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This appendix contains agency and public comments on the Pyramid Highway/US 395 
Connection Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIS) that were received during 
the 60-day comment period (September 13, 2013 to November 12, 2013). Agency 
comments are presented first, followed by public comments. Responses are provided 
beside each comment.  
 
Public comments and responses provided during the October 9 and 10, 2013 public 
hearings question/answer period are not included in this appendix; they are documented 
in the public hearing transcripts in Appendix B Public Involvement. This appendix 
(Appendix D) includes public comments received at the hearings that were not addressed 
at the hearing, and provides responses.  
 
Note:  The design of the freeway-type build alternatives evaluated in the Draft EIS was 
modified after the Draft EIS was distributed due to updated traffic data that resulted in 
reduced traffic forecasts. The modified designs resulted in a reduced project footprint 
overall. In the Final EIS and this appendix, when referring to build alternatives in 
general, the term “build alternative” is used.  The build alternatives evaluated in the Draft 
EIS are referred to as “Freeway Alternatives” and the modified build alternatives 
evaluated in the Final EIS are referred to as “Arterial Alternatives.” Also note that 
Arterial Alternative 3 has been selected as the Preferred Alternative.  Refer to Chapter 2.0 
of the Final EIS for more information on project changes that occurred after the Draft 
EIS. 
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1 Comment # 1:  Jennifer Budge, Park Planner, Planning and 
Development Division Community Services Department; and 
Jennifer Scanland, National Park Service 
 
From: Jennifer Scanland [mailto:jscanland@parks.nv.gov]  
Sent: Friday, September 06, 2013 10:29 AM 
To: Jennifer Budge 
Cc: Abdalla, Abdelmoez (FHWA) 
Subject: FW: possible conversion - Lazy 5 
  
Hello Jennifer, below is the link to the RTC’s widening of pyramid hwy.  can you 
tell me if this is impacting lazy 5. 6f3 boundary?  
  
From: Ramsay, Heather [mailto:heather_ramsay@nps.gov]  
Sent: Wednesday, September 04, 2013 1:53 PM 
To: Jennifer Scanland 
Subject: possible conversion - Lazy 5 
  
Hey, Jenny - 
This came across my desk today. Check out page 5-30 of the 4(f) chapter - 
http://www.pyramidus395connection.com/pdfs/Pyramid_US395_Conn_DEIS/D
EIS%20Exec%20Summary%20and%20Chapters/007_Chapter%205%20-
%20Section%204f.pdf 
 
They're talking potential reconfiguration of the park entrance. We can probably 
work through it to avoid a conversion but we need to talk with them to make 
sure. Can you get in touch with your Washoe people? 
 
Thanks, 
Heather 
______________________________________ 
Funding and Protecting Parks Where you Live 
Heather Ramsay, Program Officer 
National Park Service, State & Local Assistance Programs 
909 First Avenue, Seattle, WA 98104-1060 
206.220.4123 - www.nps.gov/lwcf or /uprr 
Follow us on Twitter @NPS_state_LWCF 

Comment #1 Response:  
 
The Study team coordinated with Washoe County, Nevada State Parks, and the National 
Park Service regarding property developed with Land and Water Conservation Funds 
(LWCF) within the Study Area. They confirmed that there are areas within the Lazy 5 
Regional Park and Spanish Springs Library parcel that were developed with LWCF monies 
and, therefore, are protected under Section 6(f).  They determined that all of the Arterial 
Alternatives, which have the same proposed design in this area, would not involve a Section 
6(f) conversion. Please refer to Section 3.19 of the Final EIS for more information and 
Appendix A Agency Coordination for relevant correspondence.   
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2a 
2b 

 
2c 

 
 
 

2d 
 
 
 

2e 

Comment # 2:  Jennifer Budge, Park Planner, Planning and 
Development Division Community Services Department 
 

Comment #2 Response: 
 
Comment 2a:  Effects to wildlife were identified based on the potential for disruption and 
loss of existing habitats and movement corridors due to construction of the build 
alternatives. As noted in Section 3.14.4 of the Final EIS, more data on migration routes is 
needed to determine if and where wildlife crossings might be effective. NDOT and RTC 
will further evaluate the need for wildlife crossings during the final design process. Local 
migration and habitat information will be obtained from organizations such as Nevada 
Department of Wildlife, NDOT, and local residents. Wildlife crossings will be considered 
based on results of that analysis and design constraints.  
 
Comment 2b:  Pedestrian, equestrian, or off-road vehicle access west of the US 395 
connector could occur at proposed Arterial Alternative 3 interchanges. These locations 
provide the safest and easiest means to provide access to the west side of the proposed 
alignment. Also, the proposed multi-use path would greatly enhance recreational 
opportunities and facilitate access to public lands.   If comment refers to providing direct 
access from neighborhoods on west side of Pyramid to BLM land to the west, NDOT and 
RTC, in consultation with the BLM, will evaluate opportunities to perpetuate pedestrian 
access to this area, such as underpasses, during the final design process.  Combining 
pedestrian access with possible wildlife crossing locations will also be evaluated during final 
design.  
 
Comment 2c:  As discussed in Section 3.7 of the Final EIS, bike and/or pedestrian facilities 
would be provided along Disc Drive, Pyramid Highway, and the US 395 Connector under 
Arterial Alternative 3 (Preferred Alternative). Pedestrian crossings would be provided at 
Pyramid/Disc Drive via a crosswalk.  From Wedekind Park, pedestrians and bicyclists could 
use a combination of proposed sidewalks, crosswalks, and shared use paths to access the 
Rim Trail east of Sun Valley.  
 
Comment 2d:  Section 3.16 of the Draft EIS and Final EIS describes existing visual 
conditions, visual impacts from alternatives, and proposed mitigation measures. All build 
alternatives would result in visual impacts in varying degrees. The Study team reviewed area 
plans to identify community goals and policies concerning visual resources in the Study 
Area. The goals cited in your comment, as well goals and policies in other area plans, were 
used in the visual impact assessment to help predict viewer response to visual changes from 
the alternatives.  Those goals/policies are listed in the Visual Technical Memorandum 
prepared for the study, which can be provided.  
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2 
(continued) 

 
 
 

2f 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2g 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2h 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2i 
 
 
 

2j 

As described in the Draft EIS and Final EIS, all build alternatives would introduce new 
visual elements in the Study Area in the form of street lighting, bridges, ramps, new 
roadway alignment, cut and fill areas, retaining walls,  traffic noise barriers, and screening 
walls. 
 
The Final EIS discusses that views of the surrounding ridges, hillsides, and distant mountain 
ranges would be maintained under all the Arterial Alternatives. Improvements under all 
Arterial Alternatives would result in moderate impacts to the undeveloped Natural Hillsides 
Landscape Unit in the Study Area.  
 
The Ridge Alignment included in the Freeway Alternative 3 evaluated in the Draft EIS and 
the Arterial Alternative 3 (Preferred Alternative) would result in visual changes of the 
undeveloped hillsides northwest of the park as a result of the new extension of Disc Drive to 
the west. This would introduce human-made structures to existing views of undeveloped 
rolling hills. The new US 395 Connector would be located higher on the ridgeline than the 
other Arterial Alternatives, but views of the new roadway would be partially blocked by the 
hills. Additionally, the new Disc Drive/US 395 Connector interchange would be located 
farther to the west than the other Arterial Alternatives.  
 
All build alternatives include mitigation measures to visually blend the proposed 
improvements with surrounding natural landscape. With mitigation measures, it was found 
that the Arterial Alternatives would be consistent with local and regional policies for visual 
preservation. The Preferred Alternative (Arterial Alternative 3) would greatly reduce the 
extent of earthwork needed and therefore reduce visual impacts.  Mitigation measures 
presented in Section 3.16.6 of the Final EIS include the following: 
 
 RTC and/or NDOT will minimize cut/fill areas where feasible and design them to blend 

in with the surrounding environment to minimize visual impacts. This can be achieved 
through landscaping and aesthetics,  revegetation, the introduction of varied slopes to 
better match the contours of the hills, and the placement of short walls that would not 
only shorten the overall slope, but would also break up the continuous flat surface.  

 RTC and/or NDOT will minimize the amount of construction disturbance; limit the 
amount of time that disturbed areas are allowed to remain non-vegetated; avoid 
disturbance to existing trees, shrubs and vegetation to the maximum extent possible; 
and revegetate all disturbed areas with native grass and forb species. 
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2 
(continued) 

2k 
 
 
 
 

2l 
 
 
 
 
 

2m 
 
 

2n 
 
 
 

2o 

 

 

Comment 2e: The Study team coordinated with Washoe County regarding Sky Ranch Park 
during the EIS process.  Washoe County was in the process of disposing of Sky Ranch Park 
back in 2010. In Draft EIS Section 3.19.2, Sky Ranch Park was discussed as being planned 
for disposal because of existing safety concerns associated with its close proximity to 
Pyramid Highway.  
 
In early 2014, Washoe County Parks indicated that they were in the process of relinquishing 
the Sky Ranch Park back to the previous owner.  Washoe County was aware of the RTC’s 
potential plans for Pyramid, which could include further expansion at the Pyramid / La 
Posada intersection, and Washoe County indicated they would consider preserving some of 
the land for transportation uses if it makes sense.  Further, Washoe County indicated that 
they provided a conceptual map to the buyers of the park site showing the stormwater 
detention facility proposed at this location under the Pyramid Highway/US 395 project. 
Additionally, in March 2015, the City of Sparks Senior Planner indicated that the park is 
planned to be redeveloped into a commercial space (James Rundle, pers. communication, 
March 2, 2015). Lastly, in February 2017, Washoe County confirmed that Sky Ranch Park 
has been disposed of and is no longer owned or maintained by the County (Dennis Troy, 
pers. communication, February 1, 2017).  Based on this information, Sky Ranch Park is not 
considered a significant recreation resource and is not evaluated under Section 4(f) in the 
Final EIS.  
 
Comment 2f: Under Arterial Alternative 3 (Preferred Alternative), the existing access road 
at Pyramid Highway and right-in/right-out access configuration would remain. Minor 
changes would be made to the access road to tie into the improved Pyramid Highway.  
Maintaining the existing access eliminates the need to reconfigure the library parking lot. 
Refer to Section 3.19 of the Final EIS for more information.   
 
Comment 2g: Arterial Alternative 3 (Preferred Alternative) will maintain access to the 
library and park as it currently exists. Future developments in the area could provide for an 
additional fire or emergency access road and gate serving the park; however, those 
improvements would be included as part of a separate private development. Frontage roads 
are not proposed under Arterial Alternative 3. 
 
Comment 2h:  Impacts to the library noted in your comment were evaluated in the Final 
EIS. Arterial Alternatives 1-4 greatly reduce impacts to the library and surrounding area due 
to the reduced footprint under these alternatives. Permanent impacts to the parking lot will 
be avoided by placing a retaining wall will along the back of the proposed sidewalk adjacent 
to Pyramid Highway. Any landscaping affected by construction of this wall would be 
replaced with in-kind plants, as space allows. This will be determined during final design. 
 
Regarding noise impacts to the library, Section 3.9.6 of the Final EIS notes that traffic noise 
levels would not meet or exceed the NAC of 66 dBA at the Spanish Springs Library under 
the Arterial Alternatives. Therefore, noise mitigation is not warranted.  
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  It should be noted that trees would not serve as noise mitigation in this situation as 
suggested in comment because vegetation must be very thick (typically 50 to 100 feet) and 
dense to obtain a noticeable noise reduction.   
 
Regarding library parking impacts, permanent impacts to the library parking lot will be 
avoided by placing a retaining wall will along the back of the proposed sidewalk adjacent to 
Pyramid Highway.  
 
None of the build alternatives, including Arterial Alternative 3, would impact the library 
building structure, building function, or building HVAC facilities. The driveway that 
surrounds the building will continue to operate as it does today and will allow for continued 
use of the drive-up window.  No frontage roads are proposed under Arterial Alternative 3, 
and the proposed path would not impact library facilities. Visual impacts and mitigation for 
Arterial Alternative 3 are discussed in Section 3.16.6 of the Final EIS.    
 
Comment 2i:  Wildcreek Park is not included in the Section 4(f) chapter of the EIS because 
no 4(f) use of the park would result from any Arterial Alternatives. No Arterial Alternative 
alignments would go through Wildcreek Park, and no Arterial Alternative would have direct 
impacts to this park.  The closest an Arterial Alternative would be to this park is the cut/fill 
limit associated with the construction of the pathway on south side of the US 395 connection 
proposed under Arterial Alternative 3. The cut/fill limit would abut the northern boundary of 
the park.  Further, no noise impacts would occur at Wildcreek Park under Arterial 
Alternative 3 (Preferred Alternative). Therefore, Wildcreek Park is not evaluated in the 
Section 4(f) chapter.  Note that the City of Sparks Council approved the updated 
Comprehensive Parks and Recreation Plan in December, 2013, in which Wildcreek Park 
was recommended as a site to be decommissioned and/or transferred.  
 
Comment 2j:  Red Hill is not included in the Section 4(f) chapter of the EIS because no 4(f) 
use of this area would result from any Arterial Alternatives. Visual impacts are addressed in 
the Final EIS in Section 3.16.5., which explains that all of the Arterial Alternatives would 
result in cut and fill areas near the Red Hills area above the Desert Research Institute from 
construction of the US 395 connector, resulting in a visual change. All Arterial Alternatives 
greatly reduce the earthwork near Red Hill compared to the Freeway Alternatives evaluated 
in the Draft EIS, resulting in lower visual impacts.  Within the Study Area, views of the Red 
Hills area from Sun Valley Boulevard, Clear Acre Lane, and US 395 north of McCarran 
Boulevard are blocked by local topography; therefore, views of cuts and fills would also be 
blocked from those areas.  However, the Red Hill area is visible in the background to 
viewers in valley areas located at the southern end of the study area (approximately 1.5 mile 
away from the hillside) and beyond, and the hillside cuts and fills would be visible to those 
viewers. However, the cut/fill areas would become less noticeable to viewers located farther 
away (more than 1.5 miles) from the hillside. Mitigation in the form of revegetating cut and 
filled areas would make the visual change indiscernible from 1.5 miles away and beyond.”   
 
Noise impacts to Red Hill were evaluated; no noise impacts are predicted for this site (see 
Appendix D of the Traffic Noise Technical Report; this can be provided to the County if 
desired). Below is a summary of Appendix D of the Traffic Noise Technical Report 
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information for Red Hill noise impacts: 
 The Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) for this land use category is 66 dBA (an impact 

occurs if dBA approaches, equals, or exceeds this number). An impact also occurs 
when the future predicted noise level substantially exceeds the existing noise level by 
15 dBA or more (difference shown in parenthesis).  

 Existing Noise (2007):  45 dBA 
 No-Build Noise (2035): 48 dBA 
 Noise in 2035 under Arterial Alt 1: 55 dBA (+10) 
 Noise in 2035 under Arterial Alt 2: 55 dBA (+10) 
 Noise in 2035 under Arterial Alt 3: 56 dBA (+11) 
 Noise in 2035 under Arterial Alt 4: 57 dBA (+12) 

 
No direct impacts to Red Hill would occur.  Impacts to plants and wildlife are presented in 
Section 3.14 of the Draft and Final EIS.  
 
Regarding pedestrian access, Arterial Alternative 3 will maintain existing bike/ped 
connectivity and provide bike/ped facilities along Sun Valley Boulevard and west of Sun 
Valley Boulevard along 1st Avenue and 2nd Avenue. Additional access to Red Hill would be 
provided by using the proposed extension of Raggio Parkway / West Sun Valley Arterial. 
Refer to Section 3.7 of the Final EIS for more information. 
 
Comment 2k:  Washoe County’s August 2011 Resolution of Support regarding the Sun 
Valley open space parcel is discussed in the Draft and Final EIS in Chapter 3.0: Section 
3.19.3, under “Impacts Common to All Build Alternatives.” Table 3-71 summarizes impacts 
to the Sun Valley Open Space.  Arterial Alts. 1 and 2 would have no impacts to this open 
space; Arterial Alts. 3 and 4 would require total acquisition of this open space.  
 
Because Arterial Alternative 3 is the Preferred Alternative, RTC will coordinate with 
Washoe County to meet the commitments set forth in Washoe County’s August 2011 
Resolution of Support regarding the Sun Valley open space parcel, described in the Draft 
EIS and Final EIS in Section 3.19.2 and Appendix A Agency Coordination.  This is also 
discussed in Chapter 5.0 of the Final EIS. Chapter 5.0 discusses that the Study team 
determined during the EIS process that some of the US 395 Connector alignment 
alternatives could result in use of a large portion of this property. To determine whether 
Section 4(f) would apply this parcel, the Study team coordinated with Washoe County park 
planners to discuss the County’s plans for the property and to provide details about the build 
alternatives that would potentially cross the property. In support of this continuing 
coordination, the Washoe County Board of Commissioners adopted a Resolution of Support 
in August 2011, which is provided in Appendix A Agency Coordination of the Final EIS. It 
acknowledges that Washoe County and RTC are committed to working together to 
accommodate future joint uses for the parcel. Further, should the project affect the parcel, 
RTC will participate with Washoe County by providing reasonable funding and supporting 
possible construction to maintain compatibility between the project’s roadway 
improvements and the limited park improvements planned by the County. 
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Cooperative planning is proposed to minimize the project’s potential impacts to the Sun 
Valley community. As a result of the Resolution, no Section 4(f) use would occur from 
Arterial Alternative 3 (Preferred Alternative), and, as such,  this would be considered joint 
planning under 23 CFR 774.11(i). 
 
Comment 2l:  Note that Arterial Alternative 3 (Preferred Alternative) would provide a 
separated multi-use path parallel to Pyramid Highway.  Frontage roads are no longer 
proposed.  Provision of this pathway would not preclude future development of recreational 
and/or multimodal use of the Orr Ditch. The option suggested in your comment will be 
considered by the project team during the final design process. 
 
Comment 2m:  This existing sidewalk would be impacted; however, Arterial Alternative 3 
(Preferred Alternative) replaces and enhances the existing path. In addition, a second multi-
use path will be provided along the east side of Pyramid Highway to greatly enhance access 
to the library and Lazy 5 Park. This facility connects additional area neighborhoods beyond 
the current reach of the existing path.  
 
Comment 2n:  Comment noted. Arterial Alternative 3 would include a shared-use path 
linking Sun Valley to Spanish Springs more directly than any of the existing facilities. From 
this path, additional connections at El Rancho or other locations can be added as needed 
during final design.  Connections to future trails will be addressed during final design and as 
these trail locations become better defined.   
 
Comment 2o: Impacts to the altered andesite buckwheat were discussed in Section 3.15.3.2 
of the Draft EIS (page 3-221).  The altered andesite buckwheat was identified in the 
Study Area during field surveys southeast of the US 395/ Dandini Boulevard 
interchange. This species is a former USFWS species of concern. It is now a BLM 
sensitive species and is on the latest NNHP Tracking List as of January 2016. 
Surveys were conducted in September 2010 and May 2015 to identify the altered 
andesite buckwheat. Presence of this species was not identified on BLM land; 
however, several populations were observed on altered andesite soils at the western 
end of the project area.  This plant species would be impacted by the Arterial 
Alternatives; those impacts are described in Section 3.15.3.2 of the Final EIS.   
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3 Comment # 3:  Edward D. Koch, State Supervisor, United States 
Department of the Interior, Pacific Southwest Region, Fish and 
Wildlife Service, Nevada Fish and Wildlife Office 
 

Comment #3 Response:  
 
Responses to this comment letter are provided on the following pages. 
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3a 
 
 
 
 

3b 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3c 
 
 

Comment 3a:  Biologists surveyed the proposed project limits for all build alternatives in 
2010. In 2015, the project limits for Arterial Alternative 3 (Preferred Alternative) were 
surveyed.  Both known Carson wandering skipper (CWS) population areas provided by the 
USFWS (email dated October 19, 2011) have been added to the EIS discussion. A paragraph 
has been added to the Impacts Common to All Build Alternatives section to address indirect 
impacts due to hydrologic or water quality changes. The conclusion is that the proposed 
project may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect the Carson wandering skipper or its 
habitat.  
 
Comment 3b:  Refer to comment response 3a above. An analysis of impacts to CWS has 
been added to the Impacts Common to All Arterial Alternatives section addressing both 
direct and indirect impacts.  
 
Comment 3c:  Vista Boulevard and the area of the proposed Kiley Ranch development are 
located within the current study area boundary. However, it is important to understand the 
context of the statements presented on page 4-4 of the Draft EIS referenced in your 
comment. Those statements are located in Section 4.2.5.  That section presents information 
provided several years ago at the April 2008 agency scoping meeting. Although the Study 
Area boundary was later modified as the study progressed and additional information was 
provided by the USFWS through subsequent coordination during the study, the statements 
presented in Section 4.2.5 represent information provided by the USFWS at that point in 
time (April 2008), and are consistent with documentation of the April 2008 agency scoping 
meeting.  Therefore, to help clarify and avoid similar confusion to future readers, “2008” 
has been added before “Study Area” in the text to make it clear that these statements are 
referring to the Study Area as it existed in 2008. Also, please note that the assessment of 
existing conditions and impacts to the CWS was not made solely on the statements on page 
4-4, but rather through information obtained from the USFWS throughout the ensuing 
course of the study, and areas described in Section 3.15 of the Draft EIS and as expanded 
based on your above comments.     
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3d 
 
 

3e 

Comment 3d:  Comment noted, the spelling of Marcy Haworth’s name has been corrected. 
 
Comment 3e: Warm Springs Valley is outside the study area for this project. However, 
FHWA, NDOT, and RTC appreciate your comment and will coordinate with Fish and 
Wildlife as required on other roadway projects in the state. 
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4 Comment # 4:  Carolyn Mulvihill, Environmental Review Office, 
U.S. EPA, Region 9 
 
From: Mulvihill, Carolyn [mailto:Mulvihill.Carolyn@epa.gov]  
Sent: Tuesday, November 12, 2013 11:39 AM 
To: Abdelmoez.Abdalla@dot.gov 
Cc: Cooke, Steve M; Dmaloy@rtcwashoe.com 
Subject: EPA Comments on Pyramid Highway DEIS 
 
Hi Del, 
Attached please find our comments on the Pyramid Highway DEIS. A hard copy 
will follow by mail. Please contact me if you have any questions. 
 
Carolyn Mulvihill 
Environmental Review Office 
U.S. EPA, Region 9 
75 Hawthorne Street, CED-2 
San Francisco  CA  94105-3901 
 
phone: (415) 947-3554 
fax: (415) 947-8026 
email: mulvihill.carolyn@epa.gov 
 
 

Comment #4 Response: 
 
Responses to this comment letter are provided on the following pages. 
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(continued) 

 
 
 
 

 
Responses to this comment letter are provided on the following pages. 



Pyramid/US 395 Appendix D: Draft EIS Comments and Responses 
 

D-14 

Comment 
No. Comment Response 

4 
(continued) 

 
 
 
 

 
Responses to this comment letter are provided on the following pages. 
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4 
(continued) 

 
 
 
 

4a 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4b 
 
 
 
 

4c 
 

4d 
 
 

4e 
 
 

4f 
 
 

4g 
 

 

 

Comment 4a: Arterial Alternative 3 was identified as the Preferred Alternative.  In 2015, 
the Study team conducted additional field work to verify the scale and extent of wetlands 
and other waters of the United States impacted by the Preferred Alternative and coordinated 
with the USACE regarding direct and indirect impacts (See Appendix A). The Preferred 
Alternative does not meet the threshold of five acres of impacts to waters under USACE 
jurisdiction. Therefore, the Study team did not pursue the NEPA/404 Integration Process. 
This is discussed in Section 3.11 of the Final EIS.  The plan to phase construction of the 
Preferred Alternative has been updated as part of the Final EIS.  In short, any construction 
potentially impacting jurisdictional areas would not occur until some years after completion 
of the EIS process. To avoid redoing the wetland delineation and jurisdictional 
determination for this project, the wetlands/waters have not been verified as jurisdictional. A 
jurisdictional wetland delineation will be conducted prior to construction as part of the 
Section 404 permit process.  It is NDOT’s practice to use the Preliminary Jurisdictional 
Determination process. Once design is at a sufficient level to determine the project’s impacts 
and the type of permit required, NDOT will seek a permit or permit compliance concurrence 
from the USACE. All terms and conditions of the Section 404 permit will be adhered to. 
 
Comment 4b: Please refer to Section 3.11 of the Final EIS.  Indirect impacts to wetlands 
are not anticipated as part of this project. This assessment will be revisited during Section 
404 permitting, as discussed in Comment Response 4a. 
 
Comment 4c:  Please refer to Comment Response 4a above.  
 
Comment 4d:  The comment recommending integration of “green infrastructure” into the 
project design where feasible has been noted. Specific stormwater design would be 
considered during final design. The project is in compliance with stormwater permits, as 
discussed in Section 3.10 of the Final EIS.  
 
Comment 4e:  Section 3.11 of the Final EIS discusses potentially jurisdictional ditches in 
the project area. The project design is preliminary and specific drainage infrastructure has 
not yet been identified. Additional consideration of the features mentioned will occur during 
final design and the Section 404 permitting process.   
 
Comment 4f:  As discussed in Section 3.10 of the Final EIS, the preliminary design 
includes water quality infrastructure, such as detention basins, that would slow highway 
runoff and filter pollutants.  These measures would help regulate downstream flows and 
protect natural drainages. Further, implementation of erosion control measures would 
minimize sedimentation from earthwork activities. The Final EIS does not include 
hydrological modeling.  However, a hydrological model will be prepared during final design 
and the Section 404 permitting process. 

Comment 4g: The agencies listed in your comment were provided copies of the Draft EIS 
for review and comment.  Also, the Study team coordinated directly with these agencies. 
Comments from these agencies have been considered in the project design and BMPs. 
Please refer to Sections 3.10, 3.12, and 4.2.9 of the Final EIS for more information. 
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4h 

 
 
 
 
 
 

4i 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4j 
 
 

4k 
 

Comment 4h:  Comment noted.  The Preferred Alternative would improve the efficiency of 
the existing transportation system by improving traffic congestion, thus reducing air 
emissions. Section 3.8.6 of the Final EIS lists mitigation measures that will help reduce 
MSAT emissions during and after construction.  
 
Comment 4i:  Please see Comment Response 4h. 
 
Comment 4j: response:  FHWA, RTC, and NDOT are committed to continue to work with 
affected communities during the final design process to identify ways to further mitigate 
potential impacts.  
 
Comment 4k: Comment noted. As discussed in Section 3.3 of the Final EIS, to minimize 
visual changes to EJ communities, the project will provide screening walls that would 
provide the added benefit of a noise reduction. The project will also provide other mitigation 
measures along Sun Valley Boulevard consistent with the Sun Valley Boulevard Corridor 
Plan (2015) to offset impacts to EJ communities as a result of the project, such as providing 
intersection improvements, dedicated bicycle lanes and building sidewalks. FHWA, NDOT, 
and RTC will continue to seek ways to further minimize impacts to EJ communities during 
the final design process.  
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4l 
 
 

4m 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4n 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4o 
 
 

4p 
 

Comment 4l:  These commitments are included in Section 3.3.6 of the Final EIS.   
 
Comment 4m:  These commitments are included in Section 3.5.4 and 3.3.6 of the Final 
EIS.  
 
Comment 4n: Your recommendation is noted.  As stated in the Final EIS (Section 3.2.3.2), 
all build alternatives would provide regional bus service along Pyramid Highway to serve 
corridor demand consistent with the service standards of RTC, including extending bus 
transit service and Park and Ride facilities, described further in Section 2.4.3 of the  Final 
EIS.  
 
Comment 4o:  Redesign of all build alternatives, including Arterial Alternative 3 (Preferred 
Alternative) eliminated direct impacts to the RSIC parcel adjacent to Pyramid Highway and 
greatly reduced impacts along Eagle Canyon Drive. FHWA, RTC, and NDOT have 
continued to coordinate with the RSIC and BIA throughout the EIS process and as part of 
tribal consultation under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, and will 
continue to do so during final design, as needed.  
 
Comment 4p:  FHWA, RTC, and NDOT have continued consultation with the SHPO and 
other consulting parties.  SHPO has provided concurrence on effect determinations, as 
discussed in Section 3.17 of the Final EIS.   



Pyramid/US 395 Appendix D: Draft EIS Comments and Responses 
 

D-18 

Comment 
No. Comment Response 

4 
(continued) 
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5 
 
 
 
 

5a 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5b 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5c 
 
 
 

5d 

Comment # 5:  Rebecca Lynn Palmer, State Historic Preservation 
Officer 
 
The SHPO has reviewed the subject DEIS and has the following comments: 
 
• Thank you for including references to the draft Programmatic Agreement 

(PA) for this undertaking.  How did you notify the public that they had an 
opportunity to comment on this draft document?  In the PA, it states that the 
Federal Highway Administration will provide this opportunity concurrently 
with the issuance of the DEIS.  We could find no reference to the public’s 
opportunity to comment in the DEIS.  Please provide this document for our 
records. 

• Page 3-272: Please delete the sentence “Even though a 40-year-old building 
may have been documented with an HRIF, it would still need to be a 
minimum of 50 years old or possess exceptional historic significance, to be 
eligible for the NRHP.”  This is not an accurate statement about the process 
of identification and evaluation undertaken by this project.   When the 
Federal Highway Administration decided to give the architectural inventories 
a “shelf life” of 10 years, all “historic-aged” resources that were less than 50 
years of age but would be 50 years old or older by the time of the projected 
end of construction are evaluated as if they are 50 years in age.  Deleting 
this sentence will correct the record. 

• Page 3-278 : 3.17.2.2, 2nd paragraph, please remember that while 
archaeological resources are most usually eligible for the National Register 
of Historic Places under criterion d, Federal Highway Administration must 
evaluate these resources under all the Secretary’s criteria.  

• Pages 3-279 and 3-280:  Please edit Paragraphs 1, 2, and 3 in 3.17.3.2 to 
delete the statement that the visual and audible effects of the project will be 
avoided by implementation of avoidance measures.  These are not 
avoidance measures but mitigation measures.  The sentences should read: 
“However, these visual and audible effects will be mitigated by 
implementation of the measures described in Section 3.17.4.1.” 

 

Comment #5 Response:  
 
Note: The Project Team contacted the SHPO to clarify comments provided regarding effects 
shown here. After coordination with SHPO, the SHPO requested that the last four of their 
comments (5d, 5e, 5f, and 5g) be removed from further consideration.  Therefore, only 
responses to comments 5a through 5c are provided here. All SHPO comments provided are 
presented here for the project record. 
  
Comment 5a:  The public’s opportunity to comment on the Draft EIS was discussed in 
Section 4.4 of the Draft EIS, including how the document would be made available for 
public review and comment, and that the public could provide comments on the Draft EIS at 
the public hearing and during the 60 days following the Draft EIS Notice of Availability.  
FHWA, NDOT, and RTC notified the public about the Programmatic Agreement (PA) and 
provided opportunity to comment on the PA concurrent with the public comment process 
conducted for the Draft EIS. This included distribution of the Draft EIS and presentation of 
information in the Draft EIS and information about the PA at the October 9 and 10, 2013 
public hearings held for the Draft EIS. The PA was discussed in the Draft EIS (Section 
3.17.1.2) and a copy of the current PA draft approved by the SHPO was included in 
Appendix A Agency Coordination of the Draft EIS. No comments on the PA were received 
at the public hearings or during the 60-day comment period.  Chapter 4.0 of the Final EIS, a 
copy of which will be provided to you, documents the public and agency involvement 
process following release of the Draft EIS, including notification procedures for the Draft 
EIS, public hearings held, public hearing transcripts, and summary of public and agency 
comments received.  This Appendix (Appendix D) and Appendix B provide all comments 
received on the Draft EIS during the 60-day review period.  Note that during continued 
consultation with the SHPO under Section 106 after distribution of the Draft EIS, it was 
decided that the draft project-specific PA referenced above will not be used, and Section 106 
consultation for this project will proceed under the statewide 2014 Transportation PA titled, 
Programmatic Agreement among the Federal Highway Administration, the Nevada 
Department of Transportation, the Nevada State Historic Preservation Officer, and the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation regarding implementation of Federal-Aid 
Transportation Projects in the State of Nevada (2014) (see correspondence in Appendix A). 
 
Comment 5b:  Sentence was deleted as requested.   
 
Comment 5c: Comment noted. The 2nd paragraph referenced provides results of the 
preliminary archaeological review.  An archaeological survey has been completed for the 
Preferred Alternative 3. This survey followed standards set forth in the NRHP criteria (36 
CFR 60.4) for reporting and evaluating archaeological sites. Section 3.17.2 and 3.17.7 of the 
Final EIS summarizes the archaeological survey, which is detailed in the 2015 Class III 
archaeological inventory report that was provided to your office.  
 
Comment 5d: After coordination with SHPO regarding this comment, the SHPO requested 
that this comment be removed from further consideration. 
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5e 
 
 
 

5f 
 
 

5g 

Page 3-281: Please edit all three paragraphs in 3.17.4.1 to read: “To mitigate 
visual and audible effects to this resource, RTC and/or NDOT will introduce 
landscaping in the proposed intersection and highway transition design to 
form a visual break…”   

• Page 3-282: Please edit the first paragraph in 3.17.5 to read: “Therefore, 
Federal Highway Administration has determined that the proposed action 
would result in an Adverse Effect to these resources.” 

• Page 3-283: Please edit Table 3-45 to indicate that Alternative 1 will have an 
Adverse Effect to all Resources. 

 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this DEIS.  
 
Regards,  
 
Rebecca Lynn Palmer 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
901 South Stewart Street,  Suite 5004 
Carson City  NV  89701 
Phone (775) 684-3443 
Fax (775) 684-3442 
Please note, my email is rlpalmer@shpo.nv.gov

Comment 5e: After coordination with SHPO regarding this comment, the SHPO requested 
that this comment be removed from further consideration. 
 
Comment 5f:  After coordination with SHPO regarding this comment, the SHPO requested 
that this comment be removed from further consideration.  
 
Comment 5g:  After coordination with SHPO regarding this comment, the SHPO requested 
that this comment be removed from further consideration. 
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6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

6a 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Comment # 6:  Patricia Sanderson Port, Regional Environmental 
Officer, United States Department of the Interior, Office of 
Environmental Policy and Compliance, Pacific Southwest Region 

Comment #6 Response:  
 
Comment 6a:  Research conducted for the Draft EIS indicated that no Section 6(f) property 
would be impacted by the project. In response to your comment, the study team consulted 
with the Washoe County Planning and Development Division Community Services 
Department, Nevada State Parks, and National Park Service to confirm Section 6(f) property 
impacts from the project.  It was confirmed that LWCF funds were used for areas within the 
Lazy 5 Regional Park parcel. As discussed in Section 3.19.3 of the Final EIS, the Nevada 
State Parks and National Park Service determined that the proposed improvements under all 
Arterial Alternatives would not involve a Section 6(f) conversion. 
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6 
(continued) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

6b 
 
 
 
 

6c 
 
 

6d 

 
Comment 6b:  Please refer to Comment Response 3. 
 
Comment 6c:  Please refer to Comment Response 3. 
 
Comment 6d:  Please refer to Comment Response 3. 
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6 
(continued) 

 
 
 
 

6e 
 
 
 
 

6f 
 
 
 
 

6g 
 
 
 

6h 
 

 
Comment 6e:  Please refer to Comment Response 3. 
 
Comment 6f:  Please refer to Comment Response 3. 
 
Comment 6g:  Please refer to Comment Response 3. 
 
Comment 6h:  Please refer to Comment Response 3. 
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6 
(continued) 
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7 Comment # 7:  Darren Bader (Area Resident) 
 

Comment #7 Response:  
 
You have been placed on the project mailing list.  
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8 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

8a 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

8b 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

8c 

Comment # 8:  Jenny Brekhus (Area Resident) 
 

Comment #8 Response:  
 
Comment 8a:  Environmental Justice (EJ) is a key consideration in the NEPA process. 
Section 3.3 of the Final EIS presents the EJ analysis conducted for this project.   Section 
3.3.4 describes outreach efforts and the RTC’s gathering of input from EJ communities 
potentially disrupted by this proposed project. As discussed in the Final EIS, adverse 
impacts and benefits resulting from all build alternatives would affect both low-income and 
minority communities, as well as non-EJ communities. Certain EJ communities would incur 
adverse impacts, which would be offset by project benefits and mitigation. When 
considering these offsetting mitigation commitments and benefits, the analysis concluded 
that the proposed project would not result in disproportionately high and adverse effects on 
EJ communities. Results of the updated EJ analysis are presented in Section 3.3.5 and 
Section 3.3.6, and Chapter 7.0 of the Final EIS. Results indicate that the Preferred 
Alternative would not result in disproportionately high and adverse effects to EJ 
communities.  
 
Comment 8b:  NEPA requires that the alternative-selection process include consideration of 
Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions. Section 3.8.9 discusses the proposed projects potential 
impacts on GHG emissions. Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) is used in calculating GHG 
emissions and is expected to be nearly the same for each Arterial Alternative, varying by 
less than one percent. Therefore, no appreciable difference in overall GHG emissions is 
expected among the various Arterial Alternatives. 
 
Comment 8c:  As discussed in Section 2.5 of the Draft and Final EIS, before FHWA can 
sign the Record of the Decision to complete the EIS process, the project must be included in 
RTC’s fiscally constrained 2040 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), which indicates that 
full funding for the project has been identified.  When the Draft EIS was completed, most of 
the project was included in the 2035 RTP but several portions were not. Because design 
revisions made to Arterial Alternative 3 (Preferred Alternative) would reduce total project 
costs considerably, all project phases now are funded and included in the current fiscally 
constrained 2040 RTP 
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9 Comment # 9:  Karen Cane (Area Resident) Comment #9 Response:  
 
Your support of Alternative 3 is noted.  Please note that the design of  all build alternatives, 
including Alternative 3, was modified after the Draft EIS, resulting in a reduced project 
footprint overall. Please refer to Chapter 2.0 of the Final EIS for more information on design 
changes made after the Draft EIS. 
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10 Comment # 10:  Yinmei Chen (Area Resident) 
 

Comment #10 Response:  
 
Under all build alternatives, including Arterial Alternative 3 (Preferred Alternative), the 
segment between Disc Drive and Queen Way would be widened to three travel lanes in each 
direction as described in Sections 2.4.3 and 2.5 of the Final EIS to match improvements 
proposed under the Pyramid / McCarran Intersection Project.  The widening of Pyramid 
Highway will increase the capacity and level of service of the facility, allowing it to meet 
the travel demand needs. 
 
Roadway signing is governed by nationally accepted criteria. The Manual on Uniform 
Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) governs the size, shape, color, and appearance of traffic 
signs as a means to provide common and easy to understand directions to the traveling 
public. Any signing used as part of the improvements will follow the requirements of the 
MUTCD.  Providing additional signing along roadway corridors to destinations lying 
outside the corridor is discouraged as it tends to cause driver confusion.   
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11 Comment # 11:  Betty Cobb (Area Resident) 
 

Comment #11 Response:  
 
The design of all build alternatives, including Alternative 1, was modified after the Draft 
EIS.  Arterial Alternative 1 would require the rerouting of traffic through Leon Drive to East 
1st Avenue. 
 
Access to Rampion Way could not be maintained without additional residential and 
commercial property impacts. In addition, the proximity of the intersection of Rampion Way 
and Sun Valley Blvd. to that of the proposed Sun Valley Interchange is not feasible because 
of traffic operation and safety concerns. Inadequately spaced intersections tend to cause 
increased delay, additional congestion and added safety concerns. The closing of Rampion 
way and subsequent re-routing of traffic is one of the differences between the northern and 
southern Sun Valley crossing alternatives. 
 
In general, Arterial Alternative 1 would result in more community impacts than Arterial 
Alternative 3, which was identified as the Preferred Alternative. The Arterial Alternative 3 
would have no impacts to Rampion Way. Refer to Chapter 6.0 for a description of the 
Preferred Alternative. 
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12 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

12a 
 
 
 
 
 

12b 
 
 
 
 
 

12c 
 
 
 

12d 

Comment # 12:  Wayne Cobb (Area Resident) 
 

Comment #12 Response:  
 
All freeway alternatives evaluated in the Draft EIS were redesigned as arterial alternatives 
and were evaluated in the Final EIS. Overall, right-of-way impacts have been reduced 
considerably under the Arterial Alternatives.  Please refer to Section 3.5 of the Final EIS for 
more information.   
 
Comment 12a through 12d:  Please refer to Section 3.5.3 of the Final EIS for potential 
right-of-way impacts associated with each Arterial Alternative.  The cost of these potential 
relocations depends on market values at the time of acquisition among other factors. The 
discrete cost of Leon and 1st street improvements has not been determined at this time. Cost 
estimates for all Arterial Alternatives are provided in Section 2.8 of the Final EIS.  
 
Note that Arterial Alternative 3 has been identified as the Preferred Alternative. 
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13 Comment # 13:  Wayne Cobb (Area Resident) 
 

Comment #13 Response:  
 
It should be noted that Arterial Alternative 3 has been selected as the Preferred Alternative. 
Arterial Alternative 3 (Preferred Alternative) would have no impacts to Rampion Way. Also 
refer to Comment Response 11.  
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14 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

14a 
 
 
 

14b 
 
 

14c 
 
 
 

14d 

Comment # 14:  Trish Swain (Area Resident) 
 
From: spamevader2002 <spamevader2002@yahoo.com> 
To: "info@dot.state.nv.u" <info@dot.state.nv.u>  
Cc: "vhartung@washoecounty.us" <vhartung@washoecounty.us>  
Sent: Wednesday, October 16, 2013 8:33 AM 
Subject: Pyramid Highway/US 395 Connection DEIS 
 
 
to: Steve Cooke, Environmental Services Chief 
 
This proposed "improvement" will render my home and so-far enjoyable life valueless. 
Please don't do this to us. I moved to Desert Springs for the rural atmosphere and the 
nearby open hills where I have enjoyed years of hiking with my dogs. I am a senior with 
dwindling eyesight. Therefore I must reduce my driving time, especially at night. WE 
NEED BUS SERVICE ALONG THE PYRAMID CORRIDOR. This should be within your 
capabilities and much cheaper than destroying our property values with an unnecessary 
highway. The intense traffic MESS this will produce will make my everyday drive terrifying 
and I will no longer be able to go ANYWHERE. 
The noise, traffic and misery of construction will drive me out of the neighborhood.  And 
out of the state, so don't look for any more tax revenue from me. 
 
Even with the purchase of properties along the east side of Pyramid in Sparks, that 
section of the street south of McCarran will remain about the same capacity. It's like 
pouring a five gallon bucket into a quart jar. And in the meantime there is no effort, 
discussion, or foresight for mass transit, carpool lanes or other possible solutions to 
minimize congestion rather than encouraging even more use of vehicular traffic by 
building more lanes.  
 
Why do you think one solution fits all? I've lived in other metropolitan areas and I know 
what real traffic is. The traffic along Pyramid is quite manageable as it is. We don't need a 
big expensive "improvement". It is laughable given our small population. 
 
Please reconsider. 
Trish Swain, 

Comment #14 Response:  
 
Comment 14a:  The Draft EIS acknowledged that the Study Area is generally underserved 
by transit.  All build alternatives would provide regional bus service along Pyramid 
Highway to serve corridor demand consistent with the service standards of RTC, including 
extending bus transit service and Park and Ride facilities, described further in the Final EIS 
in Section 2.4.3. The build alternatives, including Arterial Alternative 3, would be consistent 
with the Sun Valley Area Plan vision by adding transit opportunities and providing 
connections to a regional facility.   
 
Comment 14b:  Existing and future noise levels north of Dolores Drive in the Desert Spring 
Subdivision as reported in the Draft EIS would be approximately 57 dBA and 63 dBA, 
respectively. The difference between existing and future noise levels is approximately 6 
dBA. This noise increase would be noticeable because humans can detect a 3 dBA change in 
noise.  However, NDOT considers a noise impact to occur if noise levels approach or 
exceed 66 dBA (for residential land use) or results in an increase of 15 dBA or more over 
existing noise levels. Therefore, the noise changes in this area do not meet NDOT’s criteria 
for a noise impact, and is the reason that no noise mitigation was considered in this area. 
 
Please note that the noise analysis was revised based on updated traffic analysis and design 
revisions performed for the Final EIS, and is documented in the Noise Technical Report and 
summarized in the Final EIS. The revised noise analysis indicated that noise in the Desert 
Springs area would be 63 dBA as a result of the Arterial Alternatives. There are no noise 
impacts in this area and no changes from the noise impacts described in the Draft EIS.   
 
Comment 14c:  The traffic patterns and impacts at the Pyramid Highway/McCarran 
Boulevard intersection were examined in the Pyramid Way and McCarran Boulevard 
Intersection Improvement Project’s Final EIS, which is a separate project from this Pyramid 
Highway/US 395 Connection project. Please note that various transit alternatives were 
evaluated to meet the Purpose and Need for this Pyramid Highway/US 396 Connection EIS.  
Population densities were deemed too low to achieve more than an acceptable transit mode 
split, even with aggressive transit expansion in the corridor. Therefore, transit alternatives 
were screened out in the alternative screening as ‘stand-alone’ alternatives but multi-modal 
aspects are incorporated into the build alternatives retained for evaluation. (Refer to Chapter 
2.0 of the Final EIS for more information about the alternatives analysis.)  
 
Carpool lanes were considered as part of the alternatives in the Draft EIS. The Arterial 
Alternative 3 selected as the Preferred Alternative is an arterial roadway with no designated 
carpool lanes. Providing carpool lanes in addition to general-purpose lanes on the arterial 
would result in unacceptable impacts relative to their travel benefit, and therefore is not 
included. Also refer to Comment Response 14a. 
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  Comment #14 Response (cont’d):  
 
Comment 14d:  Section 1.5 illustrates the projected growth of communities surrounding the 
Study Area. Population growth in Washoe County is not expected to increase as quickly as it 
did between 2000 and 2010, but it is expected to grow significantly. The population of 
Washoe County is forecasted to increase from 410,000 residents to 563,779 by 2035. 
Population growth in the Study Area itself is expected to increase 19.8% by 2035. For this 
reason, FHWA, NDOT, and RTC believe the Pyramid Highway-U.S. 395 Connection is a 
necessary transportation project. 

15 Comment # 15:  Barbara Eusavquio (Area Resident) 
 

 
 

Comment #15 Response:   
 
As discussed in Section 3.5.4 of the Final EIS, any right-of-way acquisition will comply 
with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisitions Policies Act of 
1970, as amended.  Because each right-of-way acquisition situation is unique, answers to 
specific issues such as those expressed in your comment cannot be addressed here; such 
questions will be addressed during the right-of-way acquisition process.  
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16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Comment # 16:  Ellie Hays (Area Resident) 
 

Comment #16 Response:  
 
The location where Arterial Alternative 3 ties into existing Pyramid Highway was 
determined by several factors, including traffic operations, topographic constraints, and cost. 
Extending the US 395 Connector to tie-in to Pyramid Highway at Highlands Ranch poses 
several issues. First, it would involve connecting a four-lane arterial to this intersection area 
at a skewed angle, presenting traffic safety and traffic operations problems.  Further, 
extending the alignment north would require avoiding a hill located immediately west of the 
proposed tie-in location with Pyramid Highway. The increased earthwork associated with 
negotiating this topography and extending the highway further than what’s needed to 
accommodate traffic would increase costs considerably.  
 
Chapter 3.0 of the Final EIS extensively details anticipated environmental issues for all 
Arterial Alternatives as well as the No-Action Alternative.  Section 3.9 of the Final EIS 
discusses the traffic noise study performed by the study team and mitigation measures that 
will be employed to reduce its effects on specific communities in the Study Area. Refer to 
Section 3.8 that discusses anticipated air quality issues associated with all Arterial 
Alternatives as well as the No-Action Alternative.  
 
Please note that the noise analysis was revised based on updated traffic analysis and design 
revisions performed for the Final EIS. The updated noise analysis is documented in the 
updated Noise Technical Report and summarized in the Final EIS. Along Pyramid Highway, 
Arterial Alternatives 2 and 4 would have a wider footprint compared to Arterial Alternatives 
1 and 3, resulting in more property acquisitions. However, Arterial Alternatives 1 and 3 
would have greater potential traffic noise impacts in this area because they would require 
fewer property acquisitions. Noise impacts are anticipated for the Oasis Subdivision as a 
result of the Arterial Alternatives 1 and 3. Noise barriers were evaluated, but do not meet the 
NDOT cost reasonable criteria, and, therefore, are not recommended.  However, the smaller 
construction footprint associated with these Arterial Alternatives, coupled with reduced 
forecasted traffic, generally will reduce impacts to neighborhoods along existing Pyramid 
Highway. 
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17 Comment # 17:  Ellie Hays (Area Resident) 
 
Requested information from Chris Young, NDOT, via phone conversation. 

Comment #17 Response:  
Ellie 
 
Thank you for your inquiry regarding the Pyramid Highway US 395 Connection Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS).  It was a pleasure talking with on the phone. I 
have provided a link to project maps that will hopefully help you out with some of your 
questions and concerns. 
 
http://pyramidus395connection.com/maps.html  This link can be used to further select 
displays that will show the alternative alignments particularly as they would potentially 
impact the Oasis Mobile Estates.  Select "Pyramid Corridor Detail" under each of the four 
alternatives to see the different alternatives and their proximity to your home. 
  
You can also access the project maps and the entire DEIS including the project website 
www.pyramidus395connection.com, RTC's website www.rtcwashoe.com and NDOT's 
website 
http://www.nevadadot.com/About_NDOT/NDOT_Divisions/Engineering/Environmental_S
ervices/DEIS.aspx 
 
I hope to meet you at the meeting and please feel free to contact me if you have any further 
questions or need additional information. 
 
Chris  
************************************** 
Christopher E. Young,  RPA 
NEPA Coordinator/Environmental Services Supervisor 
Nevada Department of Transportation 
1263 S. Stewart St. 
Carson City, NV  89712 
Phone: 775.888.7687 
Fax: 775.888.7104 
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18 Comment # 18:  Dan Herman (Area Resident) 
 
The following individual contacted NDOT 9/16 to request a hard copy of the 
DEIS. Hard copy sent out via regular mail on 9/17. 
 
DAN HERMAN 
11275 CAMPO RICO LN 
SPARKS  NV  89441 
 
PH:  775-424-0822 
 
************************************** 
Christopher E. Young,  RPA 
NEPA Coordinator/Environmental Services Supervisor 
Nevada Department of Transportation 
1263 S. Stewart St. 
Carson City, NV  89712 
Phone: 775.888.7687 
Fax: 775.888.7104 

Comment #18 Response:   
 
A hard copy of the Draft EIS was sent via regular mail on 9/17/13. 
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19 
 
 
 
 
 

19a 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

19b 
 

Comment # 19:  Leo Horishny (Area Resident) 
From: Leo Horishny [mailto:horishny@saturnnet.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, October 09, 2013 9:15 PM 
To: Information DL 
Subject: Re: Pyramid Hwy/395 Connector traffic side effects 
 
I have great concerns about the increased traffic demands that will occur in Sun Valley 
during inclement weather when already we have a majority of existing residents having 
to rely on 3 inadequate routes out of the valley. 
 
Currently, the only ways in or out of Sun Valley geographically are: 
 
7th Avenue into Golden Valley 
Highland Ranch Parkway into Pyramid Highway 
Dandini to 395 
Clearacre to McCarran and 395 
El Rancho to McCarran 
 
In foul weather, essentially we have 3: 
 
El Rancho, Clearacre and Highland Ranch Parkway, 2 of which will be overloaded 
during snowy weather when  395 backs up and Spanish Springs traffic offloads onto 
Sun Valley Boulevard to avoid the 395 snowy weather backups. Currently, O’Brien 
Pass can be completely closed to traffic when conditions are right, so that forces traffic 
from the north end of Sun Valley south.  There are no proposals in the foreseeable 
future to expand and moderate the road up 7th Avenue and there should be as a way to 
alleviate congestion at Sun Valley and Dandini from freeway offloading traffic. 
 
That traffic will then face the backups for Sun Valley Boulevard which currently 
regularly occur during snowy weather and essentially you’re negating the entire intent 
of your traffic flow onto 395 then by backing it up to Pyramid Highway, 
Disc Drive and McCarran Boulevard anyway. 
 
Since the wealthy residents of Montreux and Mount Rose foothills were able to put 
enough money into diverting the original low cost I-580 freeway location into the most 
expensive route with high tech gadgetry to keep their highway clean and pretty from 
snow and ice, I insist that all high tech features that are in place on 580 be utilized on 
this steep, likely snowy, new high-way we’re told we ‘need’. 
Leo Horishny 
5216 Valley Hi Drive 
Sun Valley, NV  89433 

Comment #19 Response:  
 
Comment 19a: Thank you for the comments regarding how traffic patterns change during 
winter storm events.  The West Sun Valley Arterial, a proposed roadway located along the 
western side of Sun Valley parallel to Chocolate Drive, is in RTC’s Regional Transportation 
Plan and is anticipated to be constructed prior to the Build Alternatives. This purpose of the 
West Sun Valley Arterial is to provide an alternative route from the northern portions of Sun 
Valley and alleviate congestion on Sun Valley Boulevard.  The proposed arterial will 
connect to an expanded Raggio Parkway or the new build alternative freeway at the West 
Sun Valley Interchange.     
 
Comment 19b: The use of de-icing features similar to facilities found on I-580 will be 
evaluated during final design.   
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20 
 
 
 
 
 
 

20a 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

20b 

Comment # 20:  Leo Horishny (Area Resident) 
 
From: Leo Horishny [mailto:horishny@saturnnet.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, October 09, 2013 10:01 PM 
To: Information DL 
Subject: re: Pyramid Highway/395 Connector impact on Sun Valley Blvd. 
  
Regarding the offramp proposals for the connector onto Sun Valley Boulevard, I have 
to strongly oppose the western option that offloads onto 1st Avenue and then Sun 
Valley Boulevard. 
 
This may ‘work’ as a line on a map, but in reality that section of 1st Avenue west to 
McGuffey Lane is very steep and abruptly stops at busy Sun Valley Boulevard, with a 
busy gas station and fast food business traffic existing currently. Plus, the idea of 
diverting a freeway offramp TOWARDS an access road for an elementary school is 
ludicrous. 
 
And that’s considering the road under fair weather conditions.  During snow, Sun 
Valley Boulevard is NOT one of  the first routes cleared off, so then you have to expect 
dozens of cars sliding down a 7% or steeper roadway onto the likely backed up traffic 
creeping along Sun Valley Boulevard at the bottom of that hill of ‘fun’.  
 
Additionally, that particular section of Sun Valley Boulevard has long been susceptible 
to flooding under moderate rain or snowmelt conditions and regularly floods wide 
enough to shut down the inside lane of Sun Valley Boulevard for HUNDREDS of 
yards.  In addition, further up SVB also floods and backs up, but 1st Avenue is very 
problematic. 
 
I believe some efforts to address the flooding have taken place in the 12 years I’ve lived 
here, but not very serious efforts and any effort to stop those flooding incidents have not 
currently worked well. 
 
Leo Horishny 
5216 Valley Hi Drive 
Sun Valley, NV  89433 

Comment 20a:  Your opposition to the west of Sun Valley interchange Option (Build 
Alternatives 3 and 4) is noted. Many in the Sun Valley community expressed concern for the 
interchange concepts that directly connect with Sun Valley Boulevard (Alternatives 1 and 
2).  The interchange concepts west of Sun Valley Boulevard were developed partly in 
response to these concerns.  Also note that this interchange has been greatly reconfigured 
and simplified as part of design changes that occurred after the Draft EIS.  The new design 
would still connect with 1st Avenue as well as 2nd Avenue. As mitigation for Sun Valley 
impacts, RTC will realign the east leg of the Sun Valley Boulevard/1st Avenue intersection 
to provide enhanced visibility for drivers in the intersection. Other proposed improvements 
to both 1st Avenue and 2nd Avenue include access improvements, and the placement of 
curb, gutter, and sidewalks. These features should enhance the safety for pedestrians near 
the elementary school. 
 
Note the West Sun Valley Arterial is a separated project currently included in the RTC’s 
Regional Transportation Plan. While this arterial would not eliminate the need for a 
connection to Sun Valley Boulevard via 1st Avenue or 2nd Avenue, it would provide an 
alternate and more direct route to the northern portions of Sun Valley.    
  
Comment 20b:  Runoff resulting from new roadway improvements constructed as part of 
Arterial Alternative 3 (Preferred Alternative) is required to be mitigated to ensure that any 
runoff discharged from the site is equal to or less than the existing conditions. Drainage 
facilities will be designed to ensure that they adequately convey water discharged from 
upstream sources as well as convey water collected as a result of the construction of new 
improvements.  All drainage improvements will be designed to follow current NDOT and 
Truckee Meadows standards. Improvements to drainage infrastructure outside the limits of 
the Preferred Alternative are not anticipated.  
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Comment # 21:  Leo Horishny (Area Resident) 
 
From: Leo Horishny [mailto:horishny@saturnnet.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, October 09, 2013 9:49 PM 
To: Information DL 
Subject: Overlooked impacts of the 395 Pyramid Hwy Connector upon Sun Valley 
Blvd. 
 
I want to state my concerns that serious traffic issues are being diminished and 
overlooked by the additional traffic that will occur on Sun Valley Boulevard and 
connecting streets when winter weather conditions will cause Spanish Springs/Sparks 
traffic to avoid or need to exit in order to avoid backed up traffic on 395 at Parr Blvd. 
 
This condition happens very often currently and adding thousands (tens of?) cars to this 
often backed up snowy 395 means all those cars you are bringing in from Spanish 
Springs will get off at Sun Valley Boulevard and offload onto El Rancho, Clearacre and 
Sun Valley Boulevard during weather conditions that already tax the current roads. 
 
I have lived in Sun Valley for 12 years and the number of times I see or have to 
experience SVB backing up due to snow not cleared off, or not cleared off well enough 
is countless.  It’s a regular experience currently and the fact is, when the weather is that 
bad it’s also backing up on 395 where you’re sending SS traffic, so El Rancho and 
Clearacre is where those folks are going to bail to try to get into town.  Those two roads 
will not handle that additional foul weather traffic, they don’t handle it now, without a 
six lane freeway dumping people onto them. 
 
Any plans to add intersections and offramps, which is inevitable, MUST include 
proposals to expand El Rancho to AT LEAST McCarran Boulevard and Clearacre Lane 
south to 395.  The map proposals showing offramps from Dandini do NOT show 
widening of El Rancho and Clearacre and need to do so in the future to reflect the 
acknowledgement of the increased traffic demands this new freeway creates for SVB 
and Dandini. 
 
Leo Horishny 
5216 Valley Hi Drive 
Sun Valley, NV 89433 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Comment #21 Response:  
 
Comment 21a:  Thank you for your comments concerning traffic patterns during winter 
storm events. Congestion during storm events is a concern.  All Arterial Alternatives would 
improve traffic movements throughout the study area, which would help improve traffic 
movements during storm events. 
 
Comment 21b:  Following an analysis of traffic operations, the Arterial Alternatives do not 
require the widening of El Rancho Drive or Clear Acre Lane. Traffic will remain on the 
connector facility to reach US 395 and likely will not exit at Sun Valley Boulevard, unless 
traveling to a destination along that corridor. Faster speeds and shorter travel times 
associated with the major arterial operations will limit traffic exiting the connector facility. 
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22d 

Comment # 22:  Leo Horishny (Area Resident) 
 
From: Leo Horishny [mailto:horishny@saturnnet.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, October 09, 2013 9:36 PM 
To: Information DL 
Subject: Pyramid Hwy/395 Connector project 
 
I live at 5216 Valley Hi Drive, near the corner of Stockade Avenue and Summerhill.  
The Ridgeline route does not make sense for several reasons: 
 
It diverts shopping traffic from SS past the businesses along Pyramid Hwy and Los 
Altos shopping area intentionally.  
 
It increases traffic/noise/visual negative impact by going out the way to run closer to 
MORE houses than the other alternate routes. 
 
The additional road construction costs entailed by not utilizing the existing traffic 
corridor and creating an entirely new roadbed paralleling Pyramid Highway and 
numerous cut and fill demands along the top of those hills. 
 
I say the only routes to be considered are the ones along Pyramid Highway directly.  
The stated numbers about business costs being affected moreso on Pyramid Highway 
ignore the reality that the overwhelming number of businesses along the Pyramid 
Corridor are franchise and existing companies that can afford to absorb relocation and 
construction impacts, whereas the home-owners directly and indirectly affected by the 
highway routes 1 and 3 are already having to withstand an existing loss of property 
valuation in our homes due to the economy that we can NOT amortize to other 
properties. 
 
WithOUT a 6 lane freeway with a hideous soundwall for a view out my backyard less 
than 300 yards away, which is what the ridgeline route would mean for me, I am 
currently under water from my original house purchase price for $70K as of last week’s 
Zillow numbers.  A freeway right out my backyard would likely bankrupt us, or 
contribute to that condition. 
 
I’ve seen the centerline stake for the ‘alternate’ route, so I am not exaggerating as to 
how unnecessarily close to my home and my neighbors’ homes the ridgeline route 
would run the connector. 
 
Leo Horishny 
5216 Valley Hi Drive 
Sun Valley, NV  89433 

Comment #22 Response:  
 
Comment 22a.  Arterial Alternative 3, which includes the ridge alignment, was not 
developed to intentionally divert retail traffic from any specific area. It was designed as an 
alternative to enhance north/south travel in the Study Area that would address the Purpose 
and Need elements serving growth areas, providing direct and efficient routes, and 
alleviating congestion on Pyramid Highway (as discussed in Chapter 2.0 of the Final EIS). 
The US 395 Connector would still allow businesses to draw on an increased consumer base 
from the northwest Sparks/Reno metropolitan area. Arterial Alternative 3 (Preferred 
Alternative) would require the fewest potential commercial property and business 
relocations amongst the build alternatives. Please refer to Section 3.4 of the Final EIS for 
more information about economic impacts of all build alternatives.  
 
Comment 22b:  The alignment for Arterial Alternative 3, the Preferred Alternative, was 
largely determined by balancing topography constraints and design requirements with an 
attempt to minimize impacts. The Ridge alignment would not be located closer to more 
houses than alternate alignments.  In fact, both the Off Alignment (Arterial Alternative 1) 
and On Alignment (Arterial Alternatives 2 and 4) would be located closer to more 
residences than the Ridge Alignment associated with the Arterial Alternative 3.  The Arterial 
Alternative 3 would increase noise levels in your area. However, based on impact 
definitions contained in NDOT’s noise policy, the noise increases would not fall within the 
range of a noise impact. NDOT considers a noise impact will occur if noise levels approach 
or exceed 66 dBA (for residential land use) or results in an increase of 15 dBA or more. The 
noise changes in your area do not meet NDOT’s criteria for a noise impact.  Arterial 
Alternative 3 would result in visual changes in the area due to cut and fill areas required to 
build the new alignment. However, Arterial Alternative 3 would have the lowest overall 
visual impacts of the build alternatives.  Measures to mitigate visual impacts are described 
in Section 3.16.6 the Final EIS, and include measures such as minimizing cut/fill areas 
where feasible and designing them to blend in with the surrounding environment to 
minimize visual impacts.  
 
Comment 22c: Arterial Alternative 3, which includes the Ridge Alignment, is the least 
expensive of the Arterial Alternatives. It would require the second least amount of 
earthwork (Arterial Alternative 4 has slightly less) and fewest number of bridges and 
retaining walls compared to the other Arterial Alternatives. Both Arterial Alternatives 2 and 
4 have higher costs due additional bridges, additional intersection improvements, and 
additional retaining walls. While not directly related to road construction cost, right-of-way 
costs for Arterial Alternative 3 are the lowest of the four Arterial Alternatives.  
 
Comment 22d: Please refer to responses 22a and 22b for responses to your concerns. 
Because noise impacts are not anticipated in your area, and, therefore mitigation was not 
considered or recommended in this area, no traffic noise barrier is proposed.  
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23 Comment # 23:  Doug and Tracy Huber (Area Residents) Comment #23 Response:  
 
This comment was responded to during the question and answer period at the October 9 
public hearing and again at the October 10 public hearing. Specific information was 
provided to Mr. Huber after the October 10, 2013 question and answer session concluded 
and not documented in the public hearing transcript.  Due to updated traffic data and 
analysis, and resultant design changes that occurred after the Draft EIS, the noise analysis 
for all Arterial Alternatives was updated for the Final EIS.  Updated noise impacts assessed 
for Mr. Huber’s residence are summarized below.  Please refer to Section 3.9 of the Final 
EIS and the Traffic Noise Technical Report for Pyramid Highway and US 395 Connector 
for more details.   
 

The distance from Mr. Huber’s residence (6498 Jamon Drive) to the centerline of the 
nearest travel lanes for Arterial Alternatives 1 and 3 is approximately 525 feet and 
1,100 feet, respectively. The existing ambient noise at Mr. Huber’s residence (6498 
Jamon Drive) is 49 dBA.  The comprehensive noise analysis that was conducted for 
the project indicated that noise would increase in this area by approximately 6 to 5 
dBA, for a total noise level of 54 to 53 dBA in 2035 with Arterial Alternatives 1 and 
3, respectively. This noise increase would be noticeable because humans can detect a 
3 dBA change in noise.  NDOT considers a noise impact will occur if noise levels 
approach or exceed 66 dBA (for residential land use) or results in an increase of 15 
dBA or more. Therefore, the noise changes in this area do not meet NDOT’s criteria 
for a noise impact, and is the reason that no noise mitigation was considered in this 
area. 
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24 Comment # 24:  Doug and Tracy Huber (Area Residents) 
 

 
 

Comment #24 Response:  
 
You have been added to the project mailing list. 
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25 Comment # 25:  John V. Kasnick (Area Resident) 
 
Posed questions regarding levels of service to Jeff Hale with RTC via 
telephone call.  

Comment #25 Response:  
The response shown below was provided to Mr. Kasnick in 2013. It should be noted that 
since that time, the design of all build alternatives was modified based on updated traffic 
data and traffic forecasts. Therefore, the information presented below is not current, but is 
provided here as documentation of the information provided to Mr. Kasnick at that time.  
Please refer to Section 3.6 of the Final EIS for updated information regarding traffic and 
transportation impacts of the proposed improvements.  
From: Jeff Hale  
Sent: Thursday, November 07, 2013 10:19 AM 
To: john.kasnick@gmail.com 
Cc: Doug Maloy 
Subject: FW: Pyramid EIS - DEIS Traffic Questions 
 
John, Below is a brief description of the existing and project LOS’ without the Pyramid 
Connector improvements in place, but everything else in the Regional Transportation Plan 
in place.  Attached is a map showing the LOS by alternative.  This is what you were looking 
for, I believe. 
 
Jeff Hale, P.E. 
Director of Engineering 
Regional Transportation Commission 
1105 Terminal Way, Suite 108 
Reno, NV 89502 
Phone: (775) 348-0171 
Cell: (775) 445-0879 
Fax: (775) 348-3240 
jhale@rtcwashoe.com 
 
From: Gant, Bryan 
[mailto:Bryan.Gant@jacobs.com]  
Sent: Thursday, November 07, 2013 
6:44 AM 
To: Jeff Hale 
Cc: Doug Maloy 
Subject: Pyramid EIS - DEIS Traffic 
Questions 
  
Jeff – I was able to take a look at the 
DEIS this morning and what I believe 
to be the figures you were referring 
to.  Table 1-5 (shown below), 
represents the existing LOS at major intersections as of the 2007 set of traffic counts that 
were taken along the corridor.  Being existing, these LOSs do not include any proposed 
project improvements or any planned RTP projects, simply how things were in 2007. 
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Table 1-6 (shown below) then fast forwards to 2035 at these same intersections and predicts 
what the LOS would be.  This analysis assumes all other projects in the 2030 RTP (the RTP 
at the time) are in place and was modeled as such.  It does not include converting Pyramid 
into a freeway, the US 395 Connector, nor any widening of Pyramid itself 
(Pyramid/McCarran would be included).  The point of Table 1-6 is to support the purpose 
and need by saying “if we don’t do anything along Pyramid, we’ve got problems.” 
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The person that reached out to you may be the same that has contacted Doug.  We have been 
preparing a brief LOS summary in response (attached).  The LOS summary shows results 
for the proposed condition and the various alternatives at select segments and intersections.  
To summarize, the alternatives would operate relatively evenly.  The two areas where you 
see some differences are at US 395 and the western-most connector segment.  Here the 
interchange at Sun Valley Blvd operates a little better than a West of Sun Valley 
interchange.  This is due to the close proximity the West of Sun Valley interchange has to 
US 395 and the weaving that would occur in there.  We also see a little difference along 
Pyramid near Los Altos.  The On and Off alignments work a little better than the Ridge 
alignment.  This is likely due to the fact the Ridge alignment does not have movements 
to/from the north at the Connector/Disc interchange and therefore leaves a little more traffic 
on Pyramid.  The LOS difference here is really at stop-controlled cross streets and delay in 
cars making left turns onto Pyramid, not so much Pyramid itself. 
  
Hope this helps.  Give me a call on my cell with questions, complaints or if I missed your 
question all together. 
 
 
 
Note following updated project information after above email response was sent:  The 
following Table 4 shows updated Year 2035 traffic operations for the No-Action Alternative 
based on the updated traffic forecasts developed after the distribution of the Draft EIS. The 
No-Action Alternative assumes completion of all improvements listed in RTC’s Regional 
Transportation Plan, except for this project. 
 
As shown, several intersections are anticipated to operate at LOS F during both AM and PM 
peak hours. Furthermore, even at intersections anticipated to operate at LOS E or better 
many movements at the intersections would operate at LOS F. in both the AM and PM peak 
periods. 
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26 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

26a 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

26b 

Comment # 26:  John V. Kasnick (Area Resident) 
 
(follow up to response to above comment from John Kasnick) 
 
From: John V. Kasnick [mailto:john.kasnick@gmail.com]  
Sent: Thursday, November 07, 2013 1:11 PM 
To: Jeff Hale 
Cc: Doug Maloy; Bryan.Gant@jacobs.com 
Subject: Re: Pyramid EIS - DEIS Traffic Questions 
 
Mr. Hale, Mr. Gant: “We also see a little difference along Pyramid near Los 
Altos.  The On and Off alignments work a little better than the Ridge 
alignment.  This is likely due to the fact the Ridge alignment does not have 
movements to/from the north at the Connector/Disc interchange and therefore 
leaves a little more traffic on Pyramid.  The LOS difference here is really at 
stop-controlled cross streets and delay in cars making left turns onto Pyramid, 
not so much Pyramid itself.” 
  
Not sure I understood that. It seems inconsistent with the maps provided in the 
DEIS document dated August 2013. What critical difference between Alt. 1 
and Alt. 3 am I not seeing? This would have been much easier to understand if 
presented in a table similar to 1-5 in the DEIS; one table for each build 
alternative. 
  
If one is southbound on Pyramid at or north of Los Altos Parkway, should one 
be indifferent between Alternatives 1 and 3 in terms of getting to the 
Pyramid/N. McCarran intersection? Am I at least understanding that correctly? 
  
Given the repeated assurances that none of the build alternatives would result 
in an intersection/interchange LOS worse than “D”, I’m a bit surprised by all 
the “E” results on the Jacobs map. Can you explain? Is this a variation on 
Obongo’s "If you like your plan, you can keep it." 
  
Thank you. 
 John V. Kasnick 
6783 N. Drexel Drive 
Sparks, NV 89436 
775-315-2257 

Comment #26 Response:  
 
Comment 26a:  The updated Arterial Alternatives have modified the traffic volumes and 
may be different from those presented in the Draft EIS. The difference between Arterial 
Alternative 1 and Arterial Alternative 3 is that Arterial Alternative 1 (off alignment) 
connects to the northern crossing of Sun Valley while Alternative 3 connects to a southern 
crossing. In addition, the interchange location in Sun Valley differs between the two 
alternatives with Arterial Alternative 1 connecting directly to Sun Valley Boulevard, and 
Arterial Alternative 3 connecting to an interchange west of Sun Valley Boulevard.  Both 
alternatives include a half-interchange at Disc Drive, meaning traffic to/from the north 
cannot access Disc Drive. Operationally, the off alignment and ridge alignment associated 
with Arterial Alternatives 1 and 3 respectively, would be the same; however, differences 
identified in Sun Valley result in different traffic volumes along these alternatives. Arterial 
Alternative 3 has been selected as the Preferred Alternative. Note that many of the capacity 
and LOS issues have changed with the updated traffic analysis.  
 
Comment 26b:  To clarify, as discussed in Section 3.6.3 of the Final EIS, all build 
alternatives were designed to meet operational design standards. The goals of the build 
alternatives design included providing LOS D or better along freeways and LOS E or better 
at intersections.  
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27 Comment # 27:  Cindy Kimball (Area Resident) 
 

Comment #27 Response:   
 
Refer to responses within comment. 
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28 Comment # 28:  Kristine and Dave LaPlante (Area Residents) 
 
From: kslaplante@charter.net [mailto:kslaplante@charter.net]  
Sent: Thursday, September 26, 2013 9:55 AM 
To: Doug Maloy 
Cc: Dave (work) 
Subject: Pyramid Freeway & Arterial Links in Spanish Springs 
 
Hello .. 
 
We are residents of the Spanish Spring area and are currently in escrow on a 10 
acre property at 399 Calle Limpio, near Calle de la Plata and Pyramid Hwy in 
Spanish Springs. We have reviewed the RTC and NDOT websites regarding 
the plan for creating the Pyramid Freeway with exits to include Eagle Canyon 
and Calle de la Plata. What is unclear to us was a mention of a possible arterial 
link from Calle de la Plata to La Posada. Our questions include: 
 
Is this road still being considered or has it been scrapped?  Per the 
explanation above arterial improvements remain in the scope of the 
project in the DEIS. 
What purpose would it serve since La Posada/Eagle Cyn would have their own 
Pyramid Fwy on/off ramps?  The arterial improvements (adding one lane in 
each direction) meet future capacity needs in that segment of Pyramid. 
Where would it physically be located?  Although further design would be 
needed the widening would occur within the existing right of way.  
Additional right of way needs would be determined during the design 
process. 
How would it effect the privacy and noise level of 399 Calle Limpio? 
Information contained with the DEIS indicates that noise mitigation 
would not be required in that location.  
 
We really appreciate any information available as soon as possible. 
 
Thank you so much! 
 
Kristine & Dave LaPlante 
775-335-9757 

Comment #28 Response:  
The response shown below was provided to Mr. and Mrs. LaPlante in 2013. It should be 
noted that since that time, the design of all build alternatives was modified based on updated 
traffic data and traffic forecasts. Therefore, the information presented below is not current, 
but is provided here as documentation of the information provided to Mr. and Mrs. LaPlante 
at that time.  Please refer to updated information provided at the end of this response. 
Email response sent on October 7, 2013 
From: Dmaloy@rtcwashoe.com 
To: kslaplante@charter.net 
Subject: RE: Pyramid Freeway & Arterial Links in Spanish Springs 
 
Dear Mr. and Mrs. LaPlante, 
Hopefully I can provide some information that will help in answering your questions.  In the 
Executive Summary of the DEIS under “Elements Common to All Build Alternatives” 
figure ES-5 refers to a Six Lane Arterial from Eagle Canyon/La Posada to Sunset Springs 
and a Four Lane Arterial from Sunset Springs to Calle De La Plata.  What that represents is 
proposed improvements on existing Pyramid Highway that would be transitioning from the 
proposed 6-lane freeway south of Eagle Canyon/La Posada. 
 
In general, the improvements would be to widen Pyramid from four to six lanes from Eagle 
Canyon/La Posada to Sunset Springs and to widen Pyramid from two to four lanes from 
Sunset Springs to Calle de la plata.  Arterial is the classification of the road denoting that in 
those segments Pyramid would remain similar to its existing classification with access at the 
two intersections. 
 
See the answers below to your questions [Note – these are shown in bold in comment 
letter.]. Please contact me if you have any other questions or need additional information. 
 
Regards, Doug Maloy, P.E. 
Project Manager, Regional Transportation Commission 
1105 Terminal Way, Suite 108, Reno, NV  89520 
Phone (775) 335-1865, Fax (775) 348-0170, e-mail:  dmaloy@rtcwashoe.com 
 
Note following updated project information after above email response was sent:  Over the 
past year, the traffic data has been updated, resulting in lower forecasted traffic along 
Pyramid highway. Consequently, widening of Pyramid Highway to six-lanes between Eagle 
Canyon Drive and Calle de la Plata is no longer required or proposed. Pyramid Highway 
would remain a four-lane arterial between Eagle Canyon Drive and Egyptian Drive, and be 
widened to four-lanes between Egyptian Drive and Calle de la Plata. Other improvements 
would include the installation of a median island to separate the flow of traffic and 
construction of sidewalks and bike lanes along both sides of the roadway to provide a safer 
location for pedestrians and bicyclists to use. Arterial Alternative 3 no longer includes a 
freeway interchange at Pyramid Highway/Eagle Canyon. This intersection would remain a 
signalized intersection with additional roadway widening to accommodate anticipated 
population and traffic growth.  
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29 Comment # 29:  Yiu Fai (Francis) Lee (Area Resident) 
 
From: Lee, Yiu Fai (Francis)  
Sent: Tuesday, November 12, 2013 4:41 PM 
To: 'into@dot.state.nv.us' 
Cc: Machado, Julie; Maurins, Arnie 
Subject: Pyramid Highway/US 395 Connection DEIS 
 
Dear Mr. Cooke, 
 
Currently there is no public bus service running to the community of Spanish 
Springs.  From the service point of view, we hope that there will be a bus 
service in future.  The current egress near Spanish Springs Library is a suitable 
location for a bus-stop.   Therefore it should be maintained and improved as 
the main entrance to the library and Lazy 5 park for the public. 
 
Regards, 
 
Francis Lee 
 
P.S.  I can be contacted at ylee@washoecounty.us 

Comment #29 Response:  
 
The Draft EIS and Final EIS acknowledge that the Study Area is generally underserved by 
transit.  All build alternatives would provide regional bus service along Pyramid Highway to 
serve corridor demand consistent with the service standards of RTC, including extending 
bus transit service and Park and Ride facilities, described further in the Final EIS in Section 
2.4.3.    
 
At this time, specific bus stop locations have not been identified.   
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30 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

30a 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

30b 

Comment # 30:  Arnold Maurins, Director, Washoe County Library 
System 

Comment #30 Response:  
 
Comment 30a:  Please refer to Comment Response 2f for more information about library 
and park access under the Arterial Alternative 3 (Preferred Alternative).   
 
Comment 30b: Please refer to Comment Response 2g regarding access to Lazy 5 Regional 
Park under the Arterial Alternative 3 (Preferred Alternative).  
 
Comment 30c:  Please refer to Comment Response 2h regarding the impacts noted in your 
comment under the Arterial Alternative 3 (Preferred Alternative) 
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(continued) 

 
 

30c 
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31 Comment # 31:  Susan McMurray (Area Resident) Comment #31 Response:  
 
Your preference for Alternative 3 has been noted.  The design of the original Alternative 3 
in the Draft EIS was modified based on reduced traffic forecasts.  As a result, the Arterial 
Alternative 3 follows the same alignment as the original Alternative 3, but has a reduced 
footprint overall.  Please refer to Chapters 2.0 and 6.0 of the Final EIS for a more detailed 
description of the Arterial Alternative 3, which was selected as the Preferred Alternative. 
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32 Comment # 32:  William McMurray (Area Resident) 
 

Comment #32 Response:  
 
Please see Comment #31 response. 
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33 Comment # 33:  Donna Miller (Area Resident) 
 
Requested information from Chris Young, NDOT, via phone conversation.  

Comment #33 Response:  
 
From: Young, Christopher E <CYoung@dot.state.nv.us> 
Sent: Tuesday, October 1, 2013 3:55 PM 
To: donnamiller120@hotmail.com 
Subject: Pyramid Highway and US 395 Connection Draft EIS 
 
Donna Miller 
 
Thank you for your inquiry regarding the Pyramid Highway US 395 Connection Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS).  As per our telephone conversation, I have 
provided a link to project maps that will hopefully help you out with some of your concerns. 
 
http://pyramidus395connection.com/maps.html This link can be used to further select 
displays that will show the alternative alignments particularly as they would potentially 
impact the Spring Ridge subdivision.  Select "Pyramid Corridor Detail" under each of the 
four alternatives to see the different alternatives and their proximity to your home. 
  
You can also access the project maps and the entire DEIS including the project website 
www.pyramidus395connection.com, RTC's website www.rtcwashoe.com and NDOT's 
website 
http://www.nevadadot.com/About_NDOT/NDOT_Divisions/Engineering/Environmental_S
ervices/DEIS.aspx 
 
Please feel free to contact me if you have any further questions or need additional 
information. 
 
Chris  
************************************** 
Christopher E. Young,  RPA 
NEPA Coordinator/Environmental Services Supervisor 
Nevada Department of Transportation 
1263 S. Stewart St. 
Carson City, NV  89712 
Phone: 775.888.7687 
Fax: 775.888.7104 
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34 Comment # 34:  Donna Miller (Area Resident) 
 
Requested information from Doug Maloy, RTC, via phone 
conversation. 
 

Comment #34 Response:  
The response shown below was provided to Ms. Miller in 2013. Note that since that time, all 
build alternative designs were modified based on updated traffic data and traffic forecasts. 
Therefore, the response below is not current, but is provided here to document the response 
provided at that time. Refer to updated information at the end of this response. 
From: Doug Maloy <Dmaloy@rtcwashoe.com>  
Sent: Friday, November 1, 2013 4:55 PM 
To: donnamiller120@hotmail.com 
Subject: Pyramid Highway and US 395 Connection ( Donna Miller) 
 
Donna Miller, 
Thank you for your questions and eventual comments regarding this project.  As we 
discussed I am providing information as requested regarding the general locations of the two 
alignment alternatives that would not be located on the existing Pyramid Highway 
alignment. 
  
Based on alignment plans the locations of the two proposed 6 lane freeway alternatives 
differ in location relative to the water tanks and your property approximately as follows: 
Off Alignment (Alternative 1): Proposed freeway elevation is approximately 10 feet higher 
than the base of water tanks. Proposed freeway is located approximately 200 feet northwest 
of the northernmost tank. 
Proposed freeway elevation is approximately 100 feet higher than your property 
Proposed freeway is located approximately 400 feet west of the back of your property. 
Ridge Alignment (Alternative 3): Proposed freeway elevation is approximately 40 feet 
higher than the base of water tanks. Proposed freeway is located approximately 240 feet 
northwest of the northernmost tank 
Proposed freeway elevation is approximately 170 higher than your property 
Proposed freeway is located approximately 700 feet west of the back of your property. 
Basically Alternative 3 (Ridge Alignment), as proposed, would provide more separation 
both vertically and horizontally from the water tanks and from your property.  Please note 
that this is very approximate and that final design of any alternative would result in 
determining the actual location which could vary. 
It is my understanding that you will not be seeking a neighborhood meeting at this time. 
  
Thank you for your questions and comments.  Please contact me if you have any other 
questions or need additional information.  Doug Maloy, P.E. 
 
Note following updated project information after above email response was sent: Under the 
Arterial Alternative 3 with the Ridge Alignment, the roadway design has been revised from 
a 6 lane freeway to a 4 lane arterial. The approximate location of the roadway under the 
Arterial Alternative 3 remains the same as the original Alternative 3.  
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35 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

35a 
 

Comment # 35:  Donna Miller (Area Resident) 
 

 
 

Comment #35 Response:  
 
Comment 35a:  Your opposition to the on alignment and off alignment alternatives has 
been noted.  Please refer to the Final EIS for a discussion of impacts for resources noted in 
your comment (Section 3.6 Transportation, Section 3.5 Right-of-Way, Section 3.8 Air 
Quality, Section 3.9 Traffic Noise). Note that Arterial Alternative 3 was selected as the 
Preferred Alternative, which includes the ridge alignment.  Please refer to Chapters 2.0 and 
6.0 of the Final EIS for a description of the Arterial Alternative 3, and to Chapter 3.0 for a 
discussion of impacts associated with that alternative. 
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35 
(continued) 

 
 
 
 
 
 

35b 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

35c 

Comment 35b: Spacing between freeway interchanges is an important geometric aspect to 
consider during design; however, there are no specific rules that mandate minimum 
distances between entrance and exit ramps.  A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and 
Street developed by the American Association of State Highway and Transportation 
Officials (AASHTO) provides guidelines on interchange spacing.  Generally, the minimum 
recommended spacing between entrance and exit ramps is 1,600 feet for interchanges 
servicing local roadways. This distance is mainly governed by how well vehicles weave or 
merge on to, and off of, the freeway. The distance between ramps may be lengthened or 
shortened if traffic modeling can adequately show proper operation of the facility. A review 
of the traffic operations including a weave analysis has been done for each of the build 
alternatives at each of the interchanges. The interchange spacing depicted by the plan sheets 
is adequate for the operations of the facility.   It should be noted that design changes made 
after the Draft EIS reduced the number of required interchanges proposed along Pyramid 
Highway under all the Arterial Alternatives.  Under Arterial Alternative 3 (Preferred 
Alternative), two interchanges are proposed; one at Sparks Boulevard and one where the 
ridge alignment connects back into Pyramid Highway. The spacing between these ramps is 
approximately 2,000 feet. North of Sparks Boulevard, all intersections would remain at 
grade.  
 
Comment 35c:  One of the benefits of the Ridge Alignment location included in the Arterial 
Alternative 3 (Preferred Alternative) is that it takes advantage of the open, relatively flat 
ridge line along the crest of the hills. This flat topography allows for less earthwork, 
resulting in fewer retaining walls – this results in lower construction costs.  The current 
position of the Ridge Alignment would help to screen the visual impact from the project 
from Spanish Springs and S un Valley.  
 
Extending the alignment north to an interchange at Lazy 5 Parkway would reduce the 
overall effectiveness of the Arterial Alternatives 1 and 3 (Preferred Alternative).  The travel 
demand model shows that the farther north the alternative facility intersects the existing 
Pyramid Highway alignment, the fewer number of vehicles use the new alternative, thus 
resulting in more vehicles and continued congestion along the existing Pyramid Highway 
Corridor.  
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36 Comment # 36:  Toni Mollinet (Area Resident) 
 

Comment #36 Response:  
The response shown below was provided to Ms. Mollinet in 2013. It should be noted that 
since that time, the design of all build alternatives was modified based on updated traffic 
data and traffic forecasts. Therefore, the information presented below is not current, but is 
provided here as documentation of the information provided to Ms. Mollinet at that time.  
Please refer to updated information provided at the end of this response. 
From: Doug Maloy <Dmaloy@rtcwashoe.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, October 1, 2013 4:41 PM 
To: kissablecheeks@att.net 
Subject: Pyramid Highway and US 395 Connection DEIS 
 
Toni Mollinet, 
Thank you for contact me regarding the Pyramid Highway US 395 Connection Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS).  As we discussed a decision on the preferred 
alternative, including what alternative for crossing and interchanges at Sun Valley won't 
occur until several months after the public comment period ends (November 12th).  It 
sounds like you feel the southern crossing through Sun Valley makes the most sense 
although it could require that your property be acquired and you be relocated.  As requested, 
I will have a comment form mailed to you as you won't be attending the public hearings next 
week.  You can also access the project maps and the entire DEIS including the project 
website www.pyramidus395connection.com, RTC's website www.rtcwashoe.com and 
NDOT's website 
http://www.nevadadot.com/About_NDOT/NDOT_Divisions/Engineering/Environmental_S
ervices/DEIS.aspx  
 
Please feel free to contact me if you have any further questions or need additional 
information. 
 
Doug Maloy, P.E. 
Project Manager 
Regional Transportation Commission 
1105 Terminal Way, Suite 108 
Reno, NV  89520 
Phone (775) 335-1865 
Fax (775) 348-0170 
e-mail:  dmaloy@rtcwashoe.com 
 
 
Note following updated project information after above email response was sent: Arterial 
Alternative 3 was selected as the Preferred Alternative, which includes the ridge alignment 
and southern crossing of Sun Valley Boulevard. Please refer to Chapters 2.0 and 6.0 of the 
Final EIS for a description of the Arterial Alternative 3. 
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37 Comment # 37:  Victor and Yolanda Nila (Area Residents) 
 

 

Comment #37 Response:  
 
A Spanish Relocation Brochure was provided as requested. 
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38 Comment # 38:  Vincent and Melissa Piazza (Area Residents)
 
From: dsalvo9068@charter.net [mailto:dsalvo9068@charter.net]  
Sent: Tuesday, October 22, 2013 10:15 AM 
To: Cooke, Steve M 
Cc: vullietyandsons@yahoo.com 
Subject: Comments in regards to the Oct. 10 Pyramid Hwy US 395 Connection meeting 
 
As a concerned homeowner in the Desert Springs Development, I attended the October 
10th Pyramid Highway US 395 Connection meeting.  Predicated on the maps provided 
to me by Doug Malloy via E-Mail prior to the meeting, it was obvious that the Desert 
Springs Development was going to be radically changed.  The maps clearly depicted 
that a substantial amount of the Common Area fronting the development had been 
earmarked to accommodate the expansion of Pyramid Highway to a 6-lane Freeway and 
frontage road.  Rather than having my concerns allayed, the meeting only served to 
highlight the fact that none of the individuals at this meeting were aware of the unique 
issues inherent to the Desert Springs Development.  
 
The Desert Springs Development consists of 265 lots.  Each owner has 1/265th 
undivided interest in the development.  This interest, to be conveyed with each Lot 
cannot be changed.  The undivided interest in the Common Area and the fee titles to the 
respective Lots cannot be separated from or separately conveyed or encumbered 
without its respective Lot, even though the description in the instrument of conveyance 
may refer only to the fee title to the Lot.   
 
The Development was created in this manner to comply with Washoe County’s 
mandate that each septic tank system requires an acre to accommodate leach lines, etc. 
Each specific lot is 1/3 acre in size and each lot has a vested 2/3 acre in the Common 
Area.  To reiterate, to be in compliance with the aforementioned Washoe County 
statute, those homes  remaining in the Desert Springs Development after the completion 
of the Freeway connection must have enough common land that in conjunction with the 
1/3 Lot equal 1 acre per home.  Additionally, remittance for any Common Area acreage 
taken to complete the aforementioned project must be evenly divided amongst all 265 
homeowners.  

Comment #38 Response:  
 
One of the benefits of holding public meetings is to provide an opportunity for the public to 
provide additional information about unique situations specific to their area.  We appreciate 
the information you provided regarding potential issues with the septic tanks and open space 
requirements in your neighborhood.  Note some of this information is provided in Section 
3.10.2 of the Draft and Final EIS.  
 
These specific issues will be addressed further during final design and the right-of-way 
acquisition process.  Please note Arterial Alternative 3 (Preferred Alternative) would have a 
smaller footprint than the original Alternative 3 presented at the October 10, 2013 meeting, 
Impacts to septic systems along the west side of Pyramid highway are not anticipated. While 
the exact location of septic tanks on individual properties is unknown at this time, further 
analysis will be performed during final design to determine if impacts occur.  If so, RTC 
would determine whether the design can be done in compliance with County requirements 
or if connections to the sanitary sewer system might be required for impacted residential 
properties. Any impacts to septic systems would be considered a cost associated with the 
project and not be incurred by the homeowner.    
 
Section 3.5.3 of the Draft EIS and Final EIS discusses the right-of-way impacts and 
potential relocations resulting from all Build Alternatives,  The Draft EIS and Final EIS 
outline the total number of acres impacted, but do not break out impacts to individual 
properties.  This analysis was not completed on the individual property level because the 
actual impacts to each property may change somewhat during the future final design of 
Arterial Alternative 3 (Preferred Alternative). The line depicted on the maps and presented 
during the public hearings was also the line used for determining the impact area of the 
Build Alternatives as mentioned in Section 3.5.3 of the Draft and Final EIS.  This line 
represents the worst case condition of impacts and is more accurately described as the limits 
of potential effect rather than an area to be definitely impacted.     
 
Note that Arterial Alternative 3 (Preferred Alternative) resulted in reduced right-of-way 
impacts overall. Please refer to Section 3.5  of the Final EIS for updated right-of-way 
impacts under all Arterial Alternatives.  
 
Thank you for your comment and the individuals will be included as part for the study’s 
contact list.   
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38 
(continued) 

If this ratio is not maintained, the remaining homes will be in violation of Washoe 
County’s mandate relating to septic tanks.  This would require that all remaining homes 
be converted to sewer.  Obviously, the homeowners would not be responsible for this 
cost.  
 
To reiterate, I find it troubling that none of the individuals at the meeting were aware of 
this issue.  I personally discussed my concerns with Chris Young, Doug Malloy, Bryan, 
and Carrie Byron.  Not one of these individuals was aware of the unique issues relating 
to the Common Area, nor the extent of the size of the Common Area.  Despite 
conversations with the individuals previously mentioned, there was no specific 
information to be garnered as to the number of homes and/or acreage that would be 
sacrificed to this project.   Since the maps that were on display at the meeting clearly 
depicted the homes and acreage that would be taken, specific information should have 
been made available.  
 
The following physical addresses and E-Mail addresses reflect homeowners in the 
Desert Springs Development that would like to be updated on developments related to 
this project and specifically to the Desert Springs Development.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
Dona Salvo  
85 Sahara Ct.  
Sparks, NV 89436  
dsalvo9068@charter.net  
 
Jeff and Diana Vulliety  
40 Desert Spring Cir.  
 
Vincent and Melissa Piazza  
37 South Spring Mtn. Cir.  
 vullietyandsons@yahoo.com 
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39a 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

39b 

Comment # 39:  Elaine Rogers (Area Resident) 
 
From: Elaine A. Rogers [mailto:erogers@elainerogerslaw.com]  
Sent: Saturday, September 21, 2013 3:44 PM 
To: Information DL 
Subject: Pyramid Highway/US 395 Connection DEIS - Attn: Steve Cooke 
 
Mr. Steve Cooke 
Environmental Services Chief 
NDOT 1263 S. Stewart St. 
Carson City, NV 
 
Dear Mr. Cooke,  
This is to comment on the Pyramid Highway/US 395 Connection DEIS project.  As a 
long-time resident and propery owner in Sun Valley, I am not in favor of any project 
that would effectively divide the southern Sun Valley community with a major freeway.  
This would be the result from the US 395 Connector alignment that would either follow 
the Rampion Way crossing or follow the south of Rampion Way crossing in all of the 
Alternatives 1 through 4.   
 
However, if one of the Alternatives will be adopted, of the four Alternatives, 
Alternatives 1 and 4, should definitely not be adopted as both of these alternatives place 
the US 395 Connector alignment on the Rampion Way crossing (i.e., the Northern 
Crossing Alternative) which would have a major impact on the residents and properties 
closest to 1st Avenue in Sun Valley.  Additionally, Alternatives 1 and 2 place an 
interchange at Sun Valley Boulevard which would lead to further congestion and 
displacement of residents and businesses. Only Alternative 3, with the US 395 
Connector alignment south of Rampion Way and the interchange west of Sun Valley 
Boulevard, will be less costly and have less adverse impact on the longtime residents 
and property owners in the area.  
 
Sincerely, 
Elaine Rogers, Trustee 
L.M. Rogers Trust, 5160 Carol Drive 
Sun Valley, NV 89431 
Email: erogers@elainerogerslaw.com 

Comment #39 Response:  
 
Comment 39a: Note that design changes made to the build alternatives after the Draft EIS 
resulted in reduced impacts from the build alternatives (see Chapter 3.0 of the Final EIS for 
updated impact assessment.) The analysis conducted for the Final EIA found that while a 
southern crossing of Sun Valley Boulevard would result in impacts to 35 apartment units, 
the northern crossing would result in a higher number of impacts to single family homes and 
community cohesion.  Consideration of impacts to community cohesion as well as impacts 
to minority and low-income populations were a major factor in the selection of Revised 
Alternative 3 as the Preferred Alternative. Arterial Alternative 3 would result in the fewest 
potential relocations and adverse community impacts amongst all build alternatives. 
 
Comment 39b:  Your opposition to Alternatives 1 and 4 and support of Alternative 3 has 
been noted.  Arterial Alternative 3 was selected as the Preferred Alternative.  Please refer to 
Chapters 2.0 and 6.0 of the Final EIS for a description of Arterial Alternative 3. 
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40 Comment # 40:  Dona Salvo (Area Resident) 
 
From: dsalvo9068@charter.net [mailto:dsalvo9068@charter.net]  
Sent: Tuesday, October 22, 2013 10:15 AM 
To: Cooke, Steve M 
Cc: vullietyandsons@yahoo.com 
Subject: Comments in regards to the Oct. 10 Pyramid Hwy US 395 Connection meeting 
 
As a concerned  homeowner in the Desert Springs Development, I attended the October 
10th    Pyramid Highway US 395 Connection meeting.  Predicated on the maps 
provided to me by Doug Malloy via E-Mail prior to the meeting, it was obvious that the 
Desert Springs Development was going to be radically changed.  The maps clearly 
depicted that a substantial amount of the Common Area fronting the development  had 
been earmarked to accommodate the expansion of Pyramid Highway to a 6-lane 
Freeway and frontage road.  Rather than having my concerns allayed, the meeting only 
served to highlight the fact that none of the individuals at this meeting were aware of 
the unique issues inherent to the Desert Springs Development.  
 
The Desert Springs Development consists of 265 lots.  Each owner has 1/265th 
undivided interest in the development.  This interest, to be conveyed with each Lot 
cannot be changed.  The undivided interest in the Common Area and the fee titles to the 
respective Lots cannot be separated from or separately conveyed or encumbered 
without its respective Lot, even though the description in the instrument of conveyance 
may refer only to the fee title to the Lot.   
 
The Development was created in this manner to comply with Washoe County’s 
mandate that each septic tank system  requires an acre to accommodate leach lines, etc. 
Each specific lot is 1/3 acre in size and each lot has a vested 2/3 acre in the Common 
Area.  To reiterate, to be in compliance with the aforementioned Washoe County 
statute, those homes  remaining in the Desert Springs Development after the completion 
of the Freeway connection must have enough common land that in conjunction with the 
1/3 Lot equal 1 acre per home.  Additionally, remittance  for  any Common Area 
acreage taken to complete the aforementioned project must be evenly divided amongst 
all 265 homeowners.  

Comment #40 Response:  
 
Please refer to Comment Response 38 response regarding impacts to the Desert Springs 
development. 
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(continued) 

If this ratio is not maintained, the remaining homes will be in violation of Washoe 
County’s mandate relating  to septic tanks.  This would require that all remaining 
homes be converted to sewer.  Obviously, the homeowners would not be responsible for 
this cost.  
 
To reiterate, I find it troubling that none of the individuals at the meeting were aware of 
this issue.  I personally discussed my concerns with Chris Young, Doug Malloy, Bryan, 
and Carrie Byron.  Not one of these individuals  was aware of the unique  issues 
relating to the Common Area, nor the extent of the size of the Common Area.  Despite 
conversations with the individuals previously  mentioned, there was no specific 
information to be garnered as to the number of homes and/or acreage that would be 
sacrificed to this project.   Since the maps that were on display at the meeting clearly 
depicted the homes and acreage that would be taken, specific information should have 
been made available.  
 
The following physical addresses  and E-Mail addresses reflect homeowners in the 
Desert Springs Development that would like to be updated on developments related to 
this project and specifically to the Desert Springs Development.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
Dona Salvo  
85 Sahara Ct.  
Sparks, NV 89436  
dsalvo9068@charter.net  
 
Jeff and Diana Vulliety  
40 Desert Spring Cir.  
 
Vincent and Melissa Piazza  
37 South Spring Mtn. Cir.  
 vullietyandsons@yahoo.com  
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41a 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

41b 

Comment # 41:  Kathryn Schwab (Area Resident) 
 

Comment #41 Response:  
 
Comment 41a:  Your support of the southern crossing of Sun Valley Boulevard has been 
noted.  Arterial Alternative 3 (which includes a southern crossing of Sun Valley Boulevard) 
was selected as the Preferred Alternative.  Please refer to Chapters 2.0 and 6.0 of the Final 
EIS for a description of the Arterial Alternative 3. 
 
Comment 41b: The study team acknowledges additional demand on US 395, and has 
proposed additional lanes on US 395 under the Arterial Alternatives 3. These would provide 
two southbound lanes and one northbound lane between the US 395 Connector and Sutro 
and one northbound lane between Sutro and Clearacre. In 2016, NDOT began 
environmental review and alternatives analysis for the I-80 / I-580 Spaghetti Bowl project. 
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42 Comment # 42:  Doug and Stacy Simpson (Area Residents) 
 

 
 

Comment #42 Response:   
 
Refer to responses within comment. 
 
The responses shown at left were provided in 2013. It should be noted that since that time, 
the design of all build alternatives was modified based on updated traffic data and traffic 
forecasts. Therefore, information in the responses at left is not current, but is provided here 
as documentation of the information provided to the commenter at that time.  Please refer to 
the updated impacts assessed for all alternatives in Chapter 3.0 of the Final EIS. 
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43 Comment # 43:  Paul Solaegui (Area Resident) 
 
Doug, 
We were unable to attend the public hearings for this project. Is there 
additional handout material from the hearings that is not provided on 
your website? If so we would like to get copies of the material if 
available. 
Thanks 
Paul Solaegui  
 
 

Comment #43 Response:  
 
RTC emailed handout materials to Mr. Solaegui on October 16, 2013. 
 

44 Comment # 44:  Dale Stokes (Area Resident) 
 

 

Comment #44 Response:   
 
As discussed in the Draft and Final EIS, any right-of-way acquisition will comply with the 
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisitions Policies Act of 1970, as 
amended. The Uniform Act was passed to ensure that displaced persons “shall not suffer 
disproportionate injuries as a result of programs and projects designed for the benefit of the 
public as a whole and to minimize the hardship of displacement on such persons” (42 USC 
4621[b]). 
 
Due to the collapse in housing prices several years ago, some homeowners have negative 
equity in their homes. Despite improving home values in recent years, this situation remains 
for some homeowners.  If this applies, note that FHWA has instituted a temporary 
Programmatic Waiver of 49 CFR 24.401(b)(1)— Temporary Waiver of Methodology for 
Calculating Replacement Housing Payment for Negative Equity  (FHWA December 11, 
2014; waiver expiration extended through December 31, 2018) that allows NDOT to acquire 
homes with negative equity without reducing other provided benefits. As part of a larger 
compensation package, the FHWA waiver would help relieve the debt of relocated 
homeowners caused by property value declines.  
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45a 
 
 
 
 
 
 

45b 
 

45c 
 
 

45d 
 

45e 
 

45f 
 

45g 
 
 
 

45h 
 

45i 

Comment # 45:  Bill Stremmel (Area Resident) 
 

Comment #45 Response:  
 
Comment 45a: Comment noted. Capacity improvements to Pyramid Way or other southerly 
connections to I-80 were evaluated and eliminated in Level 1 screening (see Chapter 2.0 of 
the Final EIS for details). In 2016, NDOT began environmental review and alternatives 
analysis for the I-80 / I-580 Spaghetti Bowl project. The Arterial Alternative 3 (Preferred 
Alternative) would not be constructed in one phase, but rather several phases at different 
times based on funding availability and travel demand needs (please refer to RTC’s 
Regional Transportation Plan). By the time the Preferred Alternative is fully implemented, 
other projects, including improvements by NDOT to US 395 and I-80, will be completed.  
The design and phasing of the Preferred Alternative will be refined during the final design 
process. Chapters 1.0 and 2.0 of the Final EIS outline the Purpose and Need of the study and 
discuss the numerous alternatives evaluated for meeting the project’s Purpose and Need.  
 
Comment 45b:  As mentioned above in Comment Response 45a, improvements along 
between Queen Way and I-80 were screened out in the Level 1 alternatives screening.  
Nugget/Victoria Square are located outside the study area for this project.  The southern 
terminus of the project is located at Queen Way at Pyramid Highway. As such, the study 
area does not include areas farther south to I-80/Lincoln Highway, where Nugget/Victoria 
Square are located.   
 
Comment 45c:  The southern terminus of the project is located at Queen Way at Pyramid 
Highway. Refer to Comment Response 45b. 
 
Comment 45d:  Comment 45d:  The original Alternative 3 evaluated in the Draft EIS 
included a directional interchange at the extension of Disc Drive and an at-grade interchange 
at Disc Drive/Pyramid. The grade-separated interchanges included in the Freeway 
Alternatives evaluated in the Draft EIS were based on providing adequate traffic operations 
while limiting costs. However, with reduced forecasted traffic, a grade-separated 
interchange is no longer needed at the Disc Drive intersection. The Arterial Alternative 3 
(Preferred Alternative) would maintain an at-grade, signalized intersection at that location 
with modest safety and operational improvements. The Preferred Alternative would improve 
traffic safety compared to the No-Action Alternative because of lower intersection traffic 
volumes and new design standards meant to lessen the severity of crashes. 
 
Comment 45e:  The roadway elevation of the Arterial Alternative 3 (Preferred Alternative) 
will be designed according to current design standards. 
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  Comment 45f:  The intersections and interchanges included in Arterial Alternative 3 
(Preferred Alternative) result from traffic analyses performed for the project and are 
designed to balance safety and operation needs. To minimize traffic conflicts, crossovers are 
not proposed at Kiley Parkway or at the library, but southbound motorists entering Pyramid 
Highway from these locations only need to travel north a short distance to nearby 
interchanges to head south. Please refer to Chapter 2.0 of the Final EIS for discussion of the 
numerous alternatives developed and evaluated to meet the project’s Purpose and Need.  
 
Comment 45g:  The southern terminus of the project is located at Queen Way at Pyramid 
Highway. Also refer to Comment Response 45b.  Reducing traffic along Sparks Boulevard 
to I-80 is not part of the Purpose and Need of the Pyramid Highway/US 395 Connector 
project.  
 
Comment 45h:  Zoning and existing and planned land uses were considered in the 
evaluation of impacts associated with the Build Alternatives.  As noted in Section 3.1.3.2 of 
the Draft EIS and Final EIS, all build alternatives are consistent with local land use plans. 
Also refer to Comment #45b response. 
 
Comment 45i:  Refer to Comment Response 45h.  
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46a 
 
 
 

46b 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

46c 

Comment # 46:  Bill Stremmel (Area Resident) 
 

 
 

Comment #46 Response:  
 
Comment 46a:  It is FHWA’s, NDOT’s, and RTC’s policy to provide adequate capacity, 
typically measured by level of service, during peak hours through the design year. Year 
2035 is the planning horizon for this project.  This is a common industry practice, and 
typically results in projects that are built for the long term, that are efficient uses of 
resources throughout the life of the improvement, and that do not lose their effectiveness in 
the short-term. Please note the design of all build alternatives evaluated in the Draft EIS was 
modified based on reduced traffic forecasts, which resulted in a reduced project footprint 
overall. Arterial Alternative 3 evaluated in the Final EIS was selected as the Preferred 
Alternative. Under the Preferred Alternative, Pyramid Highway would consist of a four-lane 
arterial between Calle de la Plata and Eagle Canyon/La Posada Drive, and a six-lane arterial 
between Eagle Canyon Drive/La Posada Drive to just north of Sparks Boulevard. Pyramid 
Highway would cross over Sparks Boulevard via a new grade-separated interchange. South 
of Sparks Boulevard, Pyramid Highway would become a four-lane arterial between Golden 
View and Los Altos Parkway and a six-lane arterial between Los Altos Parkway and Queen 
Way. Please refer to Chapter 6.0 of the Final EIS for a full description of the Preferred 
Alternative. 
 
Comment 46b:  Travel demand modeling and traffic operations analyses were integral parts 
of the development of alternatives.  Travel demand forecasting used the best information 
available for determining future transportation needs, while traffic operations analyses at 
intersections and along highway segments determined the level of service during design 
hours.  Based on these analyses, Egyptian Drive/Sunset Spring Lane and Calle de la Plata 
did not warrant grade separation for the build alternatives, nor would these grade separations 
be needed with the reduced traffic from updated traffic forecasts. The grade-separated 
interchanges included in the Arterial Alternative 3 (Preferred Alternative) were based on 
providing adequate traffic operations while limiting costs. 
 
Comment 46c:  Property impacts were avoided as much as practical. The traffic operations 
analysis conducted for the Draft EIS dictated the number of lanes and width of the Build 
Alternative 4 as described in the Draft EIS. However, please note that Build Alternative 4 
was not selected as the Preferred Alternative. Also note that the design of all build 
alternatives was modified after the Draft EIS due to reduced traffic forecasts, resulting in 
reduced footprints for all build alternatives. As discussed in Chapter 6.0, the Arterial 
Alternative 3 was selected as the Preferred Alternative, which has a reduced footprint from 
the original Alternative 3 evaluated in the Draft EIS and results in lower right-of-way 
requirements overall.  Please refer to Comment #46a response and Chapter 6.0 of the Final 
EIS for a complete description of the Preferred Alternative. Chapter 3.0 of the Final EIS 
provides the impact analysis for all of the Arterial Alternatives. Underground roadway 
alternatives (tunnels or below-grade roads) were not considered within the reasonable range 
of alternatives.  Such alternatives would almost certainly have higher costs, greater 
community construction impacts, and other unforeseen impacts. No stakeholder support 
existed throughout the Draft EIS process for such alternatives.  
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(continued) 

 
 

46c (cont’d) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

46d 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

46e 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

46f 

Comment 46d:  Except for tolling authorization for the Boulder Bypass project, tolling of 
roads is not allowed by Nevada state law. Accordingly, toll roads are not an option in the 
financial planning assumptions for this study.  
 
Comment 46e:  The costs shown in the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) for 
improvements on US 395 are not included in the total costs for the Build Alternatives 
presented in the Draft EIS. The improvements on US 395 are affected by the increased 
traffic resulting from the Build Alternatives, but any improvements to the existing facility 
would be required regardless of the Build Alternatives and have shown independent utility. 
Minor improvements to the US 395 have been included as part of both the design and the 
cost estimate for each Build Alternative.   
 
The $703 - $871 million noted by the comment and listed in table 2-14 of the Draft EIS 
represent the capital construction costs and other soft costs for engineering and inspection 
estimated in 2012 dollars and do not include right-of-way costs. The costs presented in the 
2035 RTP do represent right-of-way costs in addition to construction and other soft costs. 
Following design revisions for the alternatives presented in the Draft EIS the estimated cost 
of Arterial Alternative 3 (Preferred Alternative), based on 2017 dollars, is between $510 and 
$564 million dollars (does not include right-of-way). Right-of-Way costs are anticipated to 
be between $100 and $150 million based on 2017 market conditions and forecasts. Please 
refer to Comment Response 8c regarding fiscal constraint of the Preferred Alternative, how 
all portions of the Preferred Alternative are included in the 2035 RTP, and how the project 
would likely be constructed in phases based on funding availability. 
 
Comment 46f:  Capacity improvements to Pyramid Way or other southerly connections to 
I-80 were evaluated and eliminated in Level 1 screening. Underground roadway alternatives 
(tunnels or below-grade roads) were not considered within the reasonable range of 
alternatives.  Such alternatives would almost certainly have higher costs, greater community 
construction impacts, and other unforeseen impacts. No stakeholder support existed 
throughout the EIS process for such an alternative. An analysis conducted under the 
Pyramid Highway Corridor Management Plan (CMP) determined that population densities 
were too low to achieve more than an 8 percent transit mode split, even with aggressive 
transit expansion in the corridor.  Therefore, fixed guideway transit options were screened 
out in Level 1 Screening. Refer to Chapter 2.0 of the Final EIS for more information about 
the alternatives analysis. 
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46f (cont’d) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

46g 

 
Comment 46g: Except for tolling authorization for the Boulder Bypass project, tolling of 
roads is not allowed by Nevada state law. Accordingly, toll roads are not an option in the 
financial planning assumptions for this study.  
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46h 

 
 

46i 
 
 

46j 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

46k 
 
 
 
 

46l 
 
 
 

46m 
 
 
 

46n 

 

Comment 46h: Comment noted.  Selecting a Preferred Alternative involved balancing 
sometimes competing needs—serving traffic and avoiding impacts. Arterial Alternatives 2 
and 4 did attract higher traffic to Pyramid Highway than Arterial Alternatives 1 and 3, but at 
a cost of considerable higher potential residential and business relocations.  Arterial 
Alternative 3 represents the best balance between meeting the Purpose and Need, avoiding 
impacts, and other needs. Arterial Alternatives 1, and the Preferred Alternative (Arterial 
Alternative 3) connect with Pyramid Highway south of Sparks Boulevard. Trips generated 
along Pyramid Highway north of this location can travel south and access the US 395 
Connector. Similarly, Arterial Alternative 1 and Arterial Alternative 3 include the extension 
of Disc Drive west to connect with the Pyramid Highway/US 395 Connector. Trips 
generated along Pyramid Highway between Sparks Boulevard and Disc Drive can travel 
south along Pyramid Highway and reach the Pyramid Highway/US 395 Connector through 
the Disc Drive extension. Refer to Chapter 6.0, which describes how the Preferred 
Alternative was identified. 
 
Comment 46i: Grade-separated interchanges included in the Arterial Alternative 3 
(Preferred Alternative) were based on providing adequate traffic operations while limiting 
costs and impacts. Based on the traffic operations analyses, Golden View Drive and Los 
Altos Parkway did not warrant grade separation. 
 
Comment 46j:  Noise impacts for all Arterial Alternatives were reevaluated based on 
updated traffic forecasts and design changes made after the Draft EIS, and are documented 
in the Noise Technical Report and summarized in the Final EIS. Widening existing Pyramid 
Highway from four lanes to six lanes would reduce traffic congestion in this area. As a 
result, future noise levels with all Arterial Alternatives would slightly increase compared to 
existing conditions since traffic would be free flowing. However, for most receptors in this 
area, the slight increase in noise is not perceivable by the human ear.  Arterial Alternatives 2 
and 4 would have a wider footprint compared to Arterial Alternatives 1 and 3, resulting in 
more property acquisitions. Because Arterial Alternatives 1 and 3 would have more noise 
sensitive properties that would not be acquired along Pyramid Highway, these alternatives 
would have greater potential traffic noise impacts in this area. The Arterial Alternatives 1 
and 3 would result in noise impacts within three subdivisions north of Disc Drive (Spring 
Ridge, Oasis, and Blue Gem). Noise barriers were evaluated for all impacted receptors. A 
10-foot-tall noise barrier is recommended for the Spring Ridge subdivision under Arterial 
Alternatives 1 and 3. However, the noise barriers evaluated for the mobile home 
communities (Oasis and Blue Gem) do not meet the NDOT cost reasonable criteria, and, 
therefore, are not recommended. The Arterial Alternatives 2 and 4 would result in noise 
impacts to only one subdivision (Spring Ridge). Noise barriers were evaluated for all 
impacted receptors. A 12-foot tall noise barrier is recommended for the Spring Ridge 
Subdivision under Arterial Alternatives 2 and 4. 
 
Comment 46k:  Note in early levels of screening (see Section 2.3 of the Draft EIS and Final 
EIS), alternatives were evaluated that extended south to I-80, and system-wide alternatives 
were also considered. At the stage of impact analysis during the Draft EIS, the study area 
was refined for the Draft EIS set of alternatives.  
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Comment 46l:  The study team acknowledges the final study area does not extend the 
length of the proposed transit service.  The study area shown was developed to limit the 
scope of environmental impact evaluation to a reasonable area.  There are no physical 
improvements associated with the transit route south of the study area boundary. 
 
Comment 46m:  Comment noted. Congestion in the Sparks urban core, notably on Pyramid 
Way, is relieved by the build alternatives.  
 
Comment 46n:  There were a total of 84 crashes (with 53 injuries and 2 fatalities) at the 
intersection of Pyramid Way and Disc Drive during the past five-year time period (October 
2011 to October 2016). More than half the crashes were rear –end collisions involving 
vehicles going straight through the intersection. All build alternatives improve the 
intersection of Pyramid and Disc Drive. The signal design for all build alternatives would 
also ensure that the design is safe (visibility, location) and the signal timing including 
clearance phases are adjusted appropriately. Speed limits in this area would also be 
evaluated with the posted speed possibly reduced to 45 mph.   
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46o 
 
 
 
 
 

46p 
 
 
 

46q 
 
 
 
 
 

46r 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

46s 

 

Comment 46o:  Improvements to Pyramid Way were evaluated and eliminated in early 
stages of screening, mostly because of high impacts— see Final EIS Section 2.3.  Travel 
demand modeling and traffic operations analyses informed the alternatives’ design, 
including laneage requirements.  Based on an updated traffic and a reduction in forecasted 
travel demand, the design of Arterial Alternative 3 (Preferred Alternative) has reduced the 
number of through lanes proposed for the east-west portion of the alignment through Sun 
Valley from six lanes to four lanes. 
 
Comment 46p:  Arterial Alternative 3 does not include any frontage roads along the 
Pyramid alignment. Also, the Pyramid facility type has changed from a six-lane freeway to a 
six-lane arterial along this portion. Access to the library will remain as it exists today, with 
minor changes to tie into improved Pyramid.   
 
Comment 46q:  The shared use path connects to proposed on-street improvements that 
connect to the TMCC. Bicycle and pedestrian facilities would be provided along roadways 
improved under all build alternatives within the study area (see Section 3.7 of the Final 
EIS).   
 
Comment 46r:  Arterial Alternative 3 (Preferred Alternative) is proposed as an arterial 
facility type, a change from the freeway designations for the freeway-type build alternatives 
evaluated in the Draft EIS. A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Street and the 
Roadside Design Guide both developed by the American Association of State Highway and 
Transportation Officials (AASHTO), as well as the NDOT Road Design Guide, provide 
guidelines and design requirements on roadside safety and shoulder widths. For new arterial 
facilities with a high volume of traffic such as the Arterial Alternative 3, right shoulder 
widths are recommended to be 10 to 12 feet wide to allow for emergency vehicle access, 
emergency parking, snow storage, drainage facilities, utilities, and roadside safety, allowing 
errant vehicles a chance to slow or re-correct before impacting the barrier rail. Left 
shoulders are recommended to be 6 feet, again to account for snow storage, drainage 
facilities and safety. In general, wider shoulders allow for greater sight distance allowing 
vehicles adequate stopping distance in case of potential hazards located in the roadway.  The 
possible reduction of shoulder width as a way to minimize right-of-way impacts may be 
evaluated during the final design process.  Explicitly stating the need for specific shoulder 
widths in the Final EIS is not necessary because it is a requirement in the design of new 
facilities.  
 
Reducing the width of shoulders to less than recommended values has been used at locations 
around Truckee Meadows as a method in increase the capacity of an existing constrained 
facility without actually widening the infrastructure of the facility.  The reduction of 
shoulder width must be explicitly justified and approved by the Federal Highway 
Administration. The widening of US 395 would likely not be accomplished by using 
existing shoulder width.  
 
Comment 46s:  As stated in comment response #46f, fixed guideway transit options were 
screened out in Level 1 Screening.  Further, no fixed guideway transit is planned to be built 
on the Pyramid corridor in the foreseeable future. 
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46t 

 
 
 

46u 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

46v 
 
 
 

46w 
 
 
 

46x 
 
 
 
 
 

46y 
 
 
 
 

46z 

 
Comment 46t:  Frontage roads are not proposed under the Arterial Alternative 3 (Preferred 
Alternative). The proposed shared-use path along the east side of Pyramid Highway is wide 
enough to accommodate two directional usage.  
 
Comment 46u:  Please refer to Comment Response 46f and 46s. The transit modes 
mentioned are not included in RTC’s planned transit improvements in this area.  Further, 
acquiring additional right-of-way would increase costs and impacts.  
 
Comment 46v:  Various transit alternatives were evaluated as part of the alternatives 
screening, but eliminated as standalone alternatives because they would attract ridership 
adequate to meet the Project Purpose and Need. Also refer to Comment Response 46f and 
46s responses. 
 
Comment 46w:  Except for tolling authorization for the Boulder Bypass project, tolling of 
roads is not allowed by Nevada state law. Accordingly, toll roads are not an option in the 
financial planning assumptions for this study. The study team will be looking at public 
private partnerships and other alternative financing options as part of an FHWA required 
Finance Plan to be completed. It should be noted that Chapter 478, Statutes of Nevada 2011 
authorizes a demonstration project for a toll road in connection with the Boulder City 
Bypass Project. It states: the Boulder City Bypass Toll Road Demonstration Project Act 
shall only apply to the Boulder City Bypass Project and not to any other project of the 
Commission. 
 
Comment 46x:  Under Arterial Alternative 3 (Preferred Alternative), all frontage roads 
were eliminated and the facility type changed from a freeway to an arterial. The proposed 
number of lanes has been reduced from those proposed with the other build alternatives. 
Access to the library will remain as it exists today.    
 
Comment 46y:  All frontage roads proposed under the Freeway Alternatives evaluated in 
the Draft EIS were eliminated in the Arterial Alternatives evaluated in the Final EIS.  
 
Comment 46z:  The shared-use path under Arterial Alternative 3 extends from Dandini 
Drive east to Raggio Parkway. Refer to Chapters 2.0 and 6.0 of the Final EIS for more 
information about the design of the Preferred Alternative (Arterial Alternative 3).   
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46aa 

 
 
 

46ab 
 
 

46ac 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

46ad 
 
 
 

46ae 

Comment 46aa:  Please refer to Comment Response 46a.  Alternative 1 was not selected as 
the Preferred Alternative. The Arterial Alternative 3, selected as the Preferred Alternative, 
generally would have fewer lanes than the original Freeway Alternative 3 evaluated in the 
Draft EIS. Under the Preferred Alternative, Pyramid Highway would consist of a four-lane 
arterial (two through lanes in both directions) between Calle de la Plata and Eagle 
Canyon/La Posada Drive, and a six-lane arterial (three through lanes in both directions) 
between Eagle Canyon Drive/La Posada Drive to just north of Sparks Boulevard. South of 
Sparks Boulevard, Pyramid Highway consists of a four-lane arterial between Golden View 
and Los Altos Parkway, and a six-lane arterial between Los Altos Parkway and Queen Way. 
Please refer to Chapter 6.0 of the Final EIS for a complete description of the Preferred 
Alternative (Arterial Alternative 3), and Chapter 3.0 for the assessment of impacts for all 
alternatives.  
 
Comment 46ab:  Please see Comment Response 46e response regarding Build Alternative 
cost estimates and the RTCs RTP.  
 
Comment 46ac:  As mentioned above, Alternative 4 was not selected as the Preferred 
Alternative.  Further, design of all build alternatives was modified after the Draft EIS based 
on reduced traffic forecasts, reducing the overall footprint of all the build alternatives. As 
such, the Arterial Alternative 3, selected as the Preferred Alternative, reduces the number of 
lanes proposed under the original Freeway Alternative 3 (evaluated in the Draft EIS) along 
Pyramid Highway between Los Altos and Golden View from six lanes to four lanes. 
Between Golden View and Highland Ranch Parkway, three thru lanes with auxiliary lanes 
are proposed. The auxiliary lanes in this portion are required to adequately accommodate the 
merging and weaving of entering and exiting traffic.  Refer to Comment Response 46aa 
response. 
 
All frontage roads previously proposed under build alternatives along the project corridor 
were eliminated when the design of all build alternatives was modified after the Draft EIS.  
This resulted in reduced right-of-way impacts. The Arterial Alternative 3 still includes the 
closure of Kiley Parkway due to the proximity of the Pyramid interchange and the Sparks 
Boulevard / Highland Ranch interchange.  Traffic would access Pyramid Highway using 
Sparks Boulevard through the upgraded intersection at that location. 
 
Comment 46ad:  With the revised design under all the Arterial Alternatives, access to the 
Lazy 5 Park and Spanish Springs library would not be eliminated.  Therefore, providing 
alternative access to these facilities from the former Lazy 5 development would not be 
required.  
 
Comment 46ae:  In this area, under the redesigned Alternative 3 (referred to as the Arterial 
Alternative 3 and is the Preferred Alternative), Pyramid Highway would remain an arterial, 
but it would be widened from four lanes to six lanes. No auxiliary lanes are required.  
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46af 

 
 
 
 

46ag 
 
 
 

46ah 
 

46ai 
 
 
 
 

46aj 
 
 
 
 
 

46ak 
 
 
 

46al 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

46am 

 

Comment 46af:  The  Arterial Alternative 3 (Preferred Alternative) design eliminated 
impacts to the Spring Ridge subdivision and greatly reduced impacts to Blue Gem Estates 
and Oasis Mobile Estates. The Preferred Alternative also eliminated impacts to existing 
parking at Summit Christian Church and reduced impacts to the church’s potential future 
parking. Therefore, a shift of the alignment is not needed. 
 
Comment 46ag:  Sections 3.3.7 and 3.9.7, of the Final EIS indicate that noise barriers and 
screening walls have been assessed for all impacted receptors and recommended where 
feasible and reasonable for the project and that noise barriers and screening walls would 
benefit the impacted communities by reducing future noise levels.  
 
Comment 46ah:  This was corrected. 
 
Comment 46ai:  Under Arterial Alternative 3 (Preferred Alternative), design year traffic 
forecasts and traffic operational analysis indicate a need to widen Pyramid Highway to six 
lanes between Disc Drive and Los Altos Parkway.  Section 3.5.3 of the Final EIS provides 
the potential commercial and residential relocations associated with all Arterial Alternatives. 
The Arterial Alternative 3 (Preferred Alternative) would result in the fewest potential 
commercial relocations and avoid most of the commercial relocations near the Sparks 
Galleria economic activity center. 
 
Comment 46aj:  Section 3.5.3 of the Final EIS provides the potential commercial and 
residential relocations associated with all alternatives. Under Arterial Alternative 3, impacts 
were reduced and the Burger King and Walgreens would no longer be relocated. All 
reasonable opportunities to avoid relocations and minimize the acquisition or impacts to 
private property will be taken during the final design stage.  
 
Comment 46ak:  The original Alternative 3, which travels along the ridgeline, would have 
resulted in approximately 78 potential residential relocations and 3 commercial relocations 
in the vicinity of Golden View Drive. The Arterial Alternative 3 (Preferred Alternative) 
would greatly reduce this number. For more information regarding right-of-way and 
relocation mitigation measures see Section 3.5 of the Final EIS. Impacts to the community 
are outlined in Final EIS Section 3.2.3. Information regarding visual and noise impacts can 
be found in Final EIS Section 3.16.5 and Section 3.9.6, respectively.  
 
Comment 46al - A shared-use path is proposed under the Preferred Alternative along the 
east side of Pyramid Highway. Given the change in the Pyramid facility type from freeway 
to arterial, non-motorized vehicles, such as bicycles, will be allowed to use the roadway.   
 
The access to Disc Drive is necessary in order to allow the safest crossing to access and use 
the shared-use path. Not only are potential users of the path traveling to TMCC, but many 
users may want to access areas near Vista and Sparks Boulevards.  The connection of the 
shared-use path directly to the intersection at Disc Drive provides a protected intersection 
crossing that provides the most complete connection for public access.  
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Comment 46am:  Field noise measurements are not used to determine noise impacts. 
Information collected in the field is used to document existing conditions and validate the 
traffic noise model (see Section 3.9 of the Final EIS). Noise impacts are determined based 
on FHWA noise abatement criteria and existing and future predicted traffic noise levels (see 
Section 3.9 of the Final EIS). Mitigation is considered for all impacted receptors. The Kiley 
Ranch is not impacted by traffic noise. Therefore, noise barriers were not considered or 
recommended for this area.  
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46an 
 
 
 
 

46ao 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

46ap 
 
 
 
 

46aq 
 
 
 
 

46ar 
 
 
 
 
 
 

46as 
 

46at 
 

 

Comment 46an:  See Comment Response 46am.  
 
Comment 46ao:  The design changes made after the Draft EIS eliminated several grade-
separated interchanges along Pyramid Highway previously proposed. Those intersections 
will remain at-grade and include installation of traffic signals at the cross roads mentioned in 
your comment; the only elevated crossing on Pyramid Highway proposed under Arterial 
Alternative 3 (Preferred Alternative) would be located at Sparks Boulevard.  
 
The Preferred Alternative requires the disposal of excess earthwork of about 1.5 million 
cubic yards. A large portion of this material originates from improvements at the US 395 
interchange and associated alignment into Sun Valley. The lowering of the new alignment 
along Pyramid Highway to a below grade facility would increase the amount of material 
requiring disposal and greatly increase project cost.  
 
In addition to increased earthwork, lowering of the roadway would result in numerous utility 
relocations and would require the complete reconfiguration and realignment of underground 
water, sewer, storm drainage, electric, telephone, and fiber optic utilities.  Utilities such as 
sewer and storm drainage would need to be re-routed to locations, in some cases miles 
away, where connections to the existing services could be reestablished. In the case of 
surface drainage, all channels crossing the existing roadway would need to be rerouted to 
new channels located parallel the alternative where they can be discharged across to points 
down stream. These new channels would require additional right-of-way area potentially 
negating any possible benefits to a below grade alternative.  Additionally, the lowering of 
the roadway results in additional drainage requirements to be considered. Due to the 
topography of the valley, storm drainage pumps would be required to remove the storm 
water out of the lowered roadway section resulting in additional construction and long term 
maintenance costs.  
 
Comment 46ap:  Comment on Parks & Recreation Impacts: Wedekind Park.  As 
described in Section 3.19.3, all Arterial Alternatives would keep the existing access at 
Wedekind Park. Under all Arterial Alternatives, the existing access to the trailhead parking 
at the northern portion of Wedekind Park, which is currently accessed via a driveway on the 
south side of Disc Drive just east of Pyramid, would be preserved and slightly improved. 
Therefore, park access is not a differentiator amongst the Arterial Alternatives. Impacts to 
Wedekind Park were greatly reduced under all the Arterial Alternatives, as described in 
Section 3.19.3 of the Final EIS, although Alternatives 2 and 4 still have slightly higher 
impacts to the park than Alternatives 1 and 3.   Note that Arterial Alternative 3 was selected 
as the Preferred Alternative (see Chapter 6.0).  
 
Comment 46aq:  VMT and VHT are outputs of the regional travel demand model.  The 
model recognizes at a sketch level that an arterial with at-grade intersections is slower than a 
freeway, which would impact VHT results.  Travel pattern changes and other effects of each 
alternative are also part of the model calculations.  The regional travel demand model results 
are presented for sketch level comparison of alternatives. 
 
Comment 46ar:  The widening of the roadway facilities listed in your comment is not 
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included as part of this project Widening of those roadways will be completed under 
separate projects identified in RTC's 2035 fiscally constrained Regional Transportation Plan 
(RTP). Please refer to the RTP for a description of the plan development process. 
 
Comment 46as:  Visual impacts were assessed based on the design elements of the Build 
Alternatives, none of which included below grade lanes.  The mitigation measures listed are 
intended to minimize adverse visual impacts of the Build Alternatives as they are currently 
designed. See previous responses for reasons that below grade facilities were not included in 
the build alternatives. 
 
Comment 46at:  Alternative numbers in referenced text were corrected.  
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46 
(continued) 

 
 
 

46au 
 
 
 
 

46av 
 
 
 
 

46av (cont’d) 
 
 
 

46aw 
 
 
 
 

46ax 
 
 

46ay 
 
 

46az 
 
 

46ba 
 
 

46bb 
 
 
 

46bc 
 

Comment 46au:  This portion of the shared-use path has been designed to meet the 
American with Disabilities Act (ADA) and has a slope of no greater that 5%. Due to the 
topographic constraints, a circuitous path is required to achieve the design requirements.     
 
Comment 46av:  The construction of multi-level intersections for urban streets is not 
standard practice.  Intersections of this type typically result in increased right-of-way 
impacts due to the spacing and clearance requirements of the infrastructure associated with 
bridge structures and elevated roadway grades. These intersections are more expensive to 
construct and maintain because of the elevated structures as compared to a typical at-grade 
intersection. Grade separated intersections also increase the visual impacts at a particular 
location by disturbing more land area or by obstructing views as a result of elevated 
structures. Often, the benefits gained from construction of such an intersection do not out 
weight the costs of construction or right-of-way.  
 
Comment 46aw:  See Comment Response 46av regarding intersection configurations. 
 
Comment 46ax:  See Comment Response 46t. Please refer to Section 3.7  of the Final EIS 
for bicycle and pedestrian facilities provided under the Arterial Alternative 3 (Preferred 
Alternative).  
 
Comment 46ay:  See Comment Response 46t.  Please refer to Section 3.7   of the Final EIS 
for bicycle and pedestrian facilities provided under the Arterial Alternative 3 (Preferred 
Alternative). 
 
Comment 46az:  See Comment Response 46t.  Please refer to Section 3.7  of the Final EIS 
for bicycle and pedestrian facilities provided under the Arterial Alternative 3 (Preferred 
Alternative). 
 
Comment 46ba:  See Comment Response 46t.  Please refer to Section 3.7  of the Final EIS 
for bicycle and pedestrian facilities provided under the Arterial Alternative 3 (Preferred 
Alternative). 
 
Comment 46bb:  The required traffic demand requires that three lanes be carried through 
the intersection at Eagle Canyon Drive. Businesses are located on the east and west sides of 
Pyramid Highway.  Therefore, shifting the alignment east only would impact more of the 
businesses along the east side.  Because Arterial Alternative 3 would keep this intersection 
at-grade, commercial relocations have been reduced greatly in this area. 
 
Comment 46bc:  Grade separations are not required at this location. Signalized at-grade 
intersections will function properly. 
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46 
(continued) 

 
 
 

46bd 

 
Comment 46bd:  Section 4(f) refers to the original section within the U.S. Department of 
Transportation Act of 1966 which established the requirement for consideration of park and 
recreational lands, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and historic sites in transportation project 
development. This law requires a comprehensive analysis of alternatives to avoid and 
minimize effects to protected resources, such as the historic Prosser Valley Ditch.  Refer to 
Chapter 5.0 of the Final EIS for more information.  
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47 Comment # 47:  Bill Stremmel (Area Resident) 
 
From: Bill Stremmel [mailto:bstremmel@gmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, November 12, 2013 11:00 AM 
To: Maxey, Julie A 
Subject: Pyramid Highway/US 395 Connection DEIS 1 of 3 
 
Herein attached are 5 graphics illustrating my suggestions for the interchange 
@ Disc Drive. 
 
regards, 
Bill Stremmel 
815 Kiley Parkway, #1802 
Sparks, NV  89436-4090 
land-line:  775-376-1618 
cellular:  925-639-1446  
 

Comment #47 Response: 
 
Thank you for your suggestions. The freeway build alternative designs presented in the 
Draft EIS as well as the arterial alternatives included in the Final EIS represent a balance of 
geometric standards, traffic demand / operational analysis, and right-of-way limitations. 
Arterial Alternative 3 has been selected as the Preferred Alternative (see Chapter 6.0 of the 
Final EIS). Because of reduced traffic demand, a grade separated interchange is no longer 
needed at Disc Drive.  This intersection can remain as a signalized intersection.  
 



Pyramid/US 395 Appendix D: Draft EIS Comments and Responses 
 

D-88 

Comment 
No. Comment Response 

47 
(continued) 
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47 
(continued) 

 

 



Pyramid/US 395 Appendix D: Draft EIS Comments and Responses 
 

D-90 

Comment 
No. Comment Response 

48 Comment # 48:  Bill Stremmel (Area Resident) 
 
From: Bill Stremmel [mailto:bstremmel@gmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, November 12, 2013 11:06 AM 
To: Maxey, Julie A 
Subject: Pyramid Highway/US 395 Connection DEIS 2 of 3 
 
Herein attached are 5 graphics illustrating my suggestions for the interchange 
@ Sparks Boulevard/Highland Ranch Road. 
 
regards, 
Bill Stremmel 
815 Kiley Parkway, #1802 
Sparks, NV  89436-4090 
land-line:  775-376-1618 
cellular:  925-639-1446 
 

Comment #48 Response:  
 
Thank you for your comments. As a result of design changes made after the Draft EIS, 
frontage roads are no longer proposed along Pyramid Highway. This, coupled with the 
reduced traffic demand, allows for a simpler interchange design.  The design at Sparks 
Boulevard under the Arterial Alternative 3 (Preferred Alternative) best balances travel 
demand needs with established and proven geometric requirements.  
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48 
(continued) 
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48 
(continued) 
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49 
 
 
 

Comment # 49:  Bill Stremmel (Area Resident) 
 
From: Bill Stremmel [mailto:bstremmel@gmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, November 12, 2013 11:18 AM 
To: Maxey, Julie A 
Subject: Pyramid Highway/US 395 Connection DEIS 3 of 3 
 
Herein attached are 6 graphics illustrating my suggestions for ultimately 
extending the expressway from Disc Drive south to I-80, with the last two 
miles running underneath the existing Pyramid Way to minimize community 
disruption.  Other graphics show how a tighter configuration within retaining 
walls can minimize right-of-way take and drastically reduce noise to make 
Alternative 4 more palatable and really improve our quality of life up here in 
the Spanish Springs area of Sparks. 
 
JPEG's with 'RTC-2035' in their filename had been submitted directly to RTC 
last April with commentary about their 2035 plan.  They are being resubmitted 
because I would like them to be part of the official record for this specific 
project. 
 
Also attached is a paginated Word document with the same comments 
submitted yesterday, but in a more readable format.  
 
Sincerely, 
  
Bill Stremmel 
815 Kiley Parkway, #1802 
Sparks, NV  89436-4090 
land-line:  775-376-1618 
cellular:  925-639-1446 
 
 
(Note –the 11 page letter attached to this comment is provided in Comment 
#68 above)   

Comment #49 Response:  
 
Thank you for your comments. They have been included here as part of the official 
comments on the Draft EIS. Minimizing the right-of-way impacts by additional design 
refinements or by constructing additional walls as a means to reduce right-of-way impacts 
has been and will continue to be a consideration as the project moves to final design.  Note 
that the Arterial Alternative 3 has been selected as the Preferred Alternative; please refer to 
Chapter 6.0 of the Final EIS for a description of the Preferred Alternative and the 
assessment of its impacts.  
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49 
(continued) 
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49 
(continued) 
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49 
(continued) 
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(continued) 
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50 Comment # 50:  Erin Sullivan (Area Resident) 
 

 
 

Comment #50 Response:  
 
The naming and signing of local streets falls within the purview of local and state agencies 
and is not within the scope of this project.   
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51 Comment # 51:  Bruce Susong (Area Resident) 
 

Comment #51 Response:   
 
Thank you for your request. You have been placed on the project mailing list.  

52 Comment # 52:  Vickie Tanner (Area Resident) 
 

Comment #52 Response:  
 
Thank you for your request. You have been placed on the project mailing list. 
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53 Comment # 53:  Mike Tyson (Area Resident) 
 

Comment #53 Response:  
 
Please refer to responses within comment. 
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54 Comment # 54:  Unknown (Area Resident) 
 

 
 

Comment #54 Response:   
 
Your opposition to Build Alternatives 1 and 4 has been noted.  Arterial Alternative 3 has 
been selected as the Preferred Alternative.  Please refer to Chapter 3.0 of the Final EIS for 
the assessment of impacts associated with the No-Action Alternative and all Arterial 
Alternatives, and Chapter 6.0 for a description of the Preferred Alternative.  
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55 Comment # 55:  Georgia Vaughn (Area Resident) 
 
From: Georgia Vaughn [mailto:georgia413@att.net]  
Sent: Friday, September 20, 2013 8:25 AM 
To: Mueller, Timothy 
Subject: Transportation Enhancements 
  
Is it possible to download a map of the proposed Pyramid Highway/US 
395 Connection Project location?  We live in Sun Valley and after reading 
your notice, we are having trouble trying to visualize the planned route 
from Pyramid to 395.  I guess it will start near Kohl's but not sure where 
in Sun Valley the planned West Sun Valley arterial roadway will be. 

Comment #55 Response:  
 
Dear Ms. Vaughn, 
  
Thank you for your inquiry (below) regarding the Pyramid Highway US 395 Connection 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS).  I have provided the link to the requested 
maps below for your convenience.   
  
http://pyramidus395connection.com/maps.html  This link can be used to further select 
displays that will show the alternative alignments particularly as they would potentially 
impact Sun Valley.  Select "Sun Valley Detail" under each of the four alternatives to see the 
different alternatives.  As you will see, each of the alternatives accommodates a potential 
future West Sun Valley arterial, however, construction of the West Sun Valley Arterial is 
not part of this project. 
  
There are several ways to access the project maps and the entire DEIS including the project 
website www.pyramidus395connection.com, RTC's website www.rtcwashoe.com and 
NDOT's website 
http://www.nevadadot.com/Public_Involvement/Meetings/Meetings,_Hearings_and_Notices
.aspx  
 
Please contact me if you have any questions or need additional information. 
  
Sincerely, 
  
Doug Maloy, P.E. 
Project Manager 
Regional Transportation Commission 
1105 Terminal Way, Suite 108 
Reno, NV  89520 
Phone (775) 335-1865 
Fax (775) 348-0170 
e-mail:  dmaloy@rtcwashoe.com 
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56 Comment # 56:  Georgia Vaughn (Area Resident) 
 
From: Georgia Vaughn [mailto:georgia413@att.net]  
Sent: Tuesday, October 01, 2013 6:03 PM 
To: Doug Maloy 
Subject: Re: Pyramid Highway and US 395 Connection  
 
Thank you. It's hard to tell from these maps where any of it is. 

 
 

Comment #56 Response:  
 
Ms. Vaughn, 
 
Were you able to zoom in on the specific location that you are looking for?  If you move the 
cursor toward the bottom of any of the plans that you bring up a bar will appear.  When you 
click and hold the + symbol and then move the image up/down or side to side you will be 
able to zoom in and find individual properties, street names and landmarks that show the 
location of the proposed footprint and existing streets and homes.  The background is an 
aerial photo.  Please contact me if you need help with locating a property or anything else. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Doug Maloy, P.E. 
Project Manager 
Regional Transportation Commission 
1105 Terminal Way, Suite 108 
Reno, NV  89520 
Phone (775) 335-1865 
Fax (775) 348-0170 
e-mail:  dmaloy@rtcwashoe.com  
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57 Comment # 57:  Douglas K. Weilburg (Area Resident) 
 
From: EMAIL REPLY ‐ Contact RTC Form ‐ Douglas K. Weilburg 
Sent: 9/15/2013 6:16 PM 
To: RTCPlanning 
Subject: Website Contact Form Comment 

 
 RTC Service Email: rtcplanning@rtcwashoe.com 
  
 A question has been submitted from the rtcwashoe.com website. 
  
   Commenter Name: Douglas K. Weilburg 
            Email: pahrahinc@earthlink.net 
  Requester Phone: 775-425-9772 
 Reply Preference: Email Reply 
  
  RTC Service: Planning 
 Comment Type: question 
 
 ### Begin Comment ### 
 
 When the Pyramid/395 extension construction work begins, will there 
be detouring on Pah Rah Drive? 
 
 ### End Comment ### 

Comment #57 Response:  
 
Mr. Weilburg, 
 
This email is in response to your question below submitted to the RTC's website regarding 
the reference study. 
 
Question: 
When the Pyramid/395 extension construction work begins, will there be detouring on Pah 
Rah Drive? 
 
Answer:  
Information regarding construction is very preliminary given that alternatives have not been 
selected and funding and phasing have not been identified.  The earliest anticipated 
construction that could occur on Pyramid near Golden View, if at all, would be in the range 
of year 2023-2035.  Under no circumstances could Pyramid traffic be detoured to Pah Rah 
Drive, a residential road.  With Golden View being the only connection to Pyramid, it is 
possible that local traffic access at Golden View could be impacted and require alternate 
access using Pah Rah Drive.  Please contact me if you have any questions. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Doug Maloy, P.E. 
Project Manager 
Regional Transportation Commission 
1105 Terminal Way, Suite 108 
Reno, NV  89520 
Phone (775) 335-1865 
Fax (775) 348-0170 
e-mail:  dmaloy@rtcwashoe.com  
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58 Comment # 58:  Fred Williams (Area Resident) 
 

Comment #58 Response:   
 
Thank you for your request. You have been added to the project mailing list. 

59 Comment # 59:  Christopher Winslow, Executive Pastor of 
Operations, Summit Christian Church 
 
From: Christopher Winslow [mailto:cwinslow@summitnv.org]  
Sent: Thursday, October 17, 2013 2:44 PM 
To: info@dot.state.nv.us 
Cc: Doug Maloy; scooke@dot.state.nv.us; Robert DeHuff; Paul Schmidt 
Subject: Pyramid Highway/US 395 Connection DEIS project 
 
Summit Christian Church submits the attached comments (SCC DEIS 
Comments - 10_17_2013) on the US395 / Pyramid Connector Project's Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement. 
******************************************************** 
Christopher Winslow 
Executive Pastor of Operations 
Summit Christian Church 
775-424-5683 x106 
cwinslow@summitnv.org 
www.summitnv.org 

Comment #59 Response:  
 
Responses to this comment are provided below.  



Pyramid/US 395 Appendix D: Draft EIS Comments and Responses 
 

D-106 

Comment 
No. Comment Response 

59 
(continued) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

59a 
 
 

Comment 59a: As noted in your comment, the four build alternatives evaluated in the Draft 
EIS would have impacted existing and potential future parking at the Summit Christian 
Church in varying degrees, but access to the church would have remained from Golden 
View Drive The figures and tables referenced in comment only show/list properties that 
would be relocated as a result of the Build Alternatives.  The tables and figures do not 
show/list the Summit Christian Church and the First Baptist Church because they would not 
be relocated. 
 
Arterial Alternative 3 was selected as the Preferred Alternative (see Chapter 6.0 of the Final 
EIS).  Under the Preferred Alternative, impacts to existing Summit Christian Church parking 
facilities were eliminated and impacts to potential future parking were reduced compared to 
the original Freeway Alternative 3 evaluated in the Draft EIS. Also, current access from 
Golden View Drive would remain. If further development by the Summit Christian Church 
occurs such that the Preferred Alternative would impact parking for other improvements, all 
impacts and subsequent parking alterations and mitigation will be included as part of the 
costs associated with the project.  During final design of the Preferred Alternative, an 
analysis of the church parking facilities will be conducted in coordination with Summit 
Christian Church representatives to see that any impacts or alterations maintain the 
minimum number of required parking spaces for a facility of this type and size. Alterations 
to the parking lot can include reconfiguration of the existing parking layout or the 
construction of new spaces at other locations on the property, and may include earthwork as 
part of the construction. This parking evaluation will also be completed for the First Baptist 
Church of Sparks located near Queen Way. 
 
Please see Comment Response 60 for discussion on alternative ramp alignment as described.  
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59 
(continued) 

 
59b 

 
 
 
 
 
 

59c 
 
 
 

59d 
 
 

59e 

Comment 59b:  Please refer to response to Comment Response 59a regarding commitment 
to provide adequate church parking under the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred 
Alternative would not impact parking at the First Baptist Church of Sparks. 
 
Comment 59c:  As noted in Comment Response 59a, during final design of the Preferred 
Alternative, an analysis of the parking facilities will be conducted in coordination with 
Summit Christian Church representatives to see that any impacts or alterations maintain the 
minimum number of required parking spaces for a facility of this type and size. Filed master 
plans for the church will be considered during the final design process and right-of-way 
acquisition process.   
 
Comment 59d:  The Arterial Alternative 3 (Preferred Alternative) would have no direct 
impacts to the parking or facilities of the First Baptist Church. Access to Pyramid Highway 
under the Preferred Alternative would remain similar to the existing condition. 
 
Comment 59e through 59h: Direct coordination with the Summit Christian Church will 
continue during the final design process.  The Arterial Alternative 3 was selected as the 
Preferred Alternative, and now has no impacts to the existing parking or other existing 
facilities of the Summit Christian Church, and greatly reduces impacts to potential future 
church parking and development areas. If development and future improvements continue, 
additional refinements to the design can be made during the final design and any impacts 
can be addressed during the right-of-way acquisition process. 
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59 
(continued) 

 
5e (cont’d) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5f 
 
 

5g 
 

5h 
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59 
(continued) 
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60 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

60 
 

Comment # 60:  Christopher Winslow, Executive Pastor of 
Operations, Summit Christian Church 
 
From: Christopher Winslow [mailto:cwinslow@summitnv.org]  
Sent: Tuesday, November 12, 2013 12:18 PM 
To: Information DL 
Subject: Fwd: Comment for NDOT 
 
Summit Christian Church would like to thank NDOT, RTC, and other 
associated agencies for the process that allows public comment.  As was 
discussed with Doug Maloy and Steve Cooke at our Oct 24 2013 meeting, we 
suggest that for Alternative 1, the off-ramp for the interchange just due North 
of Summit Christian Church's current location could possibly be modified  to 
exit just west of Summit Christian Church (see the figure below) and enter 
onto Pyramid Highway heading South.  This option could allow Summit 
Christian Church to retain it's parking and also allow internal access around the 
facility. 
 
Again, we appreciate all of the efforts being made related to this project 
towards transparency and for public participation. 
 
Chris Winslow 
Executive Pastor, Summit Christian Church 
 

Comment #60 Response: 
 
The ramp configuration included in the Arterial Alternative 3 (Preferred Alternative) passes 
near the existing parking facilities of the church, but does not impact any existing 
infrastructure. As currently designed, the Preferred Alternative would impact the property 
and require some right-of-way acquisition but, as mentioned above, parking impacts have 
been greatly reduced due to design modifications made after the Draft EIS. Also, additional 
design refinements including the construction of retaining walls, altering the ramp geometry, 
and repositioning detention ponds could further reduce impacts to existing and/or future 
parking areas.  Any additional design refinements will be developed during the final design 
process. 
 
The ramp configuration description and figure accompanying your comment were evaluated 
and it was found that it creates an unsafe condition by allowing driveway access to a high 
speed, single direction freeway off-ramp with the potential for wrong way traffic entering 
the freeway facility due to the circulation of the parking area. From a geometric standpoint, 
the configuration would require steep roadway grades and require sharp curves in close 
proximity to one another creating sight distance hazards. Lastly, the ramp would create 
additional impacts to residential properties along the west side of Pyramid Highway as a 
result of these geometric requirements. 
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61 Comment # 61:  Karon Cave (Area Resident) 
 
Comment provided to court reporter at 10/9/13 public hearing (no 
response was provided at hearing): 
 
First of all, my home would be affected by number 2 and number 3 
alternatives.  And the address is 4714 West Leonesio Drive, My neighbor and 
I, we both would be affected by 2 and 3, Del Carpenter, and we both are 
disabled, and we are fine with them coming through that area.   
 
We have been going to meetings and actually crunching the numbers looking 
at the environmental effects, and the fact that like I was telling Michael, if the 
State doesn't do anything about the situation, the traffic is so horrible, there are 
so many accidents and deaths on Sun Valley Boulevard, that something needs 
to be done.  I mean, it is just bringing the value of that whole area down, and I 
believe they need to do something, and no action on some kind of helping the 
transportation issue and the over the dangerous traffic through Sun Valley 
would be governmentally irresponsible.   
 
And I think NDOT has been doing a great job.  Even with their project on Sun 
Valley, there was an incident where there were two lanes that went from Clear 
Acre into Dandini, but they fixed that immediately.  It just happened one day.  
But the rest of the project went fantastic and it looks beautiful.   
 
Like I said, we have discussed with my neighbor, we have discussed, I talked 
to other neighbors, and I have also talked to NDOT about how they would also 
not be giving us just market value, they would actually give an estimate on the 
home as a replacement value, what it would cost to get a home like we have, 
which would affect less homes if they went through alternative number 3.  
 
And it would also be best for the park, the EPA park, 4(f) effects, and also the 
DEIS by disproportionate affecting people.  There is a lot more houses on the 
other, like number 1 and number 4, a lot more people would be displaced.   

Comment #61 Response: 
 
Thank you for your comments regarding the proposed build alternatives.  Your comment is 
part of the official project record.   
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62 
 
 
 
 

62a 
 
 
 

62b 

Comment # 62:  Leo Horishny (Area Resident) 
 
Comment provided to court reporter at 10/9/13 public hearing (no 
response was provided at hearing): 
 
I live at 5216 Valley Hi Drive, the corner of Stockade and Valley Hi.  And my 
comment is that the alternative 1, the ridge line alternative ends up putting the 
freeway less than 300 yards from my house and dozens of other homes there.   
 
My other concern is with the overpasses, or the off-ramp on Dandini, the 
alternative that runs into First Avenue, the west side of First Avenue before 
coming down into Sun Valley Boulevard is a very steep hill, and it is adjacent 
to an elementary school, and in inclement weather, it is horrible now, and to 
have freeway traffic coming off on to that grade is not safe.  In addition, that 
section of Sun Valley Boulevard near the McDonald's and Chevron still has 
huge standing water problems on moderate storm and snow and rain storms 
now.  With extra traffic, that is just going to be an increased danger, and 
running any of those off-ramps off First Avenue is not a safe thing to do.    
 

Comment #62 Response: 
 
Comment 62a:  The centerline of the freeway facility under the Preferred Alternative would 
be located approximately 450 yards from the closest property line of the residences located 
off of Valley Hi Drive.  In this area, large portions of this facility will be located as a cut 
section with an approximate average depth of 20 feet and therefore would be somewhat 
screened from view of your neighborhood The exception would be at the interchange of 
Disc Drive which, due to the large drainage swale, would be on embankment at this 
location. The embankment height of the facility at this interchange averages about 50 feet.  
 
Comment 62b:  Please refer to Comment Response 20a.  In addition to improving the 
intersection at the 1st Avenue and Sun Valley Boulevard intersection, RTC will provide 
continuous sidewalks and a dedicated bicycle lane along Sun Valley Boulevard between El 
Rancho Drive and 1st Avenue. 1st Avenue is not the only connection proposed between the 
Sun Valley Blvd and a potential interchange west of Sun Valley Blvd. Improvements will be 
constructed on 2nd Avenue similar to those on 1st Avenue to allow of an alternate route. As 
part of any improvements, the adequacy of the drainage facilities will be evaluated. Also, 
RTC has identified drainage improvements in this area as part of its Sun Valley Boulevard 
Corridor Study.  

 


