﬂmmmhnNm

A1-6.1

CC: Scote Sisca, Interim Director
Departmestt of Cultaral Affairs
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A. GOVERNMENT AGENCIES’ COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

P ¥
@‘ﬁ UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
poy 75 Hewihome Stset
May 10, 2002

Carson City, NV 80712
Dear Mr. James:

Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Boulder City/US. 93 CMM:MM,NM
{CEQ Number: 020093, ERP Number: FHW-E40250-NV), Our review is pursnant to the
Mational Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Council on Environmental Cuaakity (CEQ)
mh&m{mmmmm-l:m}.ndmm of the Clean Air Act. This letter
provides a summary of EPA's concerns, Our detsiled comments sre enclosed.

The Federsl Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Nevada Department of
Transpartation (NDOT) propass & highway project to reduce traffic congestion, improve safety,
and enhance reghonal mobility along U.5. 93 and improve or maintain local circulation and
acvess within Boulder City. The westem boundary of the project is in the City of Henderson, and
the exstern boundary of the project is coincident with the planned westem end of the UL.5. 83
Hoover Dar Bypass project. The DELS analyzes four altematives: (A) No Action Alternative,
(B) Improvements to the Existing U.S. 93 Alignment, (C) Through-Town Alignment, north of
existing U.S. 93, and (D) Southern Alignment, south of existing LS. 93. A Prefemed
Alternative has not been identified.

In 2001, EFA reviewed and provided comments on several of the draft technical reports
developed in support of this DEIS. We note that the majority of the issues we riised in our cardy
review have been addressed in the DEIS. mmu.lhuml;iu;:umpmdmx;nmm
clearly describes the projected impacts of the proposed project. We however, identified
mﬁnLuthﬂmMMthymﬂdWhh
Final Envircnmental Impact Staternent (FEIS). Specifically, EPA is concemned about direct
project impacts to water resources, as well as indirect impacts associated with Altemative D.
Because of the location of this alignment, Alternative T has the potential to influence both the
timing and location of development in south Boulder City, resulting in indirect project impacts.
Based on our review, we have rated this document EC-2, Environmental Concerns-Insufficient
Information. Please refer to the attached “Swmmary of Rating Definitions™ for further details on
EPA's rating system.

Prived om Recyciod Poper
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A. GOVERNMENT AGENCIES’ COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

While each of the altematives has environmental impacts, EPA notes that Altenative D,
camulatively, has the greatest environmental impacts of all of the alternatives considered. When
wﬂu.ﬂ!uﬂmﬂnﬂﬂ Alternative D has the greatest potential to impact threatened

ies through native habitst disturk and frag tion; has the most
mmrﬂmmuﬂﬂﬂmﬂ therefore, the highest potential for erosion; has the largest
acreage impacts to the Lake Mesd National Recreation Area and to Waters of the U.S., and
Alternstive [ has the greatest potential to effect long-term water quality and the tming and
location of futare development. For these reasons, it is EPA's position that Alemative D 13 not
the environmentally preferred altemative. If Altemnative D is selected as the Preferred
Alternative, the Record of Decision (RODY) will peed to state that the environmentally preferred
aliernative was not chosen as the Preferred Alternative (40 CFR §1505.2).

EFA appreciates the opportunity io comment on the DELS. Flease send two coples of the
Final Environmental Impact Statement to the address above (Mail Code: CMD-2) when it is filed
with EPA's Washington, D.C. office. If you have any questions, please fec] fres to contact me or
Mova Blazej, the point of contact for this project. Nova Blazej can be reached at 415-971-3846
ar blazej nova@epa. gov.

Sincerely,

felofer

Federal Activities Office

Artached: Summary of EPA Rating Definitioas
Detailed Comments

ee: Ted Bendure, Federal Highway Administraton-Nevada Dhvision
Shelly Carter, Army Corps of Engincers-Reno
Grady Mchure, Army Corps of Engineers-5t. George
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A. GOVERNMENT AGENCIES’ COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

SUMMARY OF EPA RATING DEFINITIONS

This rating system was developed &5 & means to summarize EPA's level of concern wﬂhlpapmnﬁ'lnbo-.
Thie ratings are o combination of alphabeticsl categories for evalustion of the envir | impacts of the
propossl and pamerical categories for evaluation of the sdequacy of the EIS.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT OF THE ACTION
. “LO" (Lack of Qbjections)
The EFA review has not identified any potential environmental impacts requiring substantive changes to the

proposal, The review miy have disclosed opportunities for application of mitkgation messures that could be
accomplished with oo mors than minor changes o the propasal

=B (Envirommental Concerns)
The EFA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to fully prnh:tdu
eavironment. Cormective measures may require changes to the preferned aliemative or applicstion of
mitigation measures that can reduce the envircamental impact. EPA would like to work with the lead agency

10 reduce thess impacte.
“E0* (Envirommental Objectiant)
Tuﬂ?.mmuumiﬂnd:lpl[mmmm mpacts that muast be avolded in order to provide
ion for the envi may require substantial changes to the

mmmm»ummmdmmmm(mm»mam
o & new aliernative). EPA imtends bo work with the lead sgency to reduce these impacts,

"EL™ {Envirenmentally Unsatlgfactory)
The EPA review has idestified adverse envisonmental impacts that are of sufficient magnitude that they are
unsatisfactory from the standpoint of public bealth or welfare or environmental quality. EPA intends to work
with the bead agency 1o reduce these impacts, If the potentially unsatisfactory impacts are not corrected at
the final EIS stage, this proposal will be recommended for referral 1o the CEQ.

ADEQUACY OF THE IMPACT STATEMENT

Category 17 (Adequaie}
EPA believes the draft EIS adequately sets forth the environmental impact(s) of the prefermed altormative and
thase of the alternatives reasonably available (o the project or action. Mo further analysis or data collection is
necessary, but the reviewer may suggest the addition of clarifying language or informaticn.

“Caregory 1" (Tnsufficient Information)
The draft EIS does not contain safficient informatioa for EPA, to fally assess eavironmental impacts that should
be avoided in order to fully protect the envircament, o the EPA reviewer has identified mew reasonably
wvailablo alternatives that are within the spectnam of alteratives analysed in the draft EIS, which could reduce
the environmental impacts of the sction. The identified additicasl information, data, analyses, or discussion
should be inchaded in the final E1S,
"Categary 3"

{Taadegmare)

EPFA doss not believe that the draft EIS adequately assesses potentially significant envirenmental impacts of the
action, or the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably available alternatives that are outside of the spectrum
urmumhhmmndmuhmamwmhww

EPA believes that the identified additions] information, dsts, analyses, or discussions
ndm-wuwmmfnﬂmeWBlmw B4 does not believe that the
druft ETS is adequate for the pusposss of the MEPA andior Section 309 review, and thizs should be formally
revised and made available for public comment in a supplensental or revised drafl EIS. Ow the basis of the
potential significant impacts imeolbved, this propatal could be a candidate for referral to the CEQ.

*From EFA Masvsal 1640, “Policy and Procederes for the Raview of Federal Actions Impacting the Esvironment.”
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A. GOVERNMENT AGENCIES’ COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Response to Comment A2-2.1

Section 4.6 of the FEIS (Volume I) has been updated to reflect the results of
consultations with the USACE and the EPA. It also provides a description
of the evaluations that contributed to the identification of Alternative D as

US. EPA DETAILED COMMENTS the LEDPA. Continuing consultation with the USFWS will take place as

BOULDER CITY/U.5. 93 CORRIDOR STUDY DEIS part of the development of the Biological Assessment for implementation of
The following Jotions asy madte fow fachaalan o the Finsd Eixviroesaentsl Fopues the preferred Alternative D. It is anticipated that the USFWS’ Biological
Statement (FELS) unless otherwise noted. Opinion will include additional mitigation measures to minimize impacts to
Wiater Resourees sensitive resources (see Section 4.4.3) that will be incorporated into this
e e aer Seceion #94 ;;’::;‘"M] Fy Cocakther's Hitioareids Fouzpl o am ladividind pr'oj'ect.' Consultations wi'th the EPA on the development of the Conceptual
Permit (Clean Water Act Section 404) from the Army Corps of Engineers for discharge of fill Mitigation Plan also continue.
into Waters of the U.S. (p4-47). Becsuse of the cumulative project impacts (o Waters of the
ULS., it is EPA"S position that this project warrants an Individual Permit. Naticnwide Permits for Request and recommendation for EPA and Resource Agencies” direct
linear transportation projects are limited to those projects with 0.5 acre of impacts or less (33 . . .
CFR §330B14(a)1)). Since all of the Build altematives impact greater than 0.5 scres of Waters involvement in project noted.

of the TU.5., an Individial Permit is expected to be requined for this project. . .
In response to EPA comments, FHWA and NDOT conducted a project site
The DEIS comectly notes that Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines require that the

permit applicant (Federal Highway Administration nd the Nevada Department of reconnaissance with USACE, as well as working sessions with EPA and
Transportation) demonsirate that the permitied project represcats the least environmentally USACE on the following dates:
damaging practicable alternative (LEDPA) and that the permit application would require EPA’s
. review and concurrence (p.4-48). EPA is interested in working with the Federal Highway . .
el b FHWA), the Nevada D pre ion (NDOT), the Army Corps of e May 23,2002 (rrlleetl.ng Wlth USACE)
Engineers {ACOE), and the 1.5, Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) to ensure that the Preferred e June 11, 2002 (site visit involving USACE)
Alternative identified under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is the LEDPA under e June 12, 2002 (teleconference involving EPA, USACE, FHWA, and NDOT)

the Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines. In EPA’s November 1, 2001 memo on the
Wetlands Impacts Technical Stady, we recommended that FHWA and NDOT invalve EPA,

AQOE, and USFWS early in the process of identifying the LEDPA. EPA did not rocive & Based on the field review, a review of the information provided in the DEIS,

response from either FHWA or NDOT. and pursuant to the above-noted meetings, USACE provided comments

Recommendation: and recommendations in a letter dated June 26, 2002, and included in the

. EPA i recommend that FHWA and NDOT the Resource Agencies in B . . .
e oo of s LEDEA. tofors the publication ot o FELS, 13 oulioes ia 8 volume (see page A 18): USACE concurred with the dehne'atlo.n of waters of
NEPA/Clean Water Act Section 404 Intcgration Process for Surface Transportation the U.S. presented in this FEIS. It also recommended examination of the
Projects Mesocindsin ;L‘;m"h’mmmmﬂ?&ﬁﬂﬂﬁmz “p,m“_ e conditions of nationwide general permit number 14. Subsequent to the

completion of detailed engineering design, and in order to continue to
Impacts Minimizarion & Misigarion . . .
The DEIS quantifies impacts to Waters of the 1.5, (Table 4-16, p.4-46). It would be appropriate comply with provisions of the Clean Water Act, as well as other applicable

e L s e o [t wharn g regulations, the appropriate permit application will be submitted to USACE

cannot be avoided, compensatory mitigation will likely be required. EPA is willing m_i_wnhb]c prior to the initiation of construction.
to work with FHWA, NDOT, and ACOE to determine the appropriate scope of that mitigation.

Response to Comment A2-2.2

FEIS Sections 4.5 and 4.6 describe the measures to be taken that would
avoid and minimize impacts to water resources. Recommendation for EPA
and USACE involvement and coordination has been actioned. Refer to
response to Comment A2-2.1.
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A. GOVERNMENT AGENCIES’ COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Response to Comment A2-2.3

As noted in FEIS Section 4.5.2, the State of Nevada’s Handbook of BMPs
will be utilized as guidance in implementing BMPs and monitoring. The
South Valley Area 208 Water Quality Management Plan will also be

A May 10, 2002 consulted. FEIS Section 4.5.2 briefly describes pertinent guidance from these
Boolder City!U1.5. 93 Corridor Study DEIS reference documents, and mitigation measures. The detailed BMP |
monitoring program will be developed as part of the project design efforts
e s escripion of tho sicps tat have been taken with sach of the alieenatives 10 and would be completed prior to construction.
woid and minimize impacts (o waler MEACUTCEs,
Lmﬁﬁmﬁm process listed above to identify m;m&&aw Response to Comment A2-2.4
;Tmm - wmmiﬁmm?u: ;;d.ﬂ& MOU. e Alternative D, the Southern Alternative, has been selected as the preferred
Best b Monitoring Program alternative. Sections 2.4 through 2.6 of the FEIS discusses the screening and
1:: DIELS states that a program will be implemented to monitor the effectivencss of the Best evaluation processes that led to this decision.
Management Practices (BMPs) uiilized in this project (p.4-33).
saaa 1o sathon Alternative D would only provide interchanges at the eastern and western
«  Bocause mitigation monitoring tends to be a weak area in environmental protection, project limits. Only emergency vehicular access at Buchanan Boulevard is
ibe the RMP monitoring program that will be implemented for this project. : ' .
please describet " " planned as part of Alternative D. See letter from City of Boulder City dated
WJH“ +camse by the action sod are latr in time and father emoved in distance, May 23, 2002, on page A-15 of this document (Volume II of the FEIS).
but are still reasonably foreseeable. Indinect sffects may include growth inducing effects and ) )
other effects related 1o induced changes in the pattemn of land use, population density, or growth Alternative D would traverse predominantly undeveloped open space
m%&w‘i? o e ﬂmm“w‘ m’“’?&"mﬁms preli iy owned by Boulder City since its incorporation in 1958. The sale of City-
N owned open space lands greater than 1 acre in size requires approval by the
EPA notes that the DEIS discustes the restrictive growth control and zoning ordinances of . - o )
Boulder City (p.3-88, p.6-20). However, the Alterative D alignment has the poteatial to effect City electorate. Since 1979, the City's growth-control ordinance (adopted by
e e ocation o forrs &Mmﬁgﬂm by iy sl referendum) has limited development, resulting in annual growth of about
224 | major nerth-south arterial, intersects with Altemative D in an undeveloped arca south of Boulder three percent. The 1995 adopted land use plan limits future development of
Ci.ty..hmglnrncwﬂn:mrbimnswaund:whwdmmmqwuyhrq ) )
interchange &t &n existing arterial road sets up conditions that can influence both the timing and open space to areas west of Buchanan Boulevard, north of the airport, and

location of development, even in a growth control community. south of existing development near Adams Boulevard. Based on the City's

Recommendations: _ o statutory controls on disposal of public lands and land development, it is
) m;‘wm,%“ ‘?;‘mi%?;mwmﬁ'ﬁhﬁﬁ e 1 south reasonable to conclude the project alternatives would not have growth-

Boulder City are currently unplanned. inducing effects and other effects related to induced changes in land use,
+  Describe the potential for a future interchange at Buchanan Boulevard. population density, and the rate of population growth, and the associated
+ indirect effects are muicipated from development associated with Alteative D), effects on natural resources.

describe the ca alimpacis oftht deve The updated Boulder City Master Plan was adopted in December 2003. Of

the build alternatives, only Alternative D would avoid substantive conflicts
with planned land use presented in the Master Plan.

F
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A2-2.5

EPA Coererenty Mwy 10, 3002
Boulder CityU15. 93 Corridue Stady DEIS

. An update of the Boulder City Master Plan is scheduled for mid 1o late 2002, Include this
updated information in the FEIS if available.

. The DEIS states that Alternative C would provide increased sccessibility to Hemenway
Wash (p.4-66). Similar to the discussion of indirect effects related 1o Alternative D,
clarify whether this “increased acceasibility™ will effect the timing and location of
development in Hemenway Wash. If so, describe the associated environmental impacts
of this development.

Cumulative Impacts

The DEIS thoroughly discusses past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions in the
project stady ares. The DEILS also identifies potential cumulative impacts, such s impacts to
binlogical resosrces, air quality, and waler resources. Although thess cumulative impacts are
identified, the DETS does not propose passible mitigation or responsible entities.

The Council on Environmental Quality’s Farry Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ's
National Environmental Policy Act Regulations, states that it is appropriate to identify all
redevant and reasonable mitigation measures, even if they are outside the jurisdiction of the lead
agency. This will serve to alert agencies or officials who can implement these extra measures,
and will encoarage them to do so (Forty Most Asked Questions, 19b.).

Recommendation:

. When cumulative impacts occur, mitigation should be proposed. Clearly state the lead
agency’s mitigation responsibilities and the mitigation responsibilities of other entities.
The FEIS should include all relevant, reasonable mitigation measures, even if they ane
outside the jurisdiction of the lead agency or coopersting agencics.

i - .
The DEIS lists & number of excellent construction mitigation measures for air quality. However,
given the negative beath effects of paniculate matter less than 10 microns (FM10), and the
magnitude of this project, we recommend including the following mitigation measures, as
approprisie.

Reecomemendationa:

. Identify sensitive recepior locations in the project arca, such as schools, hospitals, parks,
and athletic centers. Schedale constrection to avoid and minimize impact to sensitive
receptor populations, including children, the eldesly, infirm, and athletes.

T012004001SCO\DRD1132.DOC/ 042330005

A. GOVERNMENT AGENCIES’ COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Response to Comment A2-2.5
FEIS Section 6.6 describes the relevant, reasonable mitigation measures
to address cumulative impacts, and identifies the responsibilities of the
lead agency and other entities.

Response to Comment A2-2.6

Recommendation for additional air quality mitigation measures noted.
Mitigation during construction activity is detailed in the FEIS,

Section 4.2, and will conform to the purposes of the Federal Clean

Air Act and follow the Clark County Department of Air Quality
Management Best Management Practice manual for construction
activities.
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A. GOVERNMENT AGENCIES’ COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

EPA Comments May 10, 2003
Bolder Cityl1.5. 93 DES

. Redisce the use of dicssl-powered equipmest. Iﬁuﬁmummmﬂuﬂ
how diesel emissions will be minimized for each phucufmmmgpedmy
in sensitive recsplor bocations, For example, require contractors to keep the equipment
fine-tuned, avoid idling, and use altemative fueled vehicles when feasible.

Response to Comment A2-2.7

_ Recask
The Rasciame Ocmsarvation & Raccvery Aok (RCRA) Shtien B0 sl ool focal Recommendation for materials reuse noted. As part of the preliminary
mn'&?;.immﬁaﬁm trenspoetation, construction, and landscaping and final design phases of this project, specifications for materials use

227 mmwwm e e s m will be developed and included in the specifications to the contractor.

. Commit to materials reuse, where appropriate and feasible, and include a commitment to
the Buy-Recycled requirements. For further details, please see EPA's web site at Response to Comment A2-2.8

. m decarstruetion, and construction and demolition debris As noted in FEIS Section 4.10.3, NDOT has developed and circulated, in
S June 2002, a landscape policy that will outline a treatment methodology.

a Wm:m .Eﬂi“-: Speis ,:;ﬁ :.:w &;Egm, & we The policy will' (%escrib(::‘ a lar}dscaping minimum. Compliance with
ﬁpﬁgﬁui‘:m e Ooar 13112 G g tnti e pesiot. EO 13112 provisions will be included as part of this policy.
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AL-25

A0

A3

STATE OF HEVADA
DEFARTWENT OF CONSERATION AMD MATURAL RESOURCES

DIVISION OF WILDLIFE
1100 Valley Road
Rano, Hemada 83542
RS0« Fan 7R 8-1505

TERET B CRAOWTORTH
preseey

SOUTHERN REGION
ATAT WEST VEGAS DRIVE
LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 88108
(TO02) 408-512T; 486-5133 FAX

Mary 10, 2002
Mir. Dawryl Jamos

Nevada Department of Transportation

12653 South Stewart Streat

Carson Clty, NV 88712
Re:  Boulder CBy / U5, 93 Comider Study, Drafl EIS & Section 4{f) Evalustion (DEIS)

Daar Mr. Jarmes:

With receipt of the DEIS, the Nevada Division of Wikdifo (Division) takes pleasure in providing
sdditional assossmant regarding the Boulder City / U.S, §3 Corrdor Study. We evalusted
enbcipated impacts to wikiife resources given aach of the four alignment altemathves
presanted. mwmu acknowisdged In the DEIS. We presantly offer tha
Tollowing obasrvations and

In consideration of the bulld alematives found In the DEIS, we concur that Alternative B will
harve the lsast associaled impacts, hmuwc. CONCAIME Canbar on

north and west of Canyon and industrial roads. Lestly, Allemative D will incur the greatest
iméversible impacts to widife inhabifing the siopas and mountainous terrain In the west
Eldormda Mountaing.

DEIS chapters 3 and 4, Affected Environment and Environmental impacts and Mitigation,
mmwumwmmmmmnw
considerations. Notable among the wilkdife speches inhabiting the project area are the desent
bighom sheep, desert forioiss, banded gila moneter, chuckwalla, burmowing owl and persgrine
faicon. Cualitathvaty, the resultant DELS anatyses for the buld altemathes fairy portray the
mmwwmwmwwm«mmm
Altamative A, However, porions of the DEIS graally concem us relative to approclation of tha
magnituda and significance that snicpated impects will have on wikdife rescurces in
considenation of kecal, regional, short-tenm, and long-term scales.

Backgreund descriptions of the present and future transportation situation ane salient to the
Enkapes of long-lerm viablity of witdife populations with accelerated loss of avallable habital
Conbesd of thasa linkages an grestly influenced by the natural history of the species

L MOCHAEL TURKIFSEED, FE
S
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A. GOVERNMENT AGENCIES’ COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Response to Comment A3-2.9

Comments noted, with particular attention to NDOW's concerns
regarding the wildlife resources within the project area and the
anticipated impacts associated with the build alternatives. The FEIS has
been updated to include additional data pertaining to wildlife impacts
that would result from the build alternatives, and to address cumulative
impacts including the effect of the current roadway on bighorn
movement between local mountain ranges.

Response to Comment A3-2.10

Comments noted. Mitigation measures identified in this document are
preliminary and subject to refinement as additional engineering is
completed for the selected alternative. Consultation with state and
federal wildlife agencies during the development of the Biological
Assessment (BA) will result in the refinement of mitigation measures
that will be included in the Biological Opinion, and implemented as part
of this project (see Section 4.4.3).
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A. GOVERNMENT AGENCIES’ COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

James, Dand (NDOT) 2 May 10, 2002

DESERT BIGHORMN SHEEP

Eighom shoep am intensiely managed in Nevada. Bighom conssrvasion s difficult in lage
pan bacauso the species mquires lerge ansas, and s suscaptible 10 dissase-inducad die-offs.
A confounding factor s that regional population stoes ane generally small, <100 indbviduals.
The present estimate of desart bighom in Nevada is 5,300. In view of the many small hards, a
meaningtul safeguard the Chision has adopted in overall afforts o consene bighom & to
maintain the few nemsaining lange populationa. Perodic population surveys am used to monltor

consarvation discussions. Response to Comment A3-2.11
During the mid- 190074, Clark Courty aupiaried 118 orky B e tras FEIS Section 4.4 has been updated to address the bighorn-vehicle
Sosedesons nusberad i e o of 200.000, Yl oty e e e Eetoenin collisi(?ns that wogld oceur from any of the alternatives, including the
Metmistue herd has declined from an seimatad 370 adults 1o the present number of 220 no-action alternative (continued use of the current roadway). FEIS

A32.11 o e storns from an _ Chapter 6 has been upda'ted to ad(.:lress the? cumulative 1mpacts of
unaccaptable level of mortailty attbutable to colisions with vehiclos on U.S. 83. The Exdorada continued development in the region on bighorn populations. Also,
Mountaing bighom popuiaiion has baan on & dowrwand trend sincs tha ktier-hall of the L. . . ; .
1990's; roadway mortaiity involving ewss and lamb is the prncipal causative factor. Tho mitigation measures presented in FEIS Section 4.4.3 have been clarified.
Division endcipatas that augmentation of transportation foutes In tha project anea wil s e . . S
exacarbate an already sedous stugtion. These specific mitigation measures, such as fencing and wildlife
Wi expact Bt the direct impacts consequental to any of ihe DEIS's bulld alematives coupled crossings, will be brought forward in the final design process in

highly-intermelatad Hoover Dam Bypass project and existing U.S. 83 (Haclenda Hotel . . . o
o thoover Dan wil ﬂmhm reat 1 o loig-arm visbllRy of tha bighom consultation with NDOW and federal resource agencies, to minimize the
sagmant) &

$heep populton bihabiing the Eidors probability of direct mortalities. The mitigation in the FEIS has been
mmmm% developed to establish potential locations for bighorn sheep crossings.
formidabis bamers and harards. For exampla, wa proviousty commented on the siuation at
Radroad Pass baghom maovemant batwean he McCullough Renge and River
Mouritaing, Coincident to regional improvements in transportation routes have bean changing

projects.
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A. GOVERNMENT AGENCIES’ COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

ames, Danyl (NDOT) 3 May 10, 2002
DESERT TORTOISE Response to Comment A3-2.12
FEIS Section 3.4.2 has been modified to acknowledge the state-protected
hmhmmmnwwmmmw g p
mnmm“‘:“w”” ﬁﬁ';.m Wmﬁn status of the desert tortoise pursuant to Nevada Revised Statute
paa 1z | 593,080, 10 5G3.03 Collecion, kansporiation or iing b prohilbited wilhout prior wriien (NRS) 501.110 and Nevada Administrative Codes (NACs) 503.080,
503.090, and 503.093; and revisions to Section 4.4.4 note that state
ﬂmuﬁﬂhhﬂﬂﬁﬂﬂh“ﬁm?ﬁl%ﬂlﬂﬁ!%i ‘I . ) 7 - : -
‘.‘.?'.mu meat Diion noeds. Regardass ':h i'-:ivh !:E:«uﬂ;":ﬂ’ Opinicn, authorizations will be required should desert tortoise collection,
muthortzation shoud cosecsn, remaval, translocation, of similar activity be appropriate removal, translocation, or similar activity be consequential to
— toone ot e Alternative D.
BANDED GILA MONSTER

spacas iz rirely obaarved ralative to ofher speces and is the primary reason for it
mmmwhmum Thia LISDI Buneau of Land Management has
recogritred this kzard as a sensithe species sinco 1978, T lzard ks considered a specias of
concam by the LS. Flsh & Widlifo Sarvica (Secvios), Most recently, thae Glia monstor was
mummwmmwmmw
Consarvation Plan (MSHCP). The designaiion wis wamanted bacause inadequats information

Response to Comment A3-2.13
adlions NeCesNy species’ persistanca without protective
e facirs £ Comments noted.

Found mainly below 5,000 feat slevaion, Its distribuion In Hevada approxdmates . .
fhat of the desan toroiss. Habitat requirsments conter on desert wash, spring and rigaran Alternative D, the Southern Alternative, has been selected as the
£3-2.13 | neabitats that interdigitate primarily with complex rocky landscapes of upland desen scrub. . . . .
Honce, Gila monster habitat bridges and avertaps that of both tha desedt torioise and preferred alternative. Section 2.6 of the FEIS discusses the rationale for
chuckwalla, Gila monsters ara secraiive and dificult to locate, tpending >D0% of thelr fves . . . . . . . .
underground. They maka use of deeg crevices and caves of primariy rocky siopes for winter this decision. Section 4.4.4 identifies NDOW as a reviewing and
and summer refugla, When active fhey froquent animal burrows and other shalow refugéa on s .
mors gentie siopes. Foraging Gl mensters seek nesSings of ground of low-shrub nasting permitting agency for the project and, as a result, would have the
m{tﬂ.ﬁ“q‘]mmmwmﬂm“ﬂﬂmwu' . .f. .. . dd
hich are found in highest concentration In highar produciivity areas, such &s along welk opportunity to request specific mitigation measures to address any
vegetated wash courses of bajedas. impacts of concern during the development of the Biological Opinion
Scant information adsts for this izand's distibution and relative sbundance in Nevada. The by USFWS
spocles’ statut and distibution, hance addiionsl distibution, y .
m::mﬁ:m b of tmost iarest. Racantly compled s ocates further

vaiidats the Specios presence in he project ana, 6.9 the habitat dalineation depiciad In tha
DEIS's Figure 3-3 ks accuratn for the transportation comider evahation.

Should & project aamative move forward, then Division requests the project proponent 3
mh‘mmwmmmhﬂmuamm
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A3-2.14

A3-2.15

A3Z 16

ARZAT

Tames, Daryl (NDOT) ‘ I

" activities,
Division will ba notied whensver a glla monsieris encourtansd during constructon
Wa can provide mmﬁmm
CHUCKWALLA, BURROWING OWL, AND PEREGRINE FALCON

contidarations outinad in the DEIS for minimizing and mitigating impacts should ba
iacpoats. Shouid the project move ferward, we should be consulted In addiion 10 o Senvics
megarding addiional consklansions for migratory birds and raplors.
SPECIES NOTED AND THEIR RELATIONSHIP TO CLARK COUNTY MSHCP

understanding, the Clark County MSHCP provides for incidental take of species whare
::r::\ﬂmmfwummmuh Clark County offset tha need for protaction

Comidor Study. Becauss the desart bighom m-ﬂuﬁl&wwﬂm
mmﬂn wuncar e misthority of tha Dhdaicn, we foresss the nead ba discuss addSonal
mitigation for these spacis.

ALTERNATIVE [: HIGHWAY CROSSING STRUCTURES AND FENCE

Transportaton cattie
of sinactures including bust not imited 1o bridges, underpassas, cverpasses, culverts and catll.
guands to minknize iMpacts.

ALTERNATIVES B & C: HIGHWAY CROSSING STRUCTURES AND FENCE

Bighom sheap movements between the Feves Mountains and the Eldorade Mountaing nesd to
b considared in ARematives B and C. mwmmmmm
Valley/Wash fo the east end of the project ened. Design and placamant of bighom sheep

T012004001SCO\DRD1132.DOC/ 042330005

A. GOVERNMENT AGENCIES’ COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Response to Comment A3-2.14
Comments noted. Refer to response to Comment A3-2.13.

Response to Comment A3-2.15

FEIS Section 3.4.2 has been modified to include a description of the
Clark County MSHCP and a list of covered species that occur within the
project area. FEIS Section 4.4.4 identifies NDOW as a reviewing and
permitting agency for the project and, accordingly, will be consulted
during final design regarding specific mitigation for species not covered
under the MSHCP (i.e., desert bighorn sheep and banded Gila monster).

Response to Comment A3-2.16

Prior to project implementation a BA will be prepared in consultation
with NDOW, USFWS, and other responsible agencies. During this
process engineering design will include the development of crossings
and other forms of mitigation; both bridges and oversize culverts will be

considered for use. Please refer also to response to Comments A3-2.10
and A3-2.11.

Response to Comment A3-2.17

Sections 3.4 and 4.4 of the FEIS have been updated to include more
detailed data provided by NDOW on bighorn occurrences in the project
area, including in the vicinity of the Alternative A, B, and C corridors.
Mitigation measures for the Alternatives are presented as well.
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A. GOVERNMENT AGENCIES’ COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Jaenos, Danyl (NDOT) 5 May 10, 2002

o Response to Comment A3-2.18
crossing structures ahould be coordnated Divislon. In Homanway ValleyWash . . . . .
arca, FHWA and mﬁnumﬁ%mmwwu As noted in FEIS Section 3.5.1, the desert washes within the project area
Enachures and fencing shodid Do reectsd in £ ota out of o profects. convey runoff from winter and summer storms. These stormwater flows
ACREAGE ASSOCOIATED WITH CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS are of a temporary nature. Bridges, culverts, and other engineered
impacts are estimated babwesn 327 and 679 acres depending on which of the buid features will be designed to minimize impacts to ephemeral flows
altemathves b selected. VW respect to wikilife and habitat we respecthully disagres. The Secti 45 4.6
DEIS I cormect in pointing out that ralsed rights-ol-way will result in altsration of shoat flow (Sections 4.5, 4.6).
Imydroiogy conssquantial to precipiation. Cutverts, water bars, and the roadway bem will

A3 1 | WEEr Cver the long term. mmmmmw g
productivity and diversity 0 changs ovar articipats
mmmr:mmﬂmmm.MHﬁmﬂ
ovarall habiat value and perhaps viability. It may be woriwhils o re-evaluats the downstream
Impacts and indlude such analyses in overall aceage asSmales.

HHMHMMNWMHMHW.WMM“M
enfities in contributing to the Final EIS as outlinad in the section, Med Siaps in Comidor
Process (page ES-30, 4-21) should the proposed project move fonward. Thank you for his
opportunity 10 provide review and comment. Should thore be any questions pleass contact
fhis office.
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Stato of Mavada
Dopartment of Tranapadation
Emvironmantal Division

Mr, Danyl Jamas

1263 South Stewart Straat
Carson City, NV Bo7T12

RE: mauEanmusnmumm::mwam

Dar Mr. James:

Armqumwummmwduﬁumu i
. . Caunail
F mmmuu'n'uumumnwmmmmmﬂfﬁﬂ:ﬁrus

Foute Mo, 83 Corridor

intarchange in the vicinity of R
roadway, intarchangs at Route N&D:ilndmmhﬂﬂchwmmeﬁm Hoiel ana

Cur Gity Councll does understand thal an intarcha BTz
nge ks not praposed on Al i r
Emwmmm:mmeWMMmammwlm}rmm

substation was not possible during and afer tha sioem of 1997, H is an ostmated eleven
.
betwean the planned interchange with Roule No. Hlmmiﬂlm:gq u&'&ﬂf&é‘.‘

raadway
Dam Bypass project,

nmhummmmmmmmmm g202
thaugh Thursday from 7:004% 10 8.00PHL e 1 2030202, Monday

Michael Lasko, Project

ger
Philip T. Hanry, P.E., Directar of Public Wedks

fin 2}

City of Boulder City

401 CALIFORNIA AVENUE

BOULDER CITY, NEVADA B3008
Malling Address

P, BOX B350

BOULDER CITY, NEVADA 800061 :;n

Council dous ungdarstand thal for Allemative “0°
ihete would be
ﬂumdecnmmmemlrmﬁmom.g

Maringer, CH2M-Hil

PIH

“Clean Green Boulder City”
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A. GOVERNMENT AGENCIES’ COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Response to Comment A4-3.2
The action taken by the Boulder City Council on May 14, 2002, is noted.

An interchange at Buchanan Boulevard as a point of vehicle access is not
proposed as an aspect of Alternative D, the preferred alternative. The
FEIS notes that emergency access to the Alternative D alignment at the
Buchanan Boulevard extension crossing has been incorporated into the

preferred alternative development.
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M52 18

United States Deparai@it of the Interior

| MAY 25 2002
Mir. Jobhn T, Prica
Division Administrater
U.S. Depurtment of Trmsportation -
Pedaral Highway Administration -
705 Morih Plazs Street, Suite 220
Carsos City, Nevads 29701

mwmmmmmumnmmwwmm
Section 44f) Evaluation for the Boulder CIphU.S. 93 Comidor Stady, Clark County, Nevada.

These commments and concema weee provided by the staff at Lake Mead Nationa] Recreation Asea
{Lake Mead NRA), & uxnit of the Naionsl Park System that would be affected by the propossed
impreversents, Each of the “action” altereetives identified and mnalyzed so fr would affcet NPS
values @nd resources.

H that the consaliazion has not been completed. This is an important
np'm“ m]mhﬂnw‘;wﬂlmdmwwhmmmwﬂt Wi mote that there ane
& nmber of potential ffects on archealogical, bistarical, and cultural pesources. The Lake Mesd
WA staff is available to participate in the required consaltation process,
hﬁfh-lm;hmm:un;::- mu%ﬂﬂﬂlmﬂnﬂmmﬂimh:prmdmd
fully cemgidered in the svaaticn of altermatives.

Iuhuyumﬂhlﬂﬂmwwwnfﬂnmﬁmmmm_m“mm
Comzervation Planming, Emvirorunenial Irpact Analysis and Decision Making. A specific process
mmmmcmumummmwmme-tww
muwmmawwmmﬂmummmﬂ
o protsct. wmuwmmmwmmmwpﬂm_m
TESOUTCEE, w:mummmmthhmmm_mmmm
hhMm;MmhwmththMmWMmm

in the pear foture,
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A. GOVERNMENT AGENCIES’ COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Response to Comment A5-2.19

The consultation process had progressed as far as appropriate through
May 23, 2002 (the date of this comment letter). The process was
reinitiated upon the identification of Alternative D as the preferred
alternative and is addressed as part of this FEIS and will continue
through preliminary and final design of the approved alternative.

Response to Comment A5-2.20

On May 14, 2002, USDI NPS LMNRA was provided with a diskette by
CH2M HILL containing an electronic file copy of preliminary
information assembled to facilitate NPS preparation of that agency’s
impairment analysis. NPS’s impairment analysis was received at
CH2M HILL on July 29, 2002. The impairment analysis is presented in
Appendix D of Volume I of this FEIS.

With the inclusion of Appendix D, the particular opinions and findings
of NPS have been included.
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A. GOVERNMENT AGENCIES’ COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Mhnﬂvﬁnmnm“mmwm:wmw
mhpﬁmﬂ.m&uﬂpmﬁﬂndmﬁhmuw_d?ﬂglmbmmﬂ
resources have becn cmployed.  Should you requive additonal pleate
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A. GOVERNMENT AGENCIES’ COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNLA DSS8-2503 JUL 02 2002
June 26, 2002

Regulatory Branch (200250133)

Mr. Michael 5. Lasko, P.E.
CH2ZM Hill

2000 East Flamings Road

Las Vegas, Wevada #89119-5163

Dear Mr. Laasko:

This concerns the Boulder City/U.5. 23 Corridor Study, Clark
County, Hevada and the extent of jurisdictional waters of the U.3
under Section 404 of the Clean Water Ack. This study centers on
three build alternatives designated B, ¢ and D that will croas
and impact waters of the U.5. protected by Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act. We reviewed your repart dated July 2001
entitled "Wetlands Impacts Technical Study.®

Some of the ephemeral washes affected by the project are
wateras of the U.5. bacause they are tributaries to "Mavigabkle
waters of the U.5." and interstate waters (Lake Mead and che
Caolerads River). These jurisdictiscnal waters generally eriginakte
near Boulder City and [low northeast to Lake Mead or originate
eagt of Boulder City and flow east to the Colorads River.

A number of affected sphemeral washes are isslated and
intrastate waters. They generally originate weat and south of
Boulder City and flow in a southwesterly direction inte Eldorads
Valley las identified in the USG5 quadrangle) with termination at
a dry lake, The affected washes do not have any wetlands as
defined by the Corps of Engineesrs.

Two, wvirtually parallel, strips of isclated wetlands exist
immediately south of the Boulder City wastewater treatment plant.

of treated efiluent.  The wetlands are essencially ueed and oo Response to Comment A6-2.21

maintained a0 a final stage of treatment. Impacts to drainages within the Eldorado Valley watershed will not be

B BT TS | comored nsubequent applction ' USACE fora pemit pusan
sz | Croused by Licernacive D) are wot watace of ciw ;3. bectuse chey DA e A A A

vatere: ) ,E:ﬁt ofat ;ig?tﬁﬁ eyaten bo w o }tzl m; T Eon o?;nall.nce w; appropriate design and construction criteria provide

OF any Of Che preceding: There Lo aot aoy vidence of oromcicel y guidelines of the Clark County Regional Flood Control District and

navigation or any evidence of an interstate commerce nexus for NDOT

these drainages and wetlands. Migratory birds may use the
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AE-2.22

AE-2.33

2

isolated wetlands below the treatment plant but this actual or
potential uae alone is inaufficient for making a positive
jurisdictional determinacion. Morecver, these isolated wetlands
are part of the waste treatment system and are not waters of the
U.8. based on 33 CFR 328.3(a) (7).

Wa concur with your delineation of waters of the U.5.
affected by the project except as noted above. These areas are
regulated by this office under Section 404 of che Clean Water
hor. Aetivities invelwving discharges of dredged and £i11
material below the ordinary high water marks of these
jurisdictional waterse will require a Department of the Army
permict. We suggest careful scrutiny of nationwide general permit
numbar 14 and ocur Mevada Latter of Permission Procedures (copy of
aach enclosed) for applicability to your project.

Thia verification ia wvalid for five years from the date of
thia letter unless new information warrants revision of the
determination before the expiration date. I am also enclosing a
notice of appeal options.

We assigned number 200250139 to this case. Please refer to
this number in any future correspondence with this cffice. If
you have any gquestions, please contact me at e-mail address,
Grady .MoHurefusace.army.mil, or telephone r {43%) 9BE-3975,

rely,

tr . George Regulatory Office
h Mall Drive, Suice L-101
pAdrge, Utah B4790-7310

Enclosuras
Copiea Purnished:

Mz. Kathy Dadey, U.5. Environmental Protection Agency, Regleon IX,
75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, California 9$4105-3%01

Mr. Ted Bepdure, Envircnmental Program Manager, Federal Highway
Administration, T0S5 Morth Plaza Street, Suite 220, Carson City,
Hevada 83701

Mr. Daryl James, Chief, Envirconmental Services Division, Newvada
Department of Transportaticn, 1263 South Stewart Street, Carson
City, Hevada 85712

M:mﬂ%_/—\"
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A. GOVERNMENT AGENCIES’ COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Response to Comment A6-2.22

Impacts to drainages within the Lake Mead/Colorado River watershed
will be quantified subsequent to the completion of initial engineering
design work pursuant to implementation of Alternative D and
addressed in the project-specific application to USACE for permit in
compliance with Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.

Response to Comment A6-2.23

Prior to submittal of a project-specific application to USACE for permit
in compliance with Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, determination
will be made regarding whether a nationwide general permit No. 14
would be appropriate for this project.
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AT2 25

AT SPF*&?JJ{E”GJ

United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

MIEME»\-DNF-MAI. RECREATION AREA

JiL23 02

) | PR NEWAD
July 22, 2002 hus ey
Mr. Daryl James ] n
State of Mevada Department of Transportation -
1263 South Stewart Strest E
Carson City, Nevada 89702 -
RE: Roulder City/1.5.93 Corridor Study -

ot B Br |
Diear Mr. James:
The National Park Service (NPS) has participated as a member of the Praject Team

(PMT) in the Boulder City/UIS 93 Corridar Study and most recently i in the selection af a
prefered aliemative for inclusion in the Final Envir 11 . The PMT
recommended Aliernative D be idemtified as the preferred altemative, We understand this
recommendation will be forwarded to the State of Nevada and the Federal Highoays

Administration.

To paticipate in the process of identifying & preferred altemative, the Mational Park Service (NPS)
conducted an internal evaluation using the draft ETS and staiT specialists to determine whether or not
the busild alternatives would result in “impairment” to park rescurces.  The analysis did not idemify
resource categories where development would result in impairment to park resources, however it *
did identify four resource categoriea where the anticipated impacts of Altermative D are considered
“majar” wnithin Lake Mead National Recreation Area (Lake Mead NRA). These resource categones
include: land use, wildlife (highom sheep and desert tortoiss), soundscape and asr quality,

1t is important the NPS position these resources be documented in the admirisirative
record as areas where the NPS will parsue “all reasanable steps to minimize the harm®™ in
compliance with Section 4{f) of the Department of Transponation Act of 1966, We anticipate the
Nevada Department of Transportation and the Federal Highways Administration will work
collaboratively with the National Park Service and other PMT agencics to see the resource values of
Lake Mead NRA, are properly protected,

RECEIVED
JUL 2 4 202
Fropect Mamagemest

s
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A. GOVERNMENT AGENCIES’ COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Response to Comment A7-2.24

The NPS impairment analysis is included in this FEIS as Appendix D,
Volume I. The results of this analysis, as well as those from resource-
specific analyses (e.g., the Biological Assessment, the assessment of
effects to historic properties) along with agency consultations, will be
used to refine and to develop additional mitigation measures
appropriate to reduce impacts resulting from implementation of the
preferred alternative. These measures would then be implemented prior
to the beginning of construction, during the construction phase, and/or
those meant to reduce operational impacts.

Response to Comment A7-2.25

Collaboration and consultation with NPS will continue to be integral
components of the environmental and engineering planning efforts by
NDOT and FHWA pursuant to the implementation of Alternative D.
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We appreciate the apporiunity for Lake Mead MRA to be represented on the PMT. Should
mmwmwwan,mmmxmjm-aﬁn o

‘William E. Dickinson
Supenintendent

Enclosurs (1)
Boulder City/U.5.93 Corridor Study Impaiment Analysis

gt lohn Price, Administrator, Federal Highways Administration
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