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SUHARY

A. PROPOSED ACTION

The proposed project, called the Santa Fe - Los Alamos

Corridor, consists of constructing a shorter, more direct route

between Santa Fe and Los Alamos, New Mexico. In addition,

construction of this project is meant to provide additional access

to and from the Los Alamos area, as well as improve highway safety

for the transport of low-level nuclear waste from the Los Alamos

National Laboratory. Exhibits I-1 and I-2 in Section I show the

general vicinity of the proposed project and the specific project

area, respectively. '

The existing route from Los Alamos to Santa Fe is via SR 502

(formerly SR 4) which links to US 84/285 in Pojoaque, north of

Santa Fe. US 84/285 links to I-25 via US 85 (Cerrillos Road) and

US 285 (St. Francis Drive) in the southern portion of Santa Fe.

This existing route, from Los Alamos to 1-25, is approximately 47

miles in length. Exhibits I-1 and I-2 in Section I also identify

this existing route.

The New Mexico State Highway and Trazsportation Departmentis

(NMSHTD) 1990-1996 "Six-Year Plan" identifies the proposed project

as a four-lane, divided highway on new location with limited

access. Involved in this study are, depending ‘on the build

alternate, 19.2 to 22.3 miles of new construction between the

proposed Santa Fe Relief Route near Santa Fe and SR 4 near Los

Alamos. The project would require the construction of a major

bridge across the Rio Grande as it passes through White Rock

Canyon. This new facility is designated as SR 594 by the NMSHTD

and could be constructed in seven to ten years following approval

of the final Environmental Impact Statement.

For study purposes, the project termini extend beyond the

construction limits noted above. The southern project terminus has

been identified as the intersection of I-25 and the Santa Fe Relief

S-l



Route southwest of Santa Fe. The segment of the Santa Fe Relief

Route between I-25 and the proposed construction limits of the

Santa Fe — Los Alamos Corridor project was included in the Finding

of No Significant Impact (February 19, 1988) for the Santa Fe

Relief Route, and is currently under construction. The northern

project terminus is at the intersection of Trinity Road (SR 502)

and Diamond Drive (SR 501) in Los Alamos. Although SR 4 represents

the construction limits for all the build alternates, SR 502,

Pajarito Road, and East Jemez Road provide access to and from Los

Alamos and are documented in this Supplemental Draft Environmental

Impact Statement (SDEIS).

facilities are not part of the proposed action.

Improvements to these connecting

The proposed

construction project lies within the municipal boundaries of the

City and County of Santa Fe and the County of Los Alamos.

B. OTHER MAJOR GOVERNMNT ACTIONS

The NMSHTD's 1990-1996 "Six-Year Plan" indicates there are

three transportation projects planned in the vicinity of the study

area; project control numbers 2307, 1787, and 2152. These three

projects involve the reconstruction and r nabilitation of SR 502,

from its intersection with SR 4 (known 1 :ally as the White Rock

"Y") to its junction with SR 30. These pr jects are scheduled for

construction between 1990 and 1994. The southernmost segment of

the Santa Fe Relief Route, a new four-lane facility in the western

Santa Fe area, is currently under construction.

The Los Alamos National Laboratory's (LANL) draft 1989 "Short

Term Construction Plan: FY-90" indicates planned improvement of

several roads in the vicinity of the study area. These

improvements to LANL roads include the widening of East Jemez Road

from two to four lanes and the realigning of Pajarito Road.

Construction is scheduled to begin in fiscal year 1995.

Both the NMSHTD and LANL planned improvements are an integral

part of the transportation network. The future development of this

project would not conflict with but would complement these proposed

S-2
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actions, by further enhancing traffic movement and access

throughout the corridor.

C. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDEBEQ

Various alternative actions were considered for this project.

These included the Transportation Systems Management Alternative,

the Mass Transit Alternative, the Improved Roadway Alternative, the

No-Build or "Do-Nothing" Alternative, and the Build Alternative.

Only the Build Alternative would meet the requirements of the

project. That is, the provision of additional access to and from

Los Alamos, a shorter route between Los Alamos and Santa Fe, and

the provision of improved highway safety for the transport of

low-level transuranic material from Los Alamos. Although the No

Build Alternative would not-meet the requirements of the project,

it has been included for further consideration as 21 basis of

comparison with the Build Alternative.

Within the Build Alternative, there are four build alternates.

These build alternates are described in tail in Section II and

are shown on Exhibit II-5. The typic 1 sections and design

criteria for this proposed highway would b the same among the four

build alternates. However, the bridge types and heights would vary

by alternate. The final bridge types would not be determined until

the project is at the final design phase. Given the mountainous

terrain, considerable earthwork would be associated with any of the

build alternates in order to meet current highway design standards

and to bridge the Rio Grande and White Rock Canyon. A comparison

of build alternate design features is shown in Table IV—3.

The construction length of the Montosc Peak Alternate involves

approximately 22 miles of roadway construction and would require

three bridge crossings, ranging in length from 640 feet across

Chaquehui Canyon to approximately 2,790 feet across the Rio Grande.

The total cost of this alternate would be approximately $183.7

million.



The construction length of the Chino Mesa Alternate involves

approximately 19 miles of roadway construction and would require

two bridge crossings, ranging in length from 1,923 feet across

Ancho Canyon to 3,113 feet across the Rio Grande. The total cost

of this alternate would be approximately $205.5 million.

The construction length of the Mortandad Alternate involves

approximately 21 miles of ziadway construction and would require

two bridge crossings, ranging in length from 500 feet across Canada

Ancha, to 4,562 feet across the Rio Grande. This alternate would

require a 300-foot temporary construction bridge. The total cost

of this alternate would be approximately $164.2 million.

The construction length of the Sandia Canyon Alternate involves

approximately 22 miles of roadway construction and would require

two bridge crossings, ranging in length from 400 feet across Canada

Ancha, to 4,104 feet across the Rio Grande. This alternate would

also require a 300-foot temporary construction bridge. The total

cost of this alternate would be approximately $150.8 million.

D. MAJOR ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Details of the four build altern :es and the No-Build

Alternative and their specific impacts to the social, economic, and

natural environment are included in Section IV.

Results of the studies prepared for this project indicate that,

under any of the build alternates, there will be large savings in

travel time and associated costs because of the 10- mile shorter

route provided by the proposed facility. Other major benefits

resulting from the proposed action include a safer route, avoiding

central Santa Fe, for the transportation of hazardous materials to

and from LANL; additional transportation capacity within the area's

roadway network; improved access to and from the Los Alamos area;

and improved delivery of emergency services, including emergency

evacuation and forest fire protection.
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There will be no adverse long-term air, noise, water quality,

wetland, farmland, or floodplain impacts. There would be no

relocation of residences, businesses, farms, or public and

institutional facilities. There would be no involvement with known

hazardous waste sites in the areas of the project surveyed for this

study, except for the Chino Mesa Alternate as it crosses Ancho

Canyon on LANL property. The project would not directly impact any

properties covered by the provisions of Section 4(f) of the

Department of Transportation Act or Section 6(f) of the Land and

Water Conservation Fund Act.

The temporary construction bridge would temporarily impact

approximately one-half acre of wetland. However, the area

disturbed would be revegetated with native plant species upon

completion of construction. Floodplains associated with the area

would be unavoidably crossed by all of the alternates under

consideration. However, no risk of increased flood hazard would

OCCUI' .

None of the build alternates would co *letely avoid sensitive

plant or animal species. Several alter_ates would potentially

impact the federally endangered bald eag - and peregrine falcon.

Coordination with the U.S. Fish and Wiiilife Service has been

initiated for these alternates. State sensitive cacti, Pediocactus

papyracanthus, which is also being evaluated for federal listing,

and Mammillaria wrightii, would also be impacted. In the event

avoidance of these cacti species is not feasible or practicable,

transplanting the species impacted to a preservation area may be

warranted.

Under any of the build alternates, the project would have an

effect on the visual environment of the area. Where feasible and

practicable, the design of the facility would include measures to

make the facility blend into the surrounding area as much as

possible.



Short-term construction impacts would include air, noise, and

localized stormwater runoff, as well as the temporary effect of

construction activities on the visual environment.

Traffic and transportation impacts would be the same under any

build alternate. Year 2015 average daily traffic (ADT) volumes on

the proposed facility would range from 8,800 to 14,300 vehicles,

Under the No-Build

Alternative, ADT volumes on existing SR 502 would range from 16,900

and would operate at Level of Service B.

to 31,300 vehicles and would operate at Level of Service E and F.

US 84/285 would have ADT volumes of approximately 55,000 vehicles

and would operate at Level of Service F.

E. AREAS OF CONTROVEBS!

Coordination with various governmental agencies, businesses,

property owners, and local groups has identified the following

areas of potential controversy: 1) potential proximity impacts

(air quality, noise, visual intrusion, and increased visitation)

on cultural resources in the vicinity of ‘he build alternates and

on Bandelier National Monument, including the Tsankawi Unit, and

2) secondary impacts on residential areas long SR 4 in Los Alamos

and along Buckman Road and CR 62 in Santa Fe County.

F. LIST OF OTHER QQZEBEHEHI ACTIONS REQQIBLQ

A Section 404 permit may be required from the U.S. Army Corps

of Engineers for temporary bridge construction activities at the

Rio Grande under either the Mortandad or Sandia Canyon Alternate.

All other construction activities can be completed with a general

permit.

Right-of-way acquistion from various federal and state agencies

will be required for each of the alternates. These agencies

include the Department of Energy, Santa Fe National Forest, Bureau

of Land Management, and the New Mexico State Land Office.

Additionally, should either the Mortandad or Sandia Canyon

Alternates be selected for implementation, the Bureau of Indian

S-6



Affairs would need to be involved with right of way acquisition

from the San Ildefonso Pueblo.
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I. PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION

The purpose of this project is to improve roadway access and user

safety between Santa Fe and Los Alamos, New Mexico. In addition,

this project is meant to provide improved highway safety for the

transport of low-level transuranic material from the Los Alamos

National Laboratory (formerly Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory) in

Los Alamos.“ Exhibit I-l shows the general location of the

project within the State of New Mexico and Exhibit I-2 shows the

project study area within Los Alamos, Santa Fe, and Sandoval

Counties. The southern terminus of the corridor study area is at

the intersection of 1-25 and the Santa Fe Relief Rcute. The

northern terminus is at the intersection of Trinity Road (SR 502)

and Diamond Drive (SR 501) in Los Alamos.

The need for this improvement is based on seven primary factors:

1) the importance of the Santa Fe - Los Alamos Corridor in the

local and regional transportation system, i.e. its system linkage;

2) the capacity and level of service within the existing transpor

tation corridor; 3) the need for a more direct route and shorter

travel time between the two areas and to points east and south of

the study area; 4) transportation demands; 5) social demands and

economic development considerations; 6) modal inter—relationships;

and 7) existing roadway deficiencies and safety considerations,

including the need for safer transport of hazardous materials from

the Los Alamos National Laboratory.

A. PROJECT HISTORY AND STATUS

The history of providing access or a direct route from Santa Fe

to what is now the Los Alamos area dates to the beginning of the

early 20th century. Hal Rothman's book, Bandelier National

Monument: An Administrative History (1988),W

description of the background surrounding the issue of access to

provides a concise

and from Santa Fe to the Pajarito Plateau. Rothman notes that,

prior to the construction of SR 4 and SR 502, earlier roads

connecting the two areas were built for specific enterprises.

I-l



The original modern road to the plateau that Harry

Buckman built to facilitate his timber cutting wound up

White Rock Canyon. It stretched from the town of Buckman

on the east side of the Rio Grande in Canada Ancha to the

Buckman sawmills in Water Canyon.... After the demise of

the post office in the town of Buckman during the early

1920's, the Los Alamos Ranch School (now the site of the

Los Alamos National Laboratory) received its mail at 0towi

Crossing, and the emphasis shifted away from the trail that

Buckman constructed. The school received an easement from

the Forest Service to build a road between the crossing and

the school, and soon there were two ways to take an

automobile to the Pajarito Plateau. The Ranch School road

was the antecedent of New Mexico Highway 4 (recently

renumbered, in part, to SR 501 and 502) that began in

Pojoaque and finished at the Ranch School. Yet both roads

were unpaved, cumbersome, and rutted, and often dis—

couraged travel to the region.“7

The isolated location of the Los Alamos Ranch Schcol made it an

ideal place for the Atomic Energy Commission to establish its

nuclear weapons and research facility, the Los Alamos Scientific

Laboratory (LASL), which was established in 1943. Due to the

sensitive nature of the activities within LASL at the time, the

entire area was closed to the public and access was intentionally

limited.

The establishment of LASL caused substantial development on the

plateau, including both research and related support facilities,

and residential areas to house LASL employees. Increased growth

brought increased transportation demands and congestion on what is

now designated as SR 4, SR 502, and US 84/285; the only access

between Santa Fe and Los Alamos.

In 1949, the New Mexico State Legislature created the County of

Los Alamos. In this same year, the Los Alamos and Santa Fe Boards

of County Commissioners submitted concurrent resolutions to the New

Mexico State Highway Department (Department) requesting a study of

the feasibility of constructing a shorter route
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between the two areas.L7
The actions by the County Commissioners

were taken in response to the increasing number of residents and

employees within Los Alamos County who commuted between the two

areas, the existing poor roadway conditions, the increasing traffic

congestion, and the length of the existing route.

A similar request was presented to the Department in December

of 1950 by the U.S.

Headquarters and the Transportation Officer for the Atomic Energy

w

Army District Engineer of the Fourth Army

Commission in Los Alamos. In addition to the needs identified

by the County Boards of Commissioners; the District Engineer

identified the need for a second primary emergency escape route out

of Los Alamos, and the need to reduce the potential hazard of

transporting hazardous materials by routing shipments away from the

populated downtown Santa Fe area.

In January of these1951,

Department completed a study entitled,

in response to requests, the

"Report on a Proposed

Alternate Highway from Los Alamos to Santa Fe".“fl6 This report

included locating, surveying, and estimating costs for a shorter

route from the Buckman area and Otowi to the old Bruns Hospital,

which was then outside the southern city limits of Santa Fe. The

outcome of this effort was the reconstruction and two-lane addition

to the existing alignment of US 84/285.

As the number of commuters between Los Alamos and Santa Fe

continued to increase throughout the 1950's and 1960's, so did the

In 1970, a

committee representing the City of Santa Fe and the Counties of

demand for improved access between the two areas.

Santa Fe and Los Alamos was formed to study the need for and the

feasibility of a shorter route between the areas. In November of

1971, this committee, called the Los Alamos Highway Study

Committee, presented a report of its findings to the Governor of

New Mexico and to the New Mexico Congressional Delegation.a The

Committee requested the construction of a new route north of White

Rock, across the old Buckman Road crossing, and into Santa Fe near

the city's northwest boundary. Support for the route presented in

I-7



the report included the need for a shorter route, the need to

reduce congestion on the existing route, and the need to improve

access between the two areas, including access to other

transportation facilities in Santa Fe and Albuquerque such as

railroad and airport facilities. High construction costs and the

lack of a funding source prevented any action from being taken on

the shorter alternate route between the two areas.

In January of 1981, the Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory became

one of the country's national laboratories and subsequently changed

its name to the Los Alamos National' Laboratory (LANL). In

September of 1982, LANL published its "Long-Range Site Development

Plan", in which it promoted a direct state highway link between the

8
White Rock area and Santa Fe. LANL subsequently prepared the

report, "Preliminary Study of a Proposed Highway: Los Alamos to

Santa Fe," in June of 1983.m

report were similar to those needs identified in previous LANL

The needs identified within this

reports and reports prepared by local city and county officials.

In 1985, the New Mexico State Legislature directed the

Department to study the feasibility of constructing a White Rock

to Santa Fe relief route. The Department was directed to report

their findings and recommendations to the second session of the

37th Legislature.17 At this point, the project was completely state

funded. In 1986, the U.S. Congress appropriated funds for the

Santa Fe — Los Alamos project from the Highway Trust Fund. Funding

for the project was made available through the Nuclear Waste

Transportation Safety Demonstration Project.“ Low-level nuclear

waste from LANL is expected to be shipped to the storage facilities

at the Waste Isolation Pilot Project (WIPP) site near Carlsbad, New

Mexico. Funding was made possible because the project would

provide for transport of nuclear waste along a safer alternate

route. '

Funding for the proposed project has been appropriated by the

U.S. Congress for a total of $38,100,000.

cates the sources of the legislative funding:

The following indi

I-8
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— Los Alamos/Santa Fe Route feasibility/environmental

studies; Sum of $500,000 appropriated 3/24/86.

- Nuclear Waste Transportation Demonstration funds for

preliminary engineering and right-of—wayuacquisition;

Sum of $2,000,000 appropriated 12/22/86.

- 1987 Surface Transportation and Uniform Relocation

Assistance Act (STURAA) — Section 149, Demonstration/

Discretionary funding; Sum of $6,400,000 per year for five

years appropriated 4/02/87.

— Nuclear Waste Transportation Demogstration funds: Sum of

$3,600,000 appropriated l2/l8/88.

In 1986, in conjunction with the Federal Highway Administra

tion (FHWA), the Department continued the project study with these

needs and objectives taken into consideration. The study effort

iincluded_a series of environmental and engineering investigations;

coordination activities with federal, state, and local agencies and

organizations; and various local public involvement efforts." In

July of 1988, following these efforts, the Department and FHWA

"Draft

Santa Fe — Ins Alamos

issued the results of the study findings in the

Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS):

Corridor Study".5 Of the numerous alternaie routes initially

identified, the DEIS presented detailed engineering, socioeconomic,

and environmental assessments of three viable a;ternates which were

determined to merit additional evaluation. These three alternates

were named the Montoso Peak, Potrillo, and Mortandad Alternates and

are shown on Exhibit I-3.

Following circulation of the DEIS in August of 1988, two

Location Public Hearings were held. Federal, state, and local



agencies and interested groups and individuals were requested by

the Department to provide comments on the DEIS. Based on the DEIS

comments received through the circulation of the DEIS and the

public hearing process, the Department eliminated the Potrillo

Alternate from further conside_ation because of the alternate's

impact on a county park which has been identified as a Section 4(f)

property. A Section 4(f) property refers to Section 4(f) of the

1966 Department of Transportation Act which states that the

Secretary of Transportation will not approve any project which

requires the use of any publicly owned land from a public park,

recreation area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or any land from

an historic site of national, state, or local significance unless

there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use of such

land and all efforts to minimize harm have been incorporated into

the project. Since there are other alternates considered to be

prudent and feasible, the Potrillo Alternate has been eliminated

as a viable alternate. Also, as the result of public and agency

comments on the DEIS, two other alternates were identified for

additional study and evaluation.

In July of 1989, as a result of these changes and other issues

raised, the Department and FHWA agreed to prepare a Supplemental

Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) for the project in

order to evaluate the two new alternates and to reassess the

engineering, socioeconomic, and environmental concerns associated

with the project. Another purpose was to address comments received

and issues raised following the publication of the DEIS. This

SDEIS documents the additional studies undertaken for the project

in Sections II, III and IV. Public and agency involvement is

documented in Section VII.

B. SYSTEM LINKAGE

1. EXISTING SYSTEM LINKAGE

As shown on Exhibits I-1 and I-2, the primary access to Los

Alamos is via SR 502 (formerly SR 4) which links to US 84/285 in

Pojoaque, north of Santa Fe, and links to SR 30, south of Espanola.

Interstate 25 is accessible to the south of Santa Fe via Cerrillos

I-l2
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Road and St. Francis Drive (US 285). Interstate 25 is New Mexico's

only north/south facility in the interstate system. Interstate 40,

the state's principal east/west facility, is accessible via I-25

in Albuquerque and via US 285 at Clines Corners.

From the west, access to Los Alamos is possible via SR 501

which connects with SR 4 and then SR 44. Between Los Alamos and

its connection with SR 4, SR 501 is an arterial facility. West of

its intersection with SR 501, SR 4 traverses mountainous terrain

with steep grades and sharp curves. Travelling in a westerly

direction, SR 4 crosses the Jemez Mountains then proceeds in a

southerly direction to its intersection with SR 44. Continuing in

a southeasterly direction, SR 44 intersects with I-25 at

Bernalillo. The distance from Los Alamos to this point is

approximately 81 miles. Santa Fe is approximately 44 miles north

of Bernalillo, for a total distance of approximately 125 miles.

Albuquerque is approximately 16 miles south of Bernalillo, for a

total distance of 97 miles.

The existing primary route between Santa Fe and Los Alamos,

US 84/285 and SR 502, is 33 to 47 miles in length, depending upon

origin and destination, whereas the distance between Los Alamos and

Albuquerque is approximately 95 miles. This is the most direct

transportation corridor between these areas: nearly all traffic

between these areas use this route.

Trucks with similar origins or destinations, including

vehicles transporting hazardous materials to and from LANL, also

travel the same route. Within Los Alamos County, trucks must enter

and exit the Los Alamos townsite and LANL via East Jemez Road,

which is the county's designated truck route.6 East Jemez Road

is a two-lane facility with a truck climbing lane in the steep

sections. As previously noted, motorists whose origins or

destinations are south of Santa Fe, must travel US 84/285 through

the Santa Fe metropolitan area, following either Cerrillos Road to

its connection with I-25 southbound, or following US 285 (St.

Francis Drive) to its connection with I-25 northbound. Approxi

I-l3



mately 50 to 60 miles to the south, both I-25 and US 285 connect

with I-40, the state's principal east/west route. Table I-l

provides mileage comparisons for various destinations for the

existing and proposed routes.

2. ONGOING AND PLANNED IMPROVEMENTS

One of the primary purposes of the proposed improvement is

to satisfy the need for additional access between the Santa Fe and

Los Alamos areas. This need has been formally recognized in the

transportation plans and programs of the New Mexico State Highway

and Transportation Department, the Counties of Los Alamos_and

Santa Fe, and the City of Santa Fe.6J5im2Z The Department's 1990-96

"Six-Year Plan" identifies the proposed project as a four lane

facility”. Both the County of Los Alamos and the County of Santa

Fe, along with the City of Santa Fe have passed resolutions

requesting the Department to consider specific corridor and access

locations for the project.2 The project construction limits have

been located based on these requests, in conjunction with

reasonable overall system linkage of the transportation network and

minimization of impacts to existing neighborhoods.

Other efforts by the Department to improve the existing

transportation network within the Santa Fe - Los Alamos Corridor

which complement and support the proposed action include the

recently completed four lane widening of SR 502, from US 84/285 to

just west of its intersection with SR 30. The Department has also

recently completed the reconstruction of the intersection of SR 502

and SR 4, commonly referred to as the White Rock "Y". This

intersection was reconstructed as a grade-separated interchange in

order to accommodate the anticipated traffic volumes associated

with the scheduled widening of SR 502. This five-lane widening of

the existing three-lane section of SR 502, from SR 4 to SR 30, will

provide three lanes for westbound travel and two lanes for

eastbound travel.

1995“.

Construction is expected to be complete by
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TABLE I-l

DISTANCE MATRIX OF EXISTING ROUTES

(Miles)

DESTINATION

Cerrillos

I-25 & Road and I-25 &

Santa Fe Rodeo/ US 285 (St.

Relief Airport Francis

ORIGIN Route* Road Drive)

Los Alamos 47 43 39

-at SR 501 '

and SR 502

White Rock 44 4O 36

-along SR 4

Bandelier National

Monument 52 48 44

-at entrance

off SR 4

Santa

Fe

Plaza

36

33

41

Albuquerque

95

92

100

* The Santa Fe Relief Route is presently under construction.



other future projects in the Los Alamos area are included in

LANL's "Short Term Construction Plan: FY—9O".12 LANL planned

projects include the widening of East Jemez Road to four lanes and

the realigning of Pajarito Road to make room for expansion of LANL

technical areas.

1995.

These projects are scheduled for fiscal year

Planned future projects by the Department include the

construction of the Santa Fe Relief Route, shown on Exhibit I-2.

This four—lane relief route will provide a thoroughfare around the

western metropolitan Santa Fe area. ' Currently, drainage and

grading operations are underway on the section of the Santa Fe

Relief Route from I-25 to the vicinity of the Santa Fe River. This

section of the Relief Route has been funded with Los Alamos - Santa

Fe Demonstration/Discretionary Project funds. No funds have been

allocated for the construction of the remaining portion of the

Santa Fe Relief Route beyond the vicinity of the proposed Santa Fe

~ Los Alamos connection. The Department is also in the process of

initiating a study of traffic along US 84/285 north of Santa Fe,

as well as the "Pojoaque Area Traffic Study". The US 84/285 study

is intended to evaluate the existing and future conditions along

the route and possible solutions to identified problems. The

Pojoaque traffic study is intended to evaluate the existing

intersection of SR 502 and US 84/285 and to determine needed

improvements.

Construction of an additional route between Santa Fe and

Los Alamos, together with the widening of SR 502 and construction

of the Santa Fe Relief Route, would improve transportation system

linkage, both locally and regionally. The proposed project would

provide a highway facility between 10 and 11 miles shorter than the

existing Santa Fe/Los Alamos route. It would also reduce travel

time and provide an alternate route away from populated areas for

the transport of hazardous materials from LANL.
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C. CAPACITY AND LEVEL OF SERVICE

1. EXISTING CONDITIONS

The most recent traffic counts for the project were

obtained in 1987. In general, of the approximately 35 mile length

of roadway between Santa Fe and Los Alamos, over 77 percent is

currently operating at a Level of Service "D" or worse. Level of

Service (LOS) is a qualitative measure which describes operational

conditions of a traffic stream along a roadway. Six Levels of

Service are defined from A to F, with Level of Service A the best,

and Level of Service F the worst. In general, highway designers

strive to provide the highest Level of Service feasible and

consistent with anticipated conditions. For acceptable degrees of

congestion, rural arterials and their auxiliary facilities (i.e.,

turning lanes, passing sections, weaving sections, intersections,

and interchanges) should generally be designed for Level of Service

B, except in mountainous areas where Level of Service C is

acceptable. Table I-2 provides a general service volume guide for

determining Level of Service on rural highways such as Pajarito

Road, East Jemez Road, SR 4, SR 502, and US 84/285. The following

descriptions detail the average daily traffic volumes and level of

service along portions of the existing roadway between Los Alamos

and Santa Fe.

In 1987, when the most recent traffic counts were taken,

the average daily traffic (ADT) volume on SR 502, between SR 30 and

SR 4, was approximately 13,600 vehicles per day. The existing

condition of this section of SR 502, both then and today, consists

of three lanes of travel with one lane eastbound and two lanes

westbound. The morning peak hour volume along SR 502 averaged

approximately 2,075 vehicles per hour (15 percent of the ADT)@

whereas the evening peak hour volume averaged approximately 2,300

vehicles (17 percent of the ADT)‘. Approximately 85 percent of the

peak hour volume is westbound along SR 502 in the morning and

eastbound in the evening. This 85/15 percent directional split

substantiates the high volumes of commuting traffic entering Los

Alamos in the morning and exiting Los Alamos in the evening



TABLE I-2

GENERAL SERVICE VOLUMES FOR RURAL HIGHWAYS

LEVEL- OF SERVICE (ADT)

FACILITY TYPE A B C D E

2-Lane Arterial 2,000 4,000 7,000 10,000 17,000

4-Lane Undivided Arterial N/A 10,000 13,000 17,000 22,000

4-Lane Divided Arterial N/A 11,000 15,000 19,000 25,000

6-Lane Divided Arterial N/A 17,000 22,000 28,000 37,000

4-Lane Freeway 11,000 16,000 21,000 25,000 29,000

6-Lane Freeway 16,000 24,000 31,000 38,000 44,000

NOTE: 1) The above service volumes were developed utilizing the

1985 "Highway Capacity Manual" and are provided as a

planning guide in determining relative volume limits of

rural or semirural roadways. These service volumes may

have wide variations depending on number of crossroads,

intersection or interchange geometry, percentage of

heavy trucks and recreational vehicles, lane widths,

lateral clearance, horizontal and vertical alignment,

and other traffic and roadway characteristics.

2) The general service volumes in this table are maximum

values. No values for LOS F are shown since, theore

tically, volumes cannot exceed practical capacity

(LOS E).

3) Ideally, a rural highway should be designed to operate

at Level of Service B. However, under certain

circumstances, LOS C is acceptable.



 

Truck traffic comprised between 1 and 2 percent of the peak hour

traffic volumes. The alignment of SR 502, between SR 30 and SR 4,

is such that grades are steep and curves are sharp. At one point

on this section of SR 502, the grade is approximately 8 percent

and a horseshoe curve reduces the safe speed. Given the existing

volumes and roadway conditions, this specific part of SR 502 was

determined to be operating at a Level of Service F“.

SR 502 west of the White Rock "Y" is a two-lane roadway

with an average daily traffic volume of 7,800 vehicles. This

segment of the roadway currently operates at Level of Service D.

The remaining leg of the White Rock "Y" interchange (SR 4

to East Jemez Road) is also operating at Level of Service D. The

traffic volume in 1987 along this roadway was approximately 8,500

vehicles per day.

North of Santa Fe to Pojoaque, US 84/285 is another element

in the existing highway system that has traffic operational

difficulties.

is operating at Level of Service E ‘with approximately 25,200

This heavily travelled, four-lane divided roadway

vehicles per day.

2. TRAFFIC GROWTH ON SR 502 AND US 84/285 I

In order to estimate future year traffic volumes, a traffic

study was undertaken in conjunction with the project‘. An

operational analysis of future traffic on the existing system was

performed utilizing the procedures of the 1985 "Highway Capacity

Manual"u. Detailed results of the traffic analysis are documented

in the 1988 "Traffic Analysis — Final Report“' , and in the 1990

"Supplemental Traffic Analysis"5, both of which are available from

the Department.

From 1982 through 1989, traffic on US 84/285 north of Santa

Fe has increased 56.2 percent. By the year 2015, the anticipated

traffic volumes will represent additional growth of 100 percent and

will exceed the capacity of this facility.

I-l9



Substantial growth in traffic volumes has also been experienced

along SR 502 between the White Rock "Y" and US 84/285. Average

daily traffic volumes in the year 2015 are estimated to be 17,000

vehicles on SR 502 west of the White Rock "Y" and 30,000 vehicles

east 0; the White Rock "Y". Average daily traffic volumes on US

84/285 in the year 2015 are expected to be 55,000. Even with the

widening to four lanes, SR 502 is expected to be operating at LOS

E by the year 2015. In this same design year, US 84/285 is

expected to be operating at LOS F. Based on the general service

volumes presented in Table I-2, Table I-3 presents the existing and

projected volumes and LOS for various segments of the existing and

currently proposed transportation network.

'\.

These projections are based on the assumption that all

planned roadway improvements in the area have been completed with

the exception of this project. This includes the four-laning of

SR 502 from the White Rock "Y" to SR 30. As the projected traffic

volumes indicate, even with the roadway improvements, SR 502 would

be operating at LOS C during the morning peak hour and LOS E in the

evening peak hour in 1995. By 2015, this section of SR 502 would

be operating at LOS E and F, respectively. A major widening of SR

502 would be required to provide LOS C for the projected year 2015

traffic. Based on the service volumes shown in Table I-2, this

widening would need to be either an eight-lane arterial highway or

a six-lane freeway.

Capacity improvements needed for year 2015 traffic along

existing US 84/285 would not be practicable. Current traffic

projections along US 84/285 indicate that the average daily traffic

would be approximately 55,000 vehicles and would be operating at

I-ZO



 

TABLE I-3

ESTIMATED EXISTING AND FUTURE ADT VOLUMEESc AND LEVEL OF SERVICE

1987 19953 2015a

EXISTING PROGRAMMED PROGRAMMED

CONDITIONS IMPROVEMENT IMPROVEMENT

ROADWAY LINK Volume LOS Volume LOS Volume LOS

SR 502 W. of White 7.8 D 9.7 D 16.9 E

Rock Y

SR 502 SR 4 to 13.6 E 17.1 D 30.0 F

SR 30

SR 502 W. Of 14.3 C 17.9 D 31.3 F

US 84/285

US 84/ SFRRb to 25.2 E 31.5 F 55.0 F

285_ SR 502

SFRRb I-25 to NA NA 14.5 B 25.3 D

CR 62

SFRRb CR 62 tO NA NA 13.1 B 23.0 D

Buckman

Road

SFRRb Buckman NA NA 14.5 B 25.3 D

Road to

US 84/285

SR 4 Pajarito Rd. 6.0 C 7.5 D 13.1 E

to East

Jemez Road

SR 4 East Jemez 8.5 D 10.6 E I 18.5 F

Road to

SR 502

Pajarito W. of SR 4 6.8 C 8.5 D 14.5 E

Road

East W. Of SR 4 5.3 C 6.6 C 11.5 E

Jemez Road

a Only programmed improvement is SR 502, from SR 4 to SR 30. Does not

include possible improvements to East Jemez and Pajarito Roads.

b SFRR is the Santa Fe Relief Route. This highway has not been

constructed to date and is considered a limited-access facility.

c Average link volumes in thousands.

Source: "Santa Fe - Los Alamos Corridor Study: Supplemental Traffic

Analysis", May 1990.
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LOS F without the implementation of this project. To bring the

facility to LOS C,

four-lane facility to eight lanes.

it would be necessary to widen the existing

There would be considerable

business and residential acquisitions and relocation associated with

this widening due to the necessary right-of-way requirements.

A new transportation facility is needed in the Santa Fe -

Los Alamos Corridor to capacity ofsupplement the existing

facilities. If the Santa Fe - Los Alamos Corridor project is

implemented, demands on the existing transportation facilities would

be reduced and improved traffic operations would result.

D. TRANSPORTATION DEMAND

Future transportation demands in the Santa Fe - Los Alamos

Corridor are expected to continue to increase. The projected

traffic volume increases are primarily a function of the economic

growth and development occurring within the two areas. (See Section

III for a discussion of regional growth trends.) In addition, much

of the hazardous materials going to and from LANL continues to be

shipped via the existing SR 502 and US 84/285 route through the

metropolitan Santa Fe area. These materials are expected to be

shipped along the Santa Fe Relief Route,

completed.

when the project is

In light of this growth and development and the issue of

transporting hazardous in the

authorities have recognized the need for transportation improve

materials area, local planning

ments and have already incorporated the proposed project into their

comprehensive transportation plans. The proposed project is

included in the following comprehensive plans: "Los Alamos County:

Comprehensive Plan", adopted by Los Alamos County in November 1986;

"Santa Fe Comprehensive Extraterritorial Plan", adopted by the City

and County of Santa Fe in August 1988; and the "Los Alamos National

Laboratory Site Development Plan",

completed by LANL in August 1989.

a revised preliminary draft,

All three documents indicate a

need for the proposed project as a means to: 1) reduce travel time

for the growing numbers of LANL commuters in the Santa Fe area and

I-22
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beyond, 2) improve and increase traffic capacities of the existing

transportation corridor, and 3) provide a safer alternate route for

the transport of hazardous materials by avoiding the Santa Fe

metropolitan area.

E. SOCIAL DEMAND AND ECONOMIC DEVEIOPMNT

As a part of the traffic analysis performed for this study,

traffic projections were determined in an effort to evaluate the

degree of impact future growth would have on the existing

transportation corridor. Due to the limited availability of housing

within Los Alamos County, approximately 40 percent of the LANL jobs

are held by persons who commute, primarily from the Espanola and

Santa Fe areas. Projections for the year 2015 traffic were based

on the location and magnitude of present and future population and

employment, the projected continued growth of in-commuters to Los

Alamos County, and the commuters‘ projected places of residence‘.

Total employment and resident employment forecasts within Los

Alamos County are based on the 1986 forecasts for the year 2005,

prepared by the University of New Mexico Bureau of Business and

Economic Research. The forecast of in-commuters to Los Alamos was

determined as the difference between total non-agricultural

employment and resident employment in Los Alamos County. Table I-4

shows that the number “of future in-commuters is projected to

increase at an annual average rate of 2.8 percent from 1990 to 2015.

During this same period, the number of individuals who both reside

and are employed within Los Alamos County is expected to increase

0.3 percent per year‘. This would result in over 45 percent of the

Los Alamos County workforce in 2015 commuting from outside the

county.

The Los Alamos National Laboratory will continue to be a major

economic force in the local, regional, and state economy. The

primary mission of LANL continues to be that of an applied research

laboratory using multidisciplinary approaches to solve a wide range

of technical problems, especially in ensuring the Unites States
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TABLE I-4

COMUTERS TO LOS ALAMOS COUNTY

NON- COUNTY OUT OF

AGRICULTURAL RESIDENTS COUNTY

YEAR EMPLOYMENT EMPLOYED COMMUTERS

1980 12,915 9,799 3,358

1985 15,494 10,816 4,948

1990 16,648 11,980 4,968

1995 18,354 12,287 6,374

2000 ' 19,977 12,532 7,758

2005 21,331 12,932 8,722

2010 22,685 12,932 10,076

2015 24,039 12,932 11,430

Source: University of New Mexico, Bureau of Business

and Economic Research, 1986.
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nuclear deterrence and securityg. The 1989 "Los Alamos National

Laboratory Institutional Plan: FY 1989-FY 1994" indicates that, in

addition to nuclear weapons research, LANL is expanding its areas

of research in the scientific field, from nuclear and particle

physics to the biosciences. This diversification is part of LANL's

"technology transfer" efforts in which federally funded research and

advanced technologies developed within LANL are being transferred

into the nation's industrial base. As such, the total employment

within LANL is expected to continue at a high level throughout the

decadeq. Services and industries established to take advantage of

this technology transfer are expected to grow and expand. LANL's

use of contractors to provide 'services is also expected to

increase°.

Los Alamos County has limited area available to accommodate the

residential demands associated with the projected expansion at LANL

and other employers in the county. As a result, future employees

within the county will likely find housing in surrounding areas such

‘as Espanola, Pojoaque, Santa Fe, and Albuquerque. It is projected

that, by the year 2015, approximately half of those employed within

Los Alamos County will reside outside of the countyB. With this

growth in commuting traffic comes increasing demands on the existing

facilities. Even with the planned improvements to SR 502 in place,

commuting traffic volumes will be such that the existing facility

would be operating at Level of Service E and F during the morning

and evening peak hours, respectively.’“5

F. MODAL INTERRELATIONSHIPS

In addition to the existing roadway network, the project area is

also served by several airport facilities. A small airport is

located in Los Alamos County along SR 502, near the eastern limits

of the Los Alamos townsite. Operated by the Department of Energy,

this airport generally serves LANL personnel via a small commuter

air service with connections in Albuquerque. Due to topographical

constraints, there is only one short runway, approximately 5000 feet

in length. Airport expansion and a needed crosswind runway at Los
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Alamos are inhibited by both the topography and the proximity of a

residential area“.

The Santa Fe Municipal Airport is a commercial airport and is

It is located in southestern

The

from Airport Road.

larger than the Los Alamos Airport.

Santa Fe, approximately 47 miles from the Los Alamos townsite.

Santa accessibleFe Municipal Airport is

Existing access to the airport would be improved upon completion of

The Relief Route will have a

The major commercial airport

the proposed Santa Fe Relief Route.

connection with Airport Road and I-25.

in the state is in Albuquerque, approximately 95 miles from the Los

Alamos townsite and approximately 60 miles from Santa Fe.

Because of the nature of activities at LANL, air service to and

from Los Alamos is in continuous demand. Government officials,

from around the worldscientists, and visitorsconsultants,

frequently use these air facilities as a means of getting to Los

Alamos after traveling to Albuquerque or Santa Fe on air carriers.

Construction of the project would provide a shorter and more

expedient route to the Albuquerque airport. The proposed southern

terminus of the project would be located in proximity to the Santa

Fe Municipal Airport,

Fe Relief Route.

at its intersection with the proposed Santa

In addition, a high speed rail line is being studied to serve

Santa Fe and Albuquerque. Should this rail line become a reality,

the proposed Santa Fe — Los Alamos highway would provide easy access

to this rail line.

G. ROADWAY DEFICIENCIES AND SAFETY

Due to the legislative mandate accompanying the funding of the

project, one of the principal purposes of the proposed action is to

provide for an improved highway facility for the transport of

low-level nuclear waste from the Los Alamos National Laboratory.

The proposed facility for the Santa Fe - Los Alamos Corridor study

would be designed and constructed to meet or exceed current AASHTO

and Department design standards to aid in the safe transport of
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hazardous materials. Truck climbing lanes and escape ramps will be

included as required by the terrain. The proposed road would be a

limited access facility, thereby reducing the potential for

accidents by limiting the number of intersections.

As one of the nation's foremost nuclear weapons and energy

research facilities, LANL requires an average of 4,500 shipments

each year, approximately 80 percent of which involve hazardous

materials% The transport of hazardous materials includes both

radioactive material and chemical materials. Chemical materials,

especially flammable materials such as gasoline, make up more than

two-thirds of the hazardous materials transported. The shipment of

these materials from Los Alamos is currently routed along Pajarito

Road, north on SR 4, east on SR 502, then south on US 84/285 (St.

Francis Drive through Santa Fe)3. Portions of this existing route

are through precipitous ‘mountain terrain. Shipment of these

materials on this existing highway network passes through a number

of communities, including Otowi, San Ildefonso Pueblo, Pojoaque,

.Tesuque, and the more urban areas of Santa Fe. ThethuvMexico

State Highway and Transportation Department's Planning Bureau

indicates in its "Ratings for Highway Improvements", a deficiency

rating in the area of safety for the section of SR 502, from SR 30

to the townsite in Los Alamos, and for SR 4, from the White Rock "Y"

to SR 501. The existing alignments of SR 502 and SR 4 in these

sections are constrained with steep vertical grades and sharp

horizontal curves, with marginal sight distance. Given current

American Association of State Highway and Transportation Official's

(AASHTO) and New Mexico State Highway and Transportation

Department's design criteria, these sections of SR 502 and SR 4 are

considered to be substandard for this type of facility. Current

design criteria for a two-lane primary facility require a minimum

24-foot wide paved roadway with 10-foot wide paved outside

shoulders. SR 502, west of SR 30, is a three-lane facility with two

feet of unpaved shoulder width. SR 4, from the White Rock "Y" to

SR 501, has a roadway width of 22 feet with two feet of unpaved

shoulder width. There is currently no access control along SR 502

and SR 4.
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As previously noted, the Department is currently planning to

upgrade SR 502 to a five-lane facility between SR 30 and SR 4. The

improvement to this segment of SR 502 would reduce the steepest

vertical grade from 8% to 7.68% and would improve the sharpest

horizontal curve from a 25 mph design speed to a 45 mph design speed

curve. Even with this improvement, however, this portion of the

existing route is expected to be operating at Level of Service E and

F by the year 2015 without the construction of the Santa Fe — Los

Alamos highway. This would indicate the likelihood of a congested

route by which hazardous materials are to be shipped. In addition,

this planned improvement to SR 502 alone would not eliminate the

_transport of hazardous materials through developed areas of Santa

Fe.

As noted in the environmental documentation prepared for the

Santa Fe Relief Route, the Relief Route was originally not intended

to serve as part of the Santa Fe - Los Alamos Route. As both

projects progressed and the southern portions of the routes became

coincidental, it was recognized that the Santa Fe Relief Route from

the Santa Fe — Los Alamos highway to I-25 could be used for the

transport of hazardous materials{ The northern portion of the

Santa Fe Relief Route would not be built to the same design

standards as the Santa Fe - Los Alamos highway and would, therefore,

not be as desirable a route for the transport- of hazardous

materials.

Public Hearings are currently underway which would officially

designate the routes to be used for the transport of nuclear waste

to the WIPP site near Carlsbad, New Mexico. The New Mexico State

Highway and Transportation Department has recommended that the most

reasonable, current route for transporting hazardous materials from

Los Alamos to the WIPP site would be as follows: East Jemez Road to

SR 4 north, east on SR 502, south on US 84/285 (St. Francis Drive

through Santa Fe), then US 285 south to Carlsbad. Parts of this

route are old, deficient in design, and congested. Should the

Relief Route be constructed and the Santa Fe - Los Alamos project

not implemented, these materials would likely be transported along
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the Relief Route from the point where US 84/285 ties in with the

Relief Route. This would redirect the transport of hazardous

materials away from the central, metropolitan area of Santa Fe but

would not be as far removed from populated areas as would the Santa

Fe - Los Alamos Corridor. The Santa Fe Relief Route, like the Santa

Fe — Los Alamos Corridor, is proposed to be a four-lane divided

arterial and a limited access facility. This would mean that the

number of points for vehicular access would be limited to designated

intersections.

In addition to providing an improved highway for ‘the safer

transport of hazardous materials and avoiding the major metro

politan area of Santa Fe, the project would also address other

An additional

evacuation route out of Los ‘Alamos is needed based on three

safety concerns within the Los Alamos area.

safety-related reasons: 1) the potential for a nuclear accident or

an accident involving hazardous materials; 2) the potential for

forest fires; and 3) civil defense purposes. Any of these could

necessitate the immediate evacuation of the Los Alamos area.

The Los Alamos area is unique in that the transportation network

is not interwoven with various connections to primary and secondary

roadway facilities. The numerous canyons and finger- like mesas

upon which the townsite of Los Alamos has been developed inhibit the

establishment of a transportation network typical of other developed

areas. In the event of an emergency on the Pajarito Plateau,

evacuation routes are limited to SR 502, a primary three-lane

facility, and to SR 501, a secondary two-lane facility. In an

emergency in which the Los Alamos area must be evacuated, traffic

dispersion is limited because 1) there are only two possible escape

routes and 2) the capacity of these escape routes cannot adequately

accommodate the volume of evacuating traffic. Once the routes are

blocked by traffic, the system is clogged because there are no other

routes by which to disperse the traffic back-up. Not only is egress

limited but so too is access in the event of an emergency. In the

event of a forest fire, response crews are typically dispatched from

Santa Fe and Albuquerque. If the two roads are blocked by traffic
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leaving Los Alamos, it would be difficult for these fire-fighting

teams to get to any fire on the Pajarito Plateau. The same holds

true for outside emergency response teams responding to a nuclear

or hazardous materials accident.

Neither LANL, Los Alamos County nor the Office of Civil Emergency

Preparedness have an evacuation plan for Los Alamos. Preliminary

emergency evacuation evaluations done by LANL indicate that, under

existing conditions evacuation of Los Alamos would be a difficult

and lengthy process. An additional access route out of Los Alamos

would help to reduce the time required to evacuate the area.

Implementation of the project would provide an additional escape

route as well as increase the capacity of the transportation system

to accommodate evacuating traffic. In addition, because the

proposed corridor would avoid the metropolitan areas of Santa Fe,

the risk fromaipotential transportation-related hazardous materials

accident would be reduced.
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II. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

This section presents the alternatives considered for the pro

posed Santa Fe - Los Alamos Corridor Study. First, the process

through which the alternatives were developed is presented. This

is followed by a description of alternatives that have been

eliminated. Finally, the alternatives retained for detailed

evaluation and comparison are identified. At this time, a

preferred alternative has not been determined. A decision with

regard to the proposed action will not be made until the results

of the circulation of this report and the information received

through the Location Public Hearing process have been fully

evaluated.

A. DEVELOPMENT OF ALTERNATIVES

At the initiation of this project, five broad ranged

alternatives were established for development and consideration.

The alternatives included the No-Build Alternative of maintaining

the existing roadway system, an Improved Roadway Alternative, a

Mass Transit Alternative, a Transportation Systems Management (TSM)

Alternative, and the Build Alternative involving the construction

of a new highway between Santa Fe and Los Alamos.

Prior to developing specifics for any of the alternatives,

existing data files and previously completed studies were reviewed.

Because of the continual evaluation of an additional route between

these two areas over the past 40 years, an extensive collection of

data existed for this project. These files were reviewed and

pertinent information was extracted for use in this study. This

information provided the basis for development of the alternatives

and identification of additional data requirements to fully

evaluate the various possibilities being studied.

B. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED

Several alternatives have been considered but eliminated because

they do not serve the purpose of and need for the project.

Alternatives eliminated from further consideration include the
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Transportation Systems Management, Mass Transit, and Improved

Roadway Alternatives.

1. TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS MANAGEMENT (TSM) ALTERNATIVE

The TSM Alternative includes those types of limited

construction activities designed to maximize the utilization and

energy efficiency of the present transportation system. Possible

TSM improvement options within this alternative include adding

widened shoulders and additional warning signs in areas where they

are lacking; minor realignment of sharp horizontal curves; traffic

signals at intersections experiencing substantial delays: fringe

parking areas for carpool and vanpool users; high occupancy vehicle

(HOV) lanes; and flexible work schedules at major Los Alamos

employers. However, the implementation of these TSM measures would

not adequately address the needs of the project. That is, TSM

measures would not sufficiently reduce congestion along SR 4, SR

502, or US 84/285, would not provide an alternate route between

Santa Fe and Los Alamos, would not provide an additional evacuation

route from Los Alamos, and would not substantially improve the

highway system for safer transport of hazardous materials. Added

shoulder width, improved signing, minor geometric improvements, and

traffic signals could improve traffic safety and operations but

would not markedly affect the capacity of the highway system.

Park-and—ride programs could help to reduce peak period volumes

along the existing route but their utilization is unlikely. High

occupancy vehicle lanes would require extensive roadway

construction along SR 502 and US 84/285, impacting numerous

adjacent developments.

The Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) currently

provides for flexible work hours and encourages

carpooling/vanpooling activities. A recently completed survey of

Los Alamos workers indicated that most persons began their daily

commute to work between 6 and 8 a.m. and left work between 4 and

6 p.m.4 This survey also indicated that approximately 35 percent

of Los Alamos employees already utilize a carpool or vanpool for

commuting. Because of the high level of current participation in
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these TSM programs, added flexibility of work schedules or

encouragement of carpooling/vanpooling would result in little

additional reduction in peak traffic volumes.

Based on all these factors, the TSM Alternative is not a

viable alternative to meet the needs of the project. Although many

of the TSM measures would result in traffic safety and operational

improvements, the practical need lies with an alternative which

would provide a long-term solution to the identified needs.

2. MASS TRANSIT ALTERNATIVE

The Mass Transit Alternative includes such options as

providing either a bus or rail service between Santa Fe and Los

Alamos to decrease roadway congestion. In Los Alamos County

scheduled peak period bus service provides transportation to local

residential and employment areas. Currently, Santa Fe has no

scheduled daily bus service. No intercity bus service is currently

provided between Santa Fe and Los Alamos. There is no rail service

of any kind provided between the two areas.

The Los Alamos bus systems has no plans to expand their

The difficulty

with a Santa Fe — Los Alamos bus route involves the diversity of

systems to include service to the Santa Fe area.

rider origins and destinations. Because of this diversity,

centralized pick-up and discharge locations would be required to

maximize the efficiency of the service and to be competitive with

other available means of commuting. Access to and from these

centralized locations could be provided by the local transit system

or by personal transportation. Because of the necessary transfers,

this system would not likely be an attractive alternative to the

current system of private automobiles, carpools, and vanpools. As

such, the reduction in traffic volumes along US 84/285 and SR 502

due to this alternative would not substantially improve traffic

operations and the level of service provided.

The provision of passenger rail service between the two

cities is also unlikely to result in a substantial improvement in
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traffic operations. The same transfer difficulties would exist

with a rail system as with the express bus service. Additionally,

the cost to implement rail service would be prohibitive since all

facilities (stations, track, signals, communications, etc.) and

equipment would be required. The implementation cost per user

would be too high to justify such a system.

3 . IMPROVED ROADWAY ALTERNATIVE

The Improved Roadway Alternative includes the modifi

cation, expansion, and reconstruction of existing roadway

facilities to meet current and future travel demand. For this

project, this alternative would include improvements to US 84/285,

SR 502, and SR 4 between Santa Fe and Los Alamos. These

improvements could involve highway realignment to improve hori—.

zontal and vertical geometry, adding travel lanes, constructing

grade separated interchanges at~high volume crossroads, modifi

cation of existing interchanges, and safety improvements.

Based on the traffic forecasts shown in Table I-3, an

estimate of lane requirements has been made for the existing

highway system.1L4 For SR 502 under this alternative, four travel

lanes would be required in each direction of travel between US

84/285 and SR 4'to provide for LOS C. A six-lane roadway would be

required for both SR 502 west of the white Rock "Y" and SR 4

between SR 502 and East Jemez Road. A four-lane facility would be

needed between East Jemez and Pajarito Roads along SR 4 as well as

along these two intersecting routes. The projected volume of

traffic along US 84/285 is such that an eight-lane freeway would

be required to provide LOS C.

The existing interchanges along SR 502 at SR 4 and US

84/285 would require rehabilitation, modification, or replacement

to accommodate the projected growth in traffic and the expanded

number of travel lanes. New interchanges would likely be required

along US 84/285 at key access locations to maximize traffic

operations along the route.
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Roadway alignment modifications would be required along SR

502, between SR 30 and SR 4. This segment of roadway is planned

for improvement but would require additional improvements to

further reduce steep vertical grades and lessen sharp horizontal

curves with an eight-lane roadway.

The effect of all these improvements would be substan

tial. The widening of roadways and construction of interchanges

would impact most all of the properties abutting the existing

routes. A considerable number of relocations would be required,

particularly along US 84/285 where there are numerous commercial

properties. Approximately 70 to 80 business and residential

relocations could occur along US 84/285 due to this alternative.

In most instances, the improvements required under this

alternative involve a doubling of the current number of travel

lanes. This is, in effect, the same as building a new highway

adjacent to the current facility: however, no new alternative route

of shorter length is provided between Santa Fe and Los Alamos.

Based on the potential effects of this alternative, it does

not appear to be feasible to improve the existing roadway to the

extent required. In addition, the Improved Roadway Alterntive

would not provide a route for the transport of hazardous materials

that is away from the more heavily populated areas of Santa Fe.

The proposed Santa Fe Relief Route north of the Santa Fe — Los

Alamos highway may not be suitable for the transport of hazardous

materials due to a lack of funding for the facility, and the

location of the road in planned residential areas. Additionally,

‘the Improved Roadway Alternative would not provide an additional

evacuation route from Los Alamos. Implementing this alternative

would not meet the purpose of or need for the proposed

improvements. Therefore, this alternative has been eliminated from

further consideration.

C. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED FOR ADDITIONAL STUDY

Of the five basic alternatives considered for this project, two
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have been retained for further study and evaluation. These include

the No-Build Alternative and the Build Alternative.

For analysis and purposes of comparison, both of these

alternatives are considered to have common termini at the inter

section of Diamond (SR 501) and Trinity (SR 502) Drives in Los

Alamos and the intersection of the proposed Santa Fe Relief Route

and I-25 southwest of Santa Fe. The length of the No-Build

Alternative between these termini is 47 miles as shown in Table

I—l. For the Build Alternative, the distance is dependent on the

route of the build alternate considered;

1. NO-BUILD ALTERNATIVE

The No-Build or Do-Nothing Alternative consists of a

continuation of the existing route between Santa Fe and Los Alamos.

No major improvements to the existing routes except those currently

planned or programmed would be included in this alternative (See

Section I—B.2). Continued roadway maintenance and minor

improvements would be a part of this concept.

Table I—3 indicates that some segments of the current route

are operating at Level of Service D or worse. By the year 2015,

all of the route would be operating at LOS D or worse. Although

the No-Build Alternative would not meet the needs of the project,

it is being retained for further consideration as a basis of

comparison with the Build Alternative.

2. DEVELOPMENT OF THE BUILD ALTERNATIVE

In order to provide a more direct connection between Santa

Fe and Los Alamos along a new alignment, various build alternates

were developed under the Build Alternative. The process for

determining possible build alternates involved the following

phases: development and evaluation of preliminary alignments

(Phase A), selection and refinement of alignments (Phase B), and

detailed development and evaluation of build alternates (Phase C).

II-6



a. Preliminary Alignments Development and

Evaluation (Phase A)

Preliminary investigations were conducted within the

study area to obtain information on factors which could influence

the delineation of potential alignments in the study area.

Available data was gathered and researched to provide information

for the development of these alignments. Data gathering activities

were conducted with various federal, state, and local agencies and

groups that maintain information on the area and its resources.

Following the preliminary data gathering activities, field

investigations were conducted to aid ‘in defining natural and

man-made features that were considered in the conceptual design of

the alignments.

Prior to the development of preliminary alignments,

a set of design criteria was established for the new highway and

all connecting roadways. These design guidelines are shown in

Table II-l and are based on desirable roadway design standards of

the New Mexico State Highway and Transportation Department for this

type of facility, along with design guidelines of the American

State Highway and Transportation Officials .

Given the design guidelines of Table II-l, a series

of preliminary alignments were developed for the study area. These

alignments were based on the previous studies conducted for this

project, local input received during the project, and the results

of preliminary field investigations. During the evaluation, some

of the alignments were eliminated in favor of other similar
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FACTN

Functional

Classification

Design Speed

Terrain

Maximum Horizontal

Curvature

Maximum Grade

Huiber of Lanes

Lane Hidth

Outside Shoulders

lnside Shoulders

Median Treatment

Median Barrier

Maximun

Superelevation

Intersection Radii

Access Control

Bridge Uidth

(Curb to Curb)

Source:

TABLE II-l

DESIGN CRITERIA

UEST 0F

R10 GRAMDE

Rural Freeway

55 MPH

Mountainous

5.0 Degrees

6%

4 Lanes

12 Feet

10 Feet

4 Feet

Paved

Yes

usr 0F

EQéMEE

,60 up"

.06 Ft/Ft

WG-50

Partial

76 Feet

Rural Freeway

Rolling

4.0 Degrees

6%

4 Lanes

12 Feet

10 Feet

4 Feet

Revegetated

No

.06 Ft/Ft

HB-SO

Partial

76 Feet

SR 4

Rural Arterial

50 MPH

Rolling

7.0 Degrees

6%

4 Lanes

12 Feet

10 Feet

Hone

Paved

N0

.06 Ft/Ft

HB-SO

Partial

N one

American Association of State Highway and Transportation

Officials, A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and

Streets, 1984.
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alignments with less impacts and more desirable features. Othor

alignments were combined or modified to improve the overall

characteristics of the alignment.

Following the initial engineering efforts, each of the

preliminary alignments was evaluated based on engineering,_social,

and environmental factors such as: constructibility, costs, design

features, existing land ‘uses, recreation areas, historical/

archaeological sites, agricultural uses, vegetation, floodplains,

wetlands, geotechnical limitations, and topography. The evaluation

of these factors was reported in the "Phase A Location/

Environmental Report", published in August, 1985.2 Eight

alternate alignments were reviewed. These are shown on Exhibit

II-l and include: Montoso Peak, Sagebrush Flats, Potrillo,

Potrillo Tunnel, Pajarito or White Rock Tunnel, Buey Canyon,

Mortandad, and Buckman.

b. Selection and Refinement of Alignments (Phase B)

As a result of the Phase A Report, four of the

preliminary alignments were eliminated based on unacceptable high

costs, undesirable construction requirements, or social, environ

mental, or cultural impacts. Those alignments that were eliminated

included Sagebrush Flats, Potrillo Tunnel, Pajarito or White Rock

Tunnel, and Buey Canyon. Table II-2 summarizes some of the major

reasons why these alignments were not evaluated further. The

remaining four alignments were refined and analyzed in greater

detail during the Phase B Study. The results of this analysis are

documented in the "Phase B Location/Environmental Report",

published in March, 1986.3

As more detailed engineering studies and field

investigations were completed on the four alignments, slight

modifications were made to avoid potential impact to sensitive

areas or to improve the constructibility of each alignment. The

Buckman alignment was eliminated during this phase of the study



EVALUATION

ALIGNMENT NAME

Sagebrush Flats

Potrillo Tunnel

White Rock Tunnel

Buey Canyon

TABLE II-Z

OF ELIMINATED PHASE A ALIGNMNTS

EVALUATION FACTORS

Difficult side hill construction on

unstable slopes.

High potential for rock toppling from

canyon rim onto highway.

Potential would exist for viaduct pier

footing failures because of poor

material in foundation areas.

Difficult side hill construction on

unstable slopes.

High potential for rock toppling from

canyon rim onto highway.

Potential would exist for viaduct pier

footing failures because of poor

material in foundation areas.

Two-mile highway traverse in White Rock

Canyon environmentally undesirable.

Sophisticated and very costly vonti

lation system necessary.

Required 300-foot high exhaust disper-'

sal stack in the center of White Rock

would be unsightly.

Two-mile highway traverse in White Rock

Canyon environmentally undesirable.

Estimated $3 million annual tunnel

maintenance cost considered undesir

able.

Difficult and very costly construction

due to ruggedness of country.

Unacceptable steep grades and a very

sharp curve which would not meet AASHTO

standards for this class of road.

Two-mile highway traverse in White Rock

Canyon environmentally undesirable.
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10
at the request of the San Ildefonso Pueblo. Due to this action,

three alignments remained for inclusion in the Phase C Study.

c. Evaluation of Build Alternates (Phase C)

The Montoso Peak, Potrillo, and Mortandad alignments

were selected as the three build alternates for detailed

development and evaluation. These build alternates were presented

in the "Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)", dated July,

1988, and are shown in Exhibit I-3. Following the publication of

the DEIS, the results of this portion of the alternates development

was presented in the "Phase C Engineering Report".

During Phase C, several alignments between SR 4 and

White Rock Canyon were studied for both the Potrillo and Mortandad

alignments. Along the Potrillo Alternate, two alignments were

considered. The "Tunnel" and "Cut" alignments were both only

slight modifications from the Phase B Potrillo alignment. Because

of the similar alignment, both of these alignments were included

in the Phase C report and the DEIS.

For the Mortandad Alternate, the Phase B alignment and

six optional alignment segments were investigated. The segments

are shown in Exhibit 11-2 and included Mortandad Phase C; "A" Phase

C; "B" Phase C; "C" Phase C; "D" Phase C; and South Phase C. These

segments could be combined to form various alignments. The

alignment selected during the study was the combination of "B"

Phase C and "D" Phase C.w The other four segments as well as the

Mortandad Phase B alignment were eliminated from consideration for

the reasons indicated in Table II-3.

Following completion of the DEIS and the Phase C

Engineering Study, both alignments under the Potrillo Alternate

were eliminated from further consideration, primarily because of,

II-13



EVALUATION OF

ALIGNMNT NAME

Mortandad Phase B

"A" Phase C

"C" Phase C

South Phase C

Mortandad Phase C

TABLE II-3

ELIMINATED MORTANDAD PHASE C ALIGNMENTS

EVALUATION FACTORS

— Westerly 1.5 miles of the alignment would

pass between major archaeological sites

on San Ildefonso Pueblo land.

— Realignment at SR 4 resulted in exces

sively steep grades and a third major

bridge.

- Section of the alignment west of Sandia

Canyon would require undesirable side

hill construction.

— The engineering aspects of this segment

of alignment were good; however, it

passes through a planned Pueblo develop

ment area.

- This alignment required the construction

of two major bridges and one small

bidge.

- The section of alignment between the two

major bridges would be on a compound

curve and would require undesirable side

hill construction.

— The section of alignment between SR 4 and

White Rock Canyon would lie between 250

and 400 feet north of the northeasterly

residential section of White Rock, then

pass through a park, a portion of the

sewage disposal property, and the White

Rock Canyon Overlook.

— Extreme bridge visibility.

- All of this alignment between SR 4 and

the Rio Grande would be over San Ilde

fonso Pueblo land. This alignment and

the Mortandad "D" Phase C alignment were

considered by the Pueblo during the Phase

C study. A preference for the "D" Phase

C alignment was indicated.

— This alignment would require two major

bridges.

— The Rio Grande Bridge would be on a

curved alignment and a 4% grade.

II-14
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required land acquisitions from two dedicated parks.9 These

direct park impacts would have involved Section 4(f) of the

Transportation Act. As such, this alternate could have been

implemented only if there were no feasible and prudent alterna

tives to the Potrillo Alternate and all reasonable means to

minimize harm to the parks had been incorporated into the

alternate. Since there were prudent and feasible alternatives to

the use of the Section 4(f) park land, the Potrillo Alternate was

dropped from consideration.

Two additional build alternates emerged as a result

of the Phase C study. Each is a modification of the remaining

Montoso Peak or Mortandad Alternate. The Chino Mesa Alternate is

concurrent with much of the Montoso Peak Alternate and the Sandia

Canyon Alternate utilizes a large portion of the Mortandad

Alternate. Prior to the Phase C Report, the Chino Mesa and Sandia

Canyon Alternates were developed based on several preliminary

alignments and comparative evaluations. The "Chino Mesa Alignment

Study" was published in July, 1989 and documented the evaluation

of two alignments for this alternate.5 These alignments were

identified as the Chino Mesa North Line and South Line and are

shown on Exhibit II-3. Based on the comparative study of these

alignments, the North Line was selected for inclusion in the SDEIS

and for more detailed development. The primary reasons for the

selection of the North Line are as follows: '

— South Line encroaches on Technical Area 33 of the Los

Alamos National Laboratory (LANL)

— South Line is very close to the vibration sensitive Very

Large Baseline Array (VLBA) at LANL

— North Line would require a shorter and lower bridge over

White Rock Canyon.

Concurrent with the study of the Chino Mesa align—

ment options, an engineering study of two alignments along Sandia

Canyon was performed. The results of this study were reported in

the "Sandia Canyon Alignment Study", dated April, 1990.” These

alignments were identified as the Sandia Canyon Upper Line and

II-17



Lower Line (in reference to their location in the canyon) and are

shown on Exhibit II-4.

alignments, the Upper Line was selected for further development,

The main factors that

Based on the studies of these two

evaluation, and inclusion in the SDEIS.

resulted in the selection of Upper Line are as follows:

— The horizontal and vertical alignment of the Upper Line is

better than the Lower Line.

— The Upper Line would result in a 60 mph design speed

instead of 50 mph with the Lower Line.

- The Upper Line would provide a substantial increase in

user benefits with respect to safety related design

considerations.

3. BUILD ALTERNATES

The four build alternates are shown on Exhibit II-5 and

include: Montoso Peak, Chino Mesa, Mortandad, and Sandia Canyon.

These are the four build alternates that are being evaluated in

this Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS).

These alternates are also more fully detailed in the revised "Phase

C Engineering Report", dated May, 1990.9 The following sections

provide a more complete description of each of the alternates.

a. Montoso Peak Alternate

This alternate begins in White Rock at the

intersection of SR 4 with Pajarito Road and Grand Canyon Drive. The

route follows SR 4 south to the vicinity of Los Alamos National

Laboratory (LANL) Technical Area (TA) 33, crossing Water Canyon and

Ancho Canyon. The alignment then crosses Chaquehui Canyon and

White Rock Canyon, passes south of Montoso Peak, and crosses the

Caja del Rio Grant. This alternate follows CR 62 to the vicinity

of the Arroyo Calabasas before turning southeasterly to tie to the

proposed Santa Fe Relief Route.

II-18
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The Montoso Peak Alternate would require the

acquisition of right of way for right of way from the Department

of Energy, Santa Fe National Forest, Bureau of Land Management,

State of New Mexico, and one private land owner. No land would be

required from the San Ildefonso Pueblo.

The length of this alternate from the SR 4 - Pajarito

Road intersection to the Santa Fe Relief Route would be about 21.5

miles. The total length of roadway construction would be about

22.3 miles due to improvements along SR 4 to the west of the

alignment. The distance between the project termini along this

alignment would be approximately 33.3 miles.

b. Chino Mesa Alternate

This alternate begins at the same place as the Montoso

Peak Alternate and follows SR 4 south to the vicinity of LANL

Technical Area 70. At this point the two alternates diverge, with

the Chino Mesa Alternate crossing Ancho Canyon and White Rock

The Chino Mesa

alignment then passes north of Montoso Peak and crosses the Caja

Canyon north of the Montoso Peak Alternate.

del Rio Grant to a common point in the Santa Fe National Forest

with the Montoso Peak Alternate. The two alternates follow the

same alignment for the remainder of the National Forest, along CR

62 to the vicinity of the Arroyo Calabasas, and then southeasterly

to the proposed Santa Fe Relief Route.

This alternate would affect the same land owners as

the Montoso Peak Alternate. The length of the alternate is about

19.1 miles from Pajarito Road at SR 4 to the Santa Fe Relief Route.

The distance between project termini along this alignment would be

approximately 30.9 miles.

c. Mortandad Alternate

This alternate begins at a proposed interchange with

SR 4 immediately north of White Rock, and proceeds easterly along

Mortandad Canyon toward White Rock Canyon. The alignment crosses

the Rio Grande and the Canada Ancha just north of the Caja del Rio

II-ZS



Plateau. It then continues southeasterly, generally following the

Canada Ancha and the Caja del Rio Grant boundary. This alternate

joins the alignment of the Montoso Peak and Chino Mesa Alternates

in the vicinity of the Arroyo Calabasas and runs concurrently with

these other alternates to the proposed Santa Fe Relief Route.

Construction of the Mortandad Alternate would require associated

improvements along existing SR ‘4 between East .Jemez Road and

Pajarito Road. In general, this improvement would involve widening

the existing road to four lanes.

The Mortandad Alternate would require the acquisi

tion of right-of-way from all the same land owners as the previous

alternates with the exception of two. The single private land

owner would not be affected by the Mortandad Alternate and land

would be required from the San Ildefonso Pueblo.

This alternate is about 17.1 miles long from SR 4 to

the Santa Fe Relief Route. With the approximate 3.8 miles of

required improvements along SR 4, the total construction length of

this alternate would be 20.9. The distance between the project

termini via the Mortandad Alternate would be 30.0 miles.

d. Sandia Canyon Alternate

This alternate begins along East Jemez Road west of

SR 4 and extends southeasterly following Sandia Canyon to White

Rock Canyon. The alignment crosses the Rio Grande and the Canada

Ancha to the north of the Caja del Rio Plateau and north of the

Mortandad Alternate. The Sandia Canyon and Mortandad Alternates

join and continue southeasterly, generally following the Canada

Ancha and the Caja del Rio Grant boundary. In the vicinity of the

Arroyo Calabasas, the two alternates join the other two alternates

and continue southeasterly to the Santa Fe Relief Route. Like the

Mortandad Alternate, construction of the Sandia Canyon Alternate

would require improvements along SR 4 between East Jemez Road and

Pajarito Road.

II-26
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Affected land owners for the Sandia Canyon Alternate

are the same as those for the Mortandad Alternate. The alternate

is about 18.4 miles long from East Jemez Road to the Santa Fe

Relief Route.

length of the alternate to 21.9 miles.

project termini along the Sandia Canyon Alternate would be 28.8

Improvements along SR 4 extend the construction

The distance between the

miles.

e. Bridge Options

Bridge studies for each of the build alternates have

been completed as part of the Phase B and C engineering studies for

@7jJ3 The one common feature
all major river and canyon crossings.

that must be crossed by all alternates is the Rio Grande as it

passes through White Rock Canyon.

Each of the alternates has at least one additional

The Montoso Peak

Alternate has two additional bridges, one over Chaquehui Canyon and

bridge for crossing another canyon or an arroyo.

one over Ancho Canyon. Chino Mesa requires only one additional

bridge over Ancho Canyon. Both the Mortandad and Sandia Canyon

Alternates have a bridge over the Canada Ancha arroyo.

Investigations of various bridge options have

concentrated on the major structure for each alternate, the Rio

Grande crossing. During Phase B for each alternate, numerous

bridge types and span arrangements were evaluated. Key issues

considered in the evaluation were costs, geotechnical data,

constructibility, and aesthetics. For each alternate alignment,

two bridge options were selected for further evaluation during the

Phase C portion of the study. However, for the Montoso Peak

Alternate, one of the bridge options (the suspension bridge) has

been dropped from consideration due to the visual impacts on the

surrounding area, cost, and difficulty of construction.

The remaining bridge options are preliminary designs

for planning and estimating purposes only. Final determination of

the type of bridge to be utilized will be made during final project

II-27



design and prior to construction based on more detailed subsurface

investigations and engineering design. The bridge options in this

study have, however, been developed to a sufficient common stage

to permit the comparative evaluation of viable build alternates.

Exhibits II-6 through II-12 depict how the various Phase C bridge

options might appear over the Rio Grande and White Rock Canyon.

The steel trussed arch, shown in Exhibit II-6 for the

Montoso Peak Alternate, would be approximately 1,020 feet above the

Rio Grande and would extend for about 2,790 feet in order to span

the canyon. The photographic view in this exhibit is from a point

near the boundary of Bandelier National Monument along the Rio

Grande, some 1,000 feet from the crossing.

The two bridges on the Chino Mesa Alternate, shown in

Exhibits II-7 and II-8, cross both White Rock Canyon and Ancho

Canyon. The bridge options for spanning White Rock Canyon include

a concrete segmental bridge (Exhibit II-7) and a steel trussed arch

(Exhibit II-8). These bridges are approximately 810 feet above the

Rio Grande and are 3,113 feet in length. The Ancho Canyon bridges

are comparable in type to the structures over White Rock Canyon.

The photographic view in these exhibits is from a Los Alamos County

Park in the Pajarito Subdivision near Water Canyon, some 7,000 feet

from the Chino Mesa alignment.

For the Mortandad and Sandia Canyon Alternates, the

two bridge options are the same, either a concrete segmental bridge

or a multiple concrete arch. The main difference between the

alternates is the height above the river. The Mortandad bridge is

about 460 feet above the Rio Grande and the Sandia Canyon bridge

is approximately 290 feet above the water. Exhibits II-9 through

II-12 depict the two bridge options for

II-28
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each alternate. The photographic View is from the overlook in the

Los Alamos County Park at White Rock, some 4,000 to 5,000 feet from

the alternates. The two Mortandad bridges are approximately 4,562

feet in length while the Sandia Canyon bridges are slightly shorter

at 4,104 feet.

f. Typical Sections

Three basic typical sections are utilized along the

mainline of each alternate, in addition to a typical section for

9
SR 4 improvements. The three mainline sections are for rolling

terrain, mountainous terrain, and bridge crossings. These are

shown along with the SR 4 typical section on Exhibit II-l3. The

roadway typical section for rolling terrain includes four 12-foot

travel lanes, 10-foot outside shoulders, 4-foot inside shoulders,

and a 52-foot depressed grass median. The mountainous terrain

roadway typical is similar except the depressed grass median is

replaced with a concrete median barrier wall to reduce construction

impacts and right of way costs. The bridge typical section is

similar to the mountainous terrain roadway typical except the

Along SR 4, the

proposed typical section for rural areas outside of White Rock

outside shoulders are reduced to nine feet.

includes four 12-foot travel lanes, 10-foot outside shoulders, and

Within the

White Rock area, an urban typical section would be used with four

a 14-foot paved flush median with no barrier wall.

12-foot travel lanes, 6-foot bicycle lanes, curb/gutter, and a

16-foot two-way left-turn lane.

Along most of the alternate alignments, the minimum

planned right of way has been set at 300 feet or 150 feet on each

side of the roadway centerline. Beyond this limit, an additional

150-foot width of land will be acquired on each side and held as

a greenbelt or buffer zone along the new route. This greenbelt

has been included to separate the highway from existing and uses,

to provide for preservation of indigenous vegetation, and to

provide a safety buffer related to the transport of hazardous

materials.
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g. Access Control Features

The proposed facility will have limited access.

Generally, access will be controlled with no driveways permitted

with the exception of locked gates for utility and land management

purposes. Interchanges, connections, designated intersections, and

other access control features are described in the following

paragraphs.

Various interchanges and intersections are included

along each of the four build alternates. All alternates will

connect with the Santa Fe Relief Route using a trumpet

interchange.9

Along the Montoso Peak Alternate, intersections would

also be provided at SR 4 where it extends west toward SR 501 and

the Jemez Mountains, as well as at Pajarito Road. No interchanges

other than at the Santa Fe Relief Route would be required under

this alternate. The Chino Mesa Alternate would be identical to the

Montoso Peak Alternate with respect to interchanges and

intersections.

The Mortandad Alternate involt 3 two additional

interchanges, three additional intersections, and continuation of

existing SR 4 access in White Rock. At SR 4, this alternate would

include an urban trumpet interchange. To the north along widened

‘SR 4 near East Jemez Road, a three-level fully- directional

interchange would be provided. Intersections would be provided

along this alternate east of the Rio Grande at a proposed picnic

area at Buckman, west of the Rio Grande in the San Ildefonso Pueblo

lands, and in White Rock along SR 4 at Pajarito Road. All existing

intersections and driveways along SR 4 in White Rock would remain

open and connected.

For the Sandia Canyon Alternate, the only inter

change other than the Santa Fe Relief Route would be in the

vicinity of SR 4 and East Jemez Road. Current plans include a
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modified two-level diamond interchange at this location.

Intersections would be provided at each of the same areas as the

Mortandad Alternate.

Previous studies had included intersections or

possible interchange along the Mortandad and Sandia Canyon

Alternates at Buckman Road and at CR 62.w If the roads were to

remain in their current unimproved state, then at-grade

intersections would have been provided. On the other hand, if

Buckman Road were paved and improved, an interchange would have

been provided. However, as a result of extensive public

involvement and agency coordination the Location Study Team has

recommended that there be no connections to Buckman Road or CR-62.

Therefore, current plans for the Mortandad and Sandia Canyon

Alternates do not include any public access connection between

Buckman Road and the proposed Santa Fe — Los Alamos highway or

between CR 62 and the proposed highway.

Locked gates on BLM allotments will be provided for

range management purposes in accordance with agreements to be made

with lessees and public land management agencies during final

design.
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III. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

This section provides a concise description of the existing

natural, social, and economic environments of the area affected by

the proposed alternatives. The description is general in nature

and addresses the entire project area rather than providing a

separate description of the area as it relates to each of the

alternatives.

As shown in Exhibit I-l, the region surrounding the project study

area includes Bernalillo, Los Alamos, Rio Arriba, Sandoval, Santa

Fe, and Taos Counties, and contains nearly 15,000 square miles or

about twelve percent of the total land area in the state.

Approximately forty percent of the land is privately owned: the

balance is comprised of Indian, state, and federal lands with the

largest shares under the control of the U.S. Forest Service and

the U.S. Bureau of Land Management.3

A. NATURAL ENVIRONMENT

l. PHYSIOGRAPHY AND GEOLOGY

The Santa Fe area is on the east side of the Rio Grande

trough. The valley of the Rio Grande drains southward within the

trough and all streams draining the Santa Fe area discharge into

it. The borders of the Rio Grande trough are irregular; the width

ranges from twenty to forty miles. ‘

In the latitude of Santa Fe, the trough is about forty

miles wide; bordered by the Sangre de Cristo Mountains on the east

and by the south end of the Sierra Nacimiento and Jemez on the

west. These two ranges are the eastern and western prongs of the

southern Rocky Mountains.

Northeast of Santa Fe, peaks of the Sangre de Cristo

Mountains rise to elevations of more than 13,000 feet. Three miles

to the north are Lake Peak and Santa Fe Baldy, two prominent peaks

near Santa Fe. Westward from the foot of the mountains, an
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alluvial plain or piedmont slope is inclined toward the Rio Grande

and forms most of the Santa Fe area.

Much of Los Alamos County is located on the Pajarito

Plateau, which occupies the eastern flank of the Jemez Mountains

in north-central New Mexico. Many portions of the plateau have

been deeply eroded by runoff, resulting iJi a series of mesas

separated by canyons, mary of which are several hundred feet deep.

Most of the canyons contain intermittent streams, which flow during

the rainy season. Frijoles Creek, located on the southern border

of the county, and the Rio Grande, which separates Los Alamos and

Santa Fe Counties, are the only permanent natural streams in the

immediate project area. Exhibit III-1 shows the principal natural

features within the project study area.

As noted in the "Santa Fe National Forest Plan:

Environmental Impact Statement", the geologic materials in the area

date from the Precambrian era to the Quaternary period.m ‘The major

rock types are granites, limestones and sandstones, rhyolite, and

tuff. There are three major geologic formations from Santa Fe to

the Rio Grande. Immediately to the west of Santa Fe is the Tesuque

formation composed of fine sand and sandstone. Three to four miles

west of the city is the Ancho formation. It is composed of silt,

sand, gravel, and basalt tuff. About eight miles west of the city

is the Caja del Rio Grant. This grant area lies on a basalt

formation that has flows containing some cinders. In general,

there is an alluvium cover in all of the arroyos and drainage

areas. The alluvium consists of sand and gravel. Further details

of the geologic history and geologic environment are documented in

the various geologic reconnaissance reports prepared for this

study.”

_'—_-'_—___
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2. SOILS

The 1975 "Soil Survey of Santa Fe Area, New Mexico"

prepared by the U.S. Soil Conservation Service, Forest Service, and

Bureau of Indian Affairs indicates there are three soil

associations in the project area of Santa Fe County.“ Between

Santa Fe and the Rio Grande are the Pojoaque-Rough Broken Land

Associations, the Panky-Pojoaque-Harvey Association, and the

Majada-Calabasas-Apache.Association. The Pojoaque-Rough Broken Land

Association and the Panky-Pojoaque-Harvey Association are

encountered in the north and south sections of the area immediately

to the west of the city. About eight miles west is the

Majada-Calabasas-Apache Association, which continues to the Rio

Grande.

In 1986, the Forest Service updated the 1975 Soil Survey

within the Santa Fe National Forest boundaries-12"3 The Forest

Service's soils update provides greater detail of existing soil

types and conditions. Within the Pojoaque-Rough Broken Land

Association, the Forest Service further classifies the soil

components as Fluventic Ustochrepts and Typic Ustifluvents. These

soil components occur on nearly level to strongly sloping valley

plains and are predominately found immediately north and east of

Buckman Road. Forest Service soils classified within the

Panky-Pojoaque-Harvey Association are generally classified as Typic

Haplustalfs. This soil component generally occurs on level to

strongly sloping elevated plains and is generally found in the

southeastern portion of the study area. The Majada-Calabasas

Apache Association is characterized by numerous Forest Service

classified soil components. This soil association comprises a

majority of the study area and is generally present south of the

Buckman Road area and on both sides of the Rio Grande. Either

separately or in combination, Forest Service soil components

identified within this area include Typic and Lithic Haplustalfs

and/or Typic and Lithic Ustochrepts. Typic Haplustalfs are present

throughout the Majada Association, occurring in areas ranging from

nearly level to strongly sloping lowland to very steep scarp

slopes. Lithic Haplustalfs and Typic and Lithic Ustochrepts are
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common on steep scarp slopes.

As indicated in the 1978 "Soil Survey of Los Alamos County,

New Mexico", there are two principal soil associations that would

be encountered in Los Alamos County and the area of Bandelier

National Monument.6 They are the Rock outcrop and the

Frijoles-Hackroy. The Rock outcrop is on the edges and sides of

the mesas. The rocks are mainly basalt, with extremely steep

slopes. There are large areas of basalt rubble, with boulders up

to fifteen or twenty feet in diameter, deposited by landslides and

exfoliation.

The Frijoles soils are on the mesas. They are deep, well

drained, moderately permeable, and formed in eolian and alluvial

sediments over pumice. The Hackroy soils are also on the mesas.

They are very shallow, well drained, and slowly permeable. They

formed in material derived from tuff. In the higher elevations of

the county, the Redondo-Palon-Calaveras Association is encountered.

It is composed of deep soils on the mountainside slopes and

summits.

3. VEGETATION

Vegetation zones are largely controlled by changes in

climate and altitude. These zones overlap and grade upward as

functions of 1) an increase in precipitation and 2) a decrease in

temperature with altitude. The limits of each vegetation zone, as

indicated in Table III-1, vary according to local climate,

exposure, and soil moisture.

The project area is located between elevations of 5,600

feet near the Canada Ancha and 6,780 feet near the west bridge

approach of the Montoso Peak Alternate. The vegetation community

for the entire project length for all alternates can be generally

described as pinon-juniper woodlands with a groundcover of blue

gramma, Bouteloua gracilis. Small pockets of ponderosa pine,
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TABLE III—1

VEGETATION ZONES IN RELATION TO ALTITUDE

ALTITUDE (ft. ) VEGETATION

12,000 + Alpine grass

9,000 - 12,000 Spruce and fir

7,500 - 9,000 Ponderosa Pine

7,000 - 8,000 Pinon Pine

6,500 - 7,500 Juniper

6,000 - 7,500 Grassland, predominantly

grama grass
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Pinus ponderosa, are located in the canyons, while more grasses and

shrubs such as big sage, A temisia trident ta, and rabbit brush,

Chrysothamnus nauseosus, are located at the lower elevations.

The four project alternates cross lands that have been

subjected to heavy grazing for long periods of time.’ Ruderal

species that generally increase in response to overgrazing, such

as snake weed, Gutierrezia sarothrae, cholla, Qpuntia_imbrigatg,

and soap weed yucca, Yucca glauca, are very common along all four

alternates.

4. WILDLIFE

The deer mouse is apparently the most widely dis— tributed

small mammal in the area. Shrews are associated with canyon areas

where water is available and with_mesic sites in the forest. The

pinon mouse is associated with the pinon-juniper vegetation and the

western harvest mouse is found in canyon sites having dense stands

of grasses and forbs. The mule deer is the most important and

prevalent big-game species in the area, both in numbers and

distribution.

Cold-blooded animals in the area include several species

of fish found in the Rio Grande. The common carp, Rio Grande chub,

white sucker, and carp-sucker are abundant. A few brown trout

inhabit the river, but never reach substantial population densities

because of the extreme turbidity of the water. There are at least

nine reptile species, including small lizards and king, bull,

garter and rattlesnakes.

Birds represent by far the largest variety of vertebrate

wildlife in the area. Commonly observed permanent residents

include the common raven, pygmy nuthatch, western bluebird, junco,

and rufous-sided towhee. Summer birds commonly observed include

the turkey vulture, red-tailed hawk, American kestrel, chipping

sparrow, and violet-green swallow.
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5. THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES

A list of threatened and endangered animal and plant

species of concern in the project area was compiled from

correspondence received through the Advance Notification Process,

Agency Review Comments, coordination with federal and state agency

officials and literature searches. The combined list consisted of

three federally listed animal species (*) and five state listed

species of which two are animal species and three are plant

species.

* Bald Eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus

* Peregrine Falcon Falco peregrinus

* Whooping Crane Grus americana

Gray Vireo Vireo vicinior

Rio Grande Silvery Minnow Hybognathus amarus

Cyanic Milkvetch Astragalus cyaneus

Fish-Hook Cactus Mammillarin wrightii

Gramma Grass Cactus Pediocactus papyracantha

6. WATER QUALITY

The 1988 amended Water Quality Standards of the New Mexico

Water Quality Control Commission establishes the designated uses

of the main stem of the Rio Grande, from the headwaters of the

Cochiti Reservoir upstream to Taos Junction Bridge, to include

irrigation, livestock and wildlife watering, marginal coldwater

fishery, secondary contact recreation, and warmwater fishery.w

With the exception of the Rio Grande, only ephemeral drainages are

located within the project corridors.

B. SOCIAL ENVIRONMNT

1. POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS

The Santa Fe - Los Alamos Corridor study area is located

within Los Alamos and Santa Fe Counties, which together make up the

Santa Fe Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA). This designation

recognizes the social and economic interdependence of the two

counties, including the degree of commuting for county residents

between workplace and home. Neighboring counties include
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Bernalillo, Rio Arriba, Sandoval, and Taos. In 1987, the Santa Fe

MSA contained the third largest population concentration in the

state, surpassed only by the Albuquerque MSA (Bernalillo County)

and the Las Cruces MSA (Dona Ana County).H

As shown in Table III-2, data from the 1980 Census and the

University of New Mexico — Bureau of Business and Economic Research

indicate the Santa Fe MSA experienced a growth in population of

19.3 percent from 1980 to 1987 compared to a state- wide growth of

15.1 percent during the same period.73 Within each county, Santa

Fe experienced a growth in population of 21.6 percent, whereas in

Los Alamos, growth was 9.3 percent during this period. Within the

Santa Fe MSA, 11.4 percent of the 1980- 87 population growth was

attributable to natural migration (natural population change

occurring because of births and deaths). The remaining 7.9 percent

was attributable to in-migration.

As shown in Table III-3, local population projections from

1990 to 2000 indicate continued growth within the MSA but at a

declining rate. From 1990 to 2000, population within the MSA is

projected to increase only 13.5 percent with Santa Fe County

experiencing a projected growth of 15.1 percent and Los Alamos 5.4

percent. State growth during this period is projected to be 17.6

percent. This trend is projected to continue through the year

2010.‘

Given the limited availability of land suitable for

development, population growth within Los Alamos County is

constrained. Growth in Santa Fe County is expected to continue in

the western and southern portions of the county.

The area has a long history of habitation by Native

Americans, Hispanic Americans, and Anglo-Americans. Many of the

Native Americans reside on traditional Pueblo lands. The San

Ildefonso, Tesuque, and Pojoaque Pueblo lands are located in
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TABLE III—2

HISTORIC POPULATION GROWTH

% Change % Change

COUNT! 1970 1980 1987 ;97_o-_;|,_9_s_g M

Bernalillo 315,774 420,261 486,200 33.1 15.7

Los Alamos 15,198 17,599 19,200 15.8 9.3

Rio Arriba 25,170 29,282 32,800 16.3 12.0

Sandoval 17,492 34,400 55,900 96.7 62.7

Santa Fe 54,774 75,519 91,900 37.9 21.6

Taos 17,516 19,456 21,900 11.1 12.5

Santa Fe MSA* 69,972 93,118 111,100 33.1 19.3

New Mexico 1,017,055 1,303,302 1,500,000 28.1 15.1

*Includes Santa Fe and Los Alamos Counties

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, and

Bureau of Business and Economic Research, University of

New Mexico.
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TABLE III-3

POPULATION PROJECTIONS

% Change

QEQQBABHIQ_ABEA 1299 1229 1299:1229

Santa Fe MSA 93,118 113,200 21.6

Santa Fe County 75,519 94,600 25.3

Los Alamos County 17,599 18,600 5.7

New Mexico 1,303,302 1,585,200 21.6

% Change % Change

GEOGRAPHIC AREA 9000 1999-3999 9919 2009-2010

Santa Fe MSA 128,500 13.5 139,300 8.4

Santa Fe County 108,900 15.1 119,800 10.0

Los Alamos County 19,600 5.4 19,500 -0.5

7.6 2,121,700 13.8New Mexico 1,864,000 1

Sources: U.S. Bureau of the Census/City Planning Department/Steve

Brugger/ UNM Bureau of Business and Economic Research,

"Population and Employment Projections in New Mexico,

1985-2010, February 1989.
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Santa Fe County, within the study area. As shown in Table III-4,

data from the, 1980 U.S. Census reveal that approximately 2.8

percent of Santa Fe County's population is Native American, whereas

it is only 0.6 percent in Los Alamos County. Hispanics also

comprise a nmjority of the population in Santa Fe County (56

percent) and are a minority of the population in Los Alamos County

(11.5). The state Hispanic population was approximately 37 percent

in 1980. Overall, Anglo-Americans, or whites, make up a majority

of the area's population, comprising approximately 95 percent of

Los Alamos County, 79 percent of Santa Fe County, and 89 percent

of the state's 1980 population.

2. LAND USE AND COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING

The study area is under the direct jurisdiction of ten

planning authorities: the City of Santa Fe, the County of Santa Fe,

the Extraterritorial Zoning Authority, the San Ildefonso Pueblo,

the County of Los Alamos, the New Mexico State Land Office, the

Forest Service - Santa Fe National Forest, the Bureau of Land

Management (BLM) - Taos Resource Area of the Albuquerque District,

the National Park Service (NPS) - Bandelier National Monument, and

the Department of Energy (DOE) - Los Alamos National Laboratory

(LANL). Exhibit III-2 illustrates existing property ownership

within the project study area.

A number of land use plans have been developed to provide

a framework and guide for land use regulations, development,

actidns, 'and decisions within each agency or official's

jurisdiction.LLSAJ3JSJ6J7 Table III-5 provides a list of the

planning documents which have been prepared for each of the

jurisdictional areas.

Of these jurisdictional authorities, the Extraterritorial

Zoning Authority (made up of both Santa Fe County and City elected

officials), Los Alamos County, and the Los Alamos National Lab have
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TABLE III-4

RACE/ETHNIC DISTRIBUTIONS

LQ§_ALA!Q§_QQ; §AHEA_EE_QQL EEH_HEKLQQ

RAQELETHNIQIT!‘ £Q2ulati9n__3 2Q2ulati9n__i 2Qnu1a;iQn_i

White 16,727 95.0 59,287 78.7 1,164,053 89.3

Black 73 0.4 402 0.5 24,406 1.9

American Indian 99 0.6 2,138 2.8 106,119 8.1

Other2 191 1.1 223 0.3 8,316 0.6

Hispanic3 2,022 11.5 41,865 55.6 477,222 36.6

TOTAIf 17,599 100% 75,360 100% , 1,303,302 100%

1980 racial distributions were revised by the Bureau of Business and

Economic Research using U.S. Census Bureau and National Cancer

Institute data.

Includes Asian and Pacific Islanders.

Persons of Spanish origin may be of any race and are counted both in

the Hispanic category and in one of the racial classifications.

1970 and 1980 racial groups will not add to the total, since the

total count was revised after racial distributions were determined.
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TABLE III-5

CURRENT JURISDICTIONAL PLANNING DOCUMENTS

JURISDICTIONAL

AUTHORITY

City of Santa Fe

County of Santa Fe

Santa Fe

Extraterritorial

Zoning Authority

Los Alamos County

Forest Service-Santa

Fe National Forest

BLM — Taos

Resource Area

NPS - Bandelier

National Monument

DOE - Los Alamos

National Laboratory

Source: See References 1, 2, 5, 8,

DOCUMNT TITLE

"Plan '83: Santa Fe Area

General Plan"

"Santa Fe County General Plan

and Land Development Code"

"Santa Fe Comprehensive

Extraterritorial Plan"

"Los Alamos County

Comprehensive Plan"

"Santa Fe National

Forest Plan"

"Taos Resource Management

Plan and Environmental

Impact Statement (Draft)"

"Final Master Plan:

Bandelier National Monument"

"Los Alamos National

Laboratory Site Development

Plan" (Revised Preliminary

Draft)

13, 15, 16, 17.

DATE

November

1983

1980

August 1988

June 1987

July 1987

March 1987

April 1987

August 1989
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all identified the proposed Santa Fe — Los Alamos Corridor and

incorporated the potential transportation facility within their

respective comprehensive plans.

a. Existing Land Use

As shown on Exhibit III-2, a large portion of the land

in the study area, as well as in northern New Mexico, is in public

ownership. Of the approximately 70,000 acres that make up Los

Alamos County, the largest land owner is the Forest Service, which

_dministers 42 percent of the land, followed by the DOE - LANL (34

percent), NPS — Bandelier (10 percent), private ownership (7

percent), and local government ownership (7 percent).

Approximately 60 percent of the land in Los Alamos County is

dedicated in public ownership under the administration of the

Forest Service and the Park Service. LANL occupies approximately

24,000 acres within the County. There are currently 68 technical

areas with locations and spacing that reflect historic development

patterns, topography, and functional relationships. The urban

centers within the county are located in the Los Alamos townsite

and in White Rock, along SR 4.

In Santa Fe County, approximately half of all land is

in private ownership. In the project study area, the principal

public land ownership/management includes the U.S. Forest Service,

Bureau of Land Management, New Mexico State Land Office, Santa Fe

County, and the City of Santa Fe. The predominant land uses within

the county are for multiple use activities on National Forest

Service and BLM lands. Outside the City of Santa Fe, residential

subdivisions are dispersed throughout the county.

In 1981, the City and County of Santa Fe established an

Extraterritorial Zone, adjacent to the City of Santa Fe, as an

urban growth area. This Extraterritorial Zone, shown on Exhibit

III-3, is jointly administered by the City and County through the
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Extraterritorial Zoning Authority (EZA). Land use within the

extraterritorial area is made up of public lands, and low density

residential developments. Between 1970 and 1980, population in the

Extraterritorial Zone increased by almost 90 percent and then

leveled off during the 1980's. Much of the growth of the Santa Fe

area is occurring within the Extra- territorial Zone.

Located within Santa Fe County, the lands of the San

Ildefonso Pueblo are largely undeveloped, with most residential

uses located near the Plaza, as well as near SR 30, west of the Rio

Grande. The Plaza area is a tourist attraction. Gravel is

extracted along the west side of the Rio Grande. In addition, the

Pueblo leases out a gas station/garage and a nearby building, both

of which are along SR 4, across the road from the White Rock

business district.

The City of Santa Fe, New Mexico's state capital, is

also the state's second largest city. As such, the city is a major

urban area within the region. Land uses within the city consist

of a mixture ‘of residential, retail, commercial, business,

industrial, and undeveloped areas. The two major land uses within

the city are for tourist and government related activities,

services, and facilities.

b. Future Land Use

A review of the management plans for the public lands

within Santa Fe ~and Los Alamos Counties, which constitute a

majority of the lands in those counties, indicates that future land

uses will continue existing patterns. Little change in land use

is anticipated for public lands in the immediate study area.

Within Los Alamos County, there is limited private

developable land available to meet the growing demands for

residential and commercial development. Los Alamos County's 1987

Comprehensive Plan indicates the existing supply of developable
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residential lands could be depleted in less than five years. As

a result, it is expected that LANL support services, commercial,

and residential activities will continue to locate outside the

county in such areas as Espanola and Santa Fe.

Most of the changes in private land use in the Santa

Fe area are projected to occur in the southern and western areas

within the City/County Extraterritorial Zone, where much of the

area is zoned for low density residential developments. Over

10,000 dwelling units have already been approved and are yet to be

constructed in the Extraterritorial Zone.

Land use within San Ildefonso Pueblo lands is not

expected to change appreciably in the immediate future. Some

development is planned for Pueblo lands along existing

transportation routes, such as SR 4 near White Rock.

3. COMMUNITIES AND NEIGHBORHOODS

Within the study area, there are several distinct

residential communities. In Los Alamos County, the principal

residential areas are the townsite of Los Alamos and the White Rock

community, which includes White Rock, La Senda, and Pajarito

Acres. The townsite has a mixture of land uses, having both

commercial and moderate density residential areas. Both the

townsite and White Rock are considered to be urban centers and are

the focus of commercial and civic activity within the county.

As noted in the 1987 Los Alamos County Comprehensive Plan,

the vast majority of Los Alamos residents are employed at LANL or

at its support facilities and services. As LANL's workforce has

grown each year, so has the demand for housing. The combined trend

of 1) LANL growth (averaging more than 5 percent per year), 2) an

increasing proportion of retirees in the county, 3) the relative

inaccessibility and topographical constraints upon development, and

4) inflated housing costs mean much of the LANL workforce must seek

housing outside the county.
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Much of the commuting workforce resides in Santa Fe County

and the City of Santa Fe, as well as in the neighboring Counties

of Rio Arriba and Sandoval. Within the study area on the fringe

of Santa Fe, a variety of residential communities exist. The

principal residential areas, communities, and subdivisions include

private claims within the Pueblos of the San Ildefonso, Pojoaque,

and Tesuque; a group of newly developing subdivisions along Buckman

Road collectively referred to as Las Tierras and include La Tierra,

La Tierra Nueva, Salva Tierra, and Tierra de Oro; The Ranch at

Santa Fe; and scattered subdivisions near CR 62 including Alameda

Ranchettes, Pinon Hills, and Puesta Del Sol. Excluding the

Pueblos, these areas are all considered to be low to moderate

density residential subdivisions. The Pueblos have mixed uses,

which include a combination of low to moderate density housing

within the Pueblos.

At the present time, the lands of San Ildefonso Pueblo are

largely undeveloped. Most of the population resides in the

vicinity of the Plaza, near the Pojoaque River. Housing is also

concentrated near SR 30, west of the Rio Grande. In addition, a

few homes are located west of the Rio Grande along SR 4 in the

Totavi area.

4. COMMUNITY FACILITIES AND SERVICES

As shown on Exhibit III-3, the study area is composed of

a variety of public recreation areas, including Bandelier National

Monument and the Santa Fe National Forest. In~addition, there are

several public recreational areas within the town of White Rock.

These areas include Overlook Park, which contains a picnic area,

a number of athletic fields, and an overlook platform for viewing

the Rio Grande and White Rock Canyon; Pinon Park, located along SR

4; and two park areas located overlooking Potrillo Canyon and Water

Canyon. There also exists a system of hiking trails which follow

White Rock Canyon, leading to Overlook Park. Also, within the

project corridors in Santa Fe County is the Caja del Rio Gun Club,

located along SR 62.
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Other community facilities and quasi-public facilities such

as museums, libraries, shopping centers, civic clubs, schools,

hospitals, churches/synagogues, and cemeteries occur outside the

immediate project vicinity in ‘nta Fe County and in White Rock and

the Los Alamos townsite in Los Alamos County. Numerous hiking and

biking trails, as well as jeep trails, are found in the Caja del

Rio; hiking trails are also located throughout Bandelier National

Monument.

5. PUBLIC UTILITIES

The Public Service Company of New Mexico, the Gas Company

of New Mexico, the Sangre de Cristo Water Company, the Western

Telecom and Plains Electric Generation and Transmission Company all

have existing facilities parallel to Buckman Road.

6. TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES

Los Alamos County is somewhat isolated, with highway access

only from SR 502 (formerly SR 4) to the east and SR 501 to the

west. To the east, SR 502 links to SR 30 south of Espanola and

links to US 84/285 north of Santa Fe. To the west, SR 501 links to

SR 4, which ties in with SR 44. Local bus service and city taxi

service is available within portions of Los Alamos County. A local

airport operated by the Department of Energy is primarily used for

LANL purposes. Within the project corridor, the county has

designated a trail along SR 4, south of White Rock, as a bicycle

facility.

There is no rail service of any kind which serves the Los

Alamos area. The nearest rail facilities for freight are located

in Santa Fe. Passenger rail service is available at Lamy. Given

this and the limited operations at the Los Alamos airport, almost

all shipments to and from the area are via trucks utilizing the

existing highway network.

The Santa Fe area is more accessible than Los Alamos, with

primary access from I-25/US 85 which crosses the area in an

east-west direction, and US 84/285, which runs approximately in a
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north-south direction. Business I-25 runs through the City of

Santa Fe along Cerrillos Road, St. Michaels Drive, and the Old

Pecos Trail.

The primary access to Los Alamos from Santa Fe is via US

84/285 and SR 502. There is a small non-profit, peak-period bus

service in the Los Alamos area and local taxi service is available.

A shuttle bus service operating from Santa Fe at one time served

residents in Santa Fe commuting to Los Alamos. The airport in Los

Alamos is used for smaller, commercial commuter and private

aircraft. The nearest major commercial air service is in

Albuquerque, approximately 60 miles south of Santa Fe.

7. 'CULTURAL RESOURCES

The project study area is rich in prehistoric resources.

The wide variety of cultural resources present has been documented

in numerous archaeological studies. In general, prehistoric

remains east of the Rio Grande consist primarily of ceramic and

lithic scatters without associated architecture. Archaic period

hunter-gatherer sites occur on the ridges surrounding sandy

ephemeral drainages and date from 3500 B.C. to A.D. 1. Sites with

ceramics suggest the presence of Pueblo Indians. A few habitation

sites occur along major drainages and along the mesa rim

overlooking the river. However, habitation sites remain relatively

rare, and most site remains indicate hunting and foraging

activities. Prehistoric and historic Pueblo ceramic types

recovered, and the lack of architecture on the Caja del Rio

Plateau, suggest that it. was peripheral in importance to the

Pajarito Plateau and, later, to the Rio Grande for habitation.

Site densities calculated from survey documents range from seven

to twelve per square mile.

The Pajarito Plateau west of the Rio Grande is composed of

narrow canyons and mesas and is bordered on the west by the Jemez

Mountains. Pueblo Indians built their homes and tilled their

fields along the mesas and canyons. Evidence of their occupation

from the thirteenth to the sixteenth century includes many small
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masonry house mounds, large pueblos, cavate rooms in the volcanic

tuff cliffs, rock-bordered fields, prehistoric trails, rock art and

scatters of pottery and stone tools. Literally hundreds of sites

have been recorded for all parts of the plateau; on mesa tops, site

densities exceed twenty per square mile.

Site complexity and size vary dramatically from one side

of the Rio Grande to the other. Archaeological sites east of the

river are primarily surficial with low artifact densities. Hearths

are the most prominent features. The potential for buried features

or architectural remains is low. Conversely, architectural remains

are quite common west of the river and include houseblocks of two

to five rooms and large pueblos with twenty or more rooms and

associated subterranean ceremonial architecture. Depths of

deposits on these sites may exceed one meter (three feet). Fields,

cave rooms, rock art, and other vestiges of prehistoric use are

found between these sites. Potential for both surface and

subsurface cultural remains are very high. In short, more

intensive investigation and data recovery are anticipated on the

Pajarito Plateau than on the Caja del Rio Plateau.

An assessment of the prehistoric and historic resources located

within the study area has been conducted for this project. The

assessment is based on both numerous preliminary archaeological

reconnaissance surveys and examination of existing 'site data

contained in the New Mexico Historic Preservation Division files,

the U.S. Department of Agriculture - Santa Fe National Forest

files, the Bureau of Land Management files, and the Los Alamos

National Laboratory files. The National Register of Historic

Places and the New Mexico State Register of Cultural Properties

were also consulted; no currently listed sites were found to be on

or eligible for listing on either list. This determination

pertains solely to the corridors surveyed for each proposed

alternate. However, outside the project corridors there are sites

that are currently listed on these registers. These include

Bandelier National Monument, the Tsankawi ruins, and the Navawi

ruins. Details of the various surveys conducted for this project
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are documented in the cultural resource assessments prepared for

this project.m

C. ECONOMIC ENVIRONMNT

1. EMPLOYMENT

The single most dominant economic force in northern New

Mexico, and the largest employer in Los Alamos County, is the Los

Alamos National Laboratory (LANL). Under the aegis of the

Department of Energy and administered by the University of

California, LANL is one of the nation's foremost weapons and energy

research facility. In 1989, approximately 7,700 persons were

employed full time by LANL. Recent estimates indicate that in

1984, LANL and related organizations spent $684 million. Taking

the multiplier on this expenditure into account, LANL's total

impact on the region was nearly $1.4 billion. As a result, nearly

38 percent of all jobs in Los Alamos, Santa Fe, and Rio Arriba

Counties are directly or indirectly supported by LANL. Employment

at LANL has grown fairly constantly over the last decade.

The major economic forces in Santa Fe County are state

government and tourism. In 1985, state government employed

approximately 7,000 people, with another 5,000 employed in the

tourist industry. Santa Fe continues to grow in popularity as a

tourist destination, thereby increasing the importance of tourism

to the regional economy. To a smaller extent, tourism is also

becoming an increasingly important economic factor to Los Alamos

County. As Table III-6 indicates, 1987 travel-related expendi

tures within Santa Fe County were approximately $273 million or 14

percent of the total travel expenditures within the state.

Other employment sectors contributing to both Santa Fe and

Los Alamos‘ economic base include local and federal government,

education, research organizations, small high-technology

manufacturing and service companies, as well as retail sales and
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TABLE III-6

ECONOMIC IMPACT OF TRAVEL

TOTAL TRAVEL TRAVEL- TRAVEL

EXPENDITURES GENERATED GENERATED

AREA (§0O0) PAYROLL 000 EMPLOYMENT

Los Alamos

County $ 23,127 $ 4,648 596

Santa Fe

County $ 272,803 $ 53,780 7 065

New

Mexico $1,941,007 - $405,910 45,708

Source: U.S. Travel Data Center, "The Economic Impact of Travel

on New Mexico Counties — 1987", November 1988.
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TABLE III-7

KI’AGRIDJLTIRAL EI’LMIT BY IIXJSTRY

991M111 (ANIJAL AVERAGES)‘

INDUSTRY

MINING

CONSTRUCTION

MANUFACTURING

Durable Goods

Nondurable Goods

TRANSPORTATION AND PUBLIC UTILITIES

Transportation

Cannunications, Electric,

Gas and Sanitary Service

TRADE

Hholesale

Retail

General Merchandise Stores

Food Stores

Auto Dealers & Service Stations

Eating and Drinking Places

Other Retail Trade

FINANCE, INSURANCE AND REAL ESTATE

SERVICES

Hotels & Other Lodging Places

Business Services

Health Services

Social Services

Other Services

GOVERNMENT

Federal

Statei

Local

1988

100

2,600

1,600

1,000

600

1,150

450

700

10,000

050

9,900

1,000

1,200

000

4,400

2,600

2,000

14,000

2,050

3,300

3,500

700

5,200

22,200

1,600

16,400

4,200

1987r

100

2,600

1,600

1,000

600

1,150

450

750

10,400

050

9,600

950

1,300

050

4,000

2,500

2,000

14,300

1,900

3,300

3,200

650

5,200

21,000

1,600

16,300

3,900

Change

In Jobs X Change

0000000

'50

400

0

300

50

-100

-50

LOO

100

O

500

150

0

300

50

0

400

0

100

300

1,300TOTAL NONAGRICULTURAL EMPLOYMENT

‘Santa Fe and Los Alamos Counties.

r Revised.

1

Laboratory.

Note:

Source:

and Analysis.

55,200 53,900

Detail may not add to total because of rounding.

State government includes employment at Los Alamos National

New Mexico Department of Labor, Bureau of Economic Research

OOOOOOO OOOOOOO
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-
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services. Table III-7 provides a breakdown of 1987 and 1988 annual

average employment by industry for the Santa Fe MSA.

2. INCOME

Los Alamos County has the highest per capita income in New

Mexico. Data from the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis indicates

1987 per capita income in Los Alamos was $21,232, approximately 86

percent above the state average of $11,428. Santa Fe's per capita

income ($14,213) also exceeded the state average by approximately

24 percent.

3. UNEMPLOYMNT

Statistics from the New Mexico Department of Labor indicate

that the Santa Fe MSA 1989 labor force was approximately 68,179.

The unemployment rate within the MSA was approximately 3.7 percent,

compared to a state unemployment rate of 5.5 percent.

Despite the below average unemployment rate within the MSA,

the San Ildefonso Pueblo historically has experienced a high rate

of unemployment. According to sample data, the unemployment rate

in 1979 was 15.8 percent, with an additional 14.6 percent of the

work force unemployed for fifteen or more weeks. The 1985 Pueblo

census paints an even bleaker picture, placing the unemployment rate

at 58.5 percent. Of those persons employed in 1979, the majority

were employed in the services industry or in public administration

work. There also were twenty-three potters and seven jewelers.

The high unemployment rate on the Pueblo has adversely

affected their ability to generate income. In 1979, the median

family income was $9,182. Forty-five percent of all households had

incomes below the poverty level. Seventeen percent of all

households received food stamps.
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Counties, New Mexico"; and "Archaeological Reconnaissance

Survey of Sandia Canyon: West Sandia Canyon Alignment of the

Proposed Mortandad Alternate, Santa Fe County, New Mexico".
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

This section addresses the probable beneficial and adverse social,

economic, and environmental effects that would result from the

implementation of the proposed action and describes the measures

proposed to mitigate adverse impacts.

A. TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION IMPACTS

Traffic and transportation impacts have been determined

based on projections of future traffic volumes in the study area.

The Transportation Research Board's "Highway Capacity Manual, 1985"

was the basis for which Levels of Service were determined.

1. TRAFFIC VOLUMES

The average daily traffic (ADT) volumes on the

existing and proposed highway system for the year 1995, and design

year 2015, are shown in Exhibits IV-l through IV-5 for the No-Build

Alternative and each of the four build alternates, respectively.

Under the Build Alternative, design year 2015 traffic volumes along

the proposed Santa Fe — Los Alamos Corridor are projected to range

from 8,800 to 14,300 vehicles per day. The year 2015 ADT for

existing SR 502 under the No-Build Alternative is projected to be

approximately 30,000 vehicles per day. For US 84/285 in 2015 under

the No-Build Alternative, the traffic volumes near Santa Fe are

estimated to be around 55,000 vehicles per day.

Truck traffic is projected to continue to be

approximately one percent of the total traffic volume. This would

be the case for both the No-Build Alternative and the Build

Alternative.

2. LEVEL OF SERVICE

The Level of Service (LOS) provided by either the

existing facility (No-Build Alternative) or the proposed facility

(Build Alternative) is determined by speed, delays, and capacity

utilization. LOS is a qualitative measure which describes
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operating conditions of a traffic stream along a roadway. Six

levels of service are defined from A to F, with LOS A the best and

LOS F the worst. A level of service of B or better over the design

life of the project/facility is desired for new or modified rural

highway facilities. However, in mountainous terrain a LOS C is

acceptable.

As indicated in Section I, much of the existing rural

route between Los Alamos and Santa Fe is currently operating at LOS

D or worse, indicating a need for traffic operational improvements

at the present time. Under the No-Build‘Alternative in design year

2015, the level of service along this route would decrease to LOS

E and F. Therefore, the projected 2015 travel demand in this

corridor would not be adequately served.

With implementation of the Build Alternative, the

level of service along existing SR 502 in the year 2015 would be

improved over the no build condition to L08 1) because of the

diversion of traffic from the current route to the proposed Santa

Fe - Los Alamos highway. For existing US 84/285, the year 2015

level of service would not change under the Build Alternative.

However, an approximate 22 percent reduction in traffic volumes

along this road would result with any of the four build alternates.

For the Build Alternative in the year 2015, the new

highway facility and SR 4 would operate at LOS C or better. This

level of traffic service would be provided regardless of the

alternate selected.
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Pajarito Road and East Jemez Road are currently

operating at LOS C. Under the no-build condition, the level of

service would decrease to LOS E by the design year 2015 if the

existing two-lane operation is maintained. The current long-range

comprehensive plan for Los Alamos National Laboratory indicates

future widening of East Jemez Road to four lanes. ‘Pajarito Road

is controlled by the Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) which

currently has plans to realign but not to widen this facility.

Under the No-Build Alternative, a widened East Jemez Road would

operate at LOS C in the design year.

Pajarito and East Jemez Roads would be affected

differently by each of the build alternates. Pajarito Road,

maintained as a two-lane facility by LANL, would operate at LOS E

under each of the four build alternates in 2015. However, traffic

volumes would be lowest under the Sandia Canyon Alternate. In

2015, a four-laned East Jemez Road would operateat LOS D with the

Sandia Canyon Alternate, at LOS C with the Mortandad Alternate, and

at L08 8 with both the Montoso Peak and Chino Mesa Alternates. If

East Jemez Road_is not widened, then in 2015 this road would be

operating at LOS E under the Sandia Canyon and Mortandad Alternates

and LOS D under the Montoso Peak and Chino Mesa Alternates.

Forecasted traffic volumes indicate little change

along the proposed Santa Fe Relief Route south of its intersection

with the Santa Fe - Los Alamos highway between the No-Build and

Build Alternatives. Because of this, the level of service provided

by the Relief Route will not be altered by the construction of the

Santa Fe — Los Alamos highway.

3. TRAVEL DISTANCE

A comparison of travel distances for the No-Build and

Build Alternatives has been completed for this project. Table IV-l

shows the distances between three points in the Los Alamos area and

five locations in the Santa Fe area. Travel distances
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L0

(a

TABLE IV-l

TRAVEL DISTANCE MATRIX BY ALTERNATIVE

(Miles)*

ORIGIN

S ALAMOS:

t SR 501 and 502)

Existing Route

Montoso Peak

Chino Mesa

Mortandad

Sandia Canyon

WHITE ROCK:

(a

BA

(a

long SR 4)

Existing Route

Montoso Peak

Chino Mesa

Mortandad

Sandia Canyon

NDELIER N.M.:

t entrance off

SR 4)

Existing Route

Montoso Peak

Chino Mesa

Mortandad

Sandia Canyon

I-25 &

DESTINATION

Santa Fe Cerrillos I-25 & St

Relief

Route

46

33

31

30

29

44

26

24

23

26

51

24

24

30

33

& Rodeo

Roads

41

33

31

30

29

39

26

24

23

26

46

24

24

30

33

Francis

Drive

39

40

37

36

36

37

32

30

29

33

44

30

30

36

39

Distance determined by most logical route.

Santa Fe

Plaza

35

39

36

35

35

33

32

29

29

32

4O

29

29

35

38

US 84 &

Santa Fe

Relief

Route

33

37

34

33

33

31

30

27

27

30

38

27

27

33

36
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are indicated for trips along the existing route and along each of

the four build alternates.

For any build alternate, the distance is shortest for

trips originating in, or destined for, southwest Santa Fe or

Albuquerque. For these trips, travel through Santa Fe (on the

Santa Fe Relief Route, Cerrillos Road, or St. Francis Drive) would

be avoided. For example, trips between Villa Linda Mall and Los

Alamos would be 12 miles shorter over Sandia Canyon, 11 miles

shorter over Mortandad, 10 miles shorter over Chino Mesa, and 8

miles shorter via Montoso.

For commuter trips to the Los Alamos area, the Sandia

Canyon Alternate provides the shortest route, except for trips from

the vicinity of US 84/285 and the Santa Fe Relief Route. For all

trips to or from Los Alamos, the Montoso Peak Alternate is the

longest of the four build alternates. There exists a break even

point in northern Santa Fe at which a trip over each of the

alternates would be the same distance as a trip over the existing

route. That is, distance would not be a factor in choosing which

route to take in this case.

For trips to and from White Rock, Mortandad is always

the shortest route, followed by Chino Mesa, Sandia Canyon, and

Montoso. The existing route is always longer than the build

alternates. If travelling to Villa Linda Mall from White Rock, a

driver would save 16 miles via Mortandad, 15 miles over Chino Mesa,

13 miles via Sandia Canyon, and 13 miles over Montoso. As with

trips to Los Alamos, the savings over the existing route decline

as the Santa Fe origin or destination moves northward.

From Bandelier National Monument, the Montoso and

Chino Mesa Alternates have the shortest travel distances. These

are followed by the Mortandad and Sandia Canyon Alternates. The

existing route is always longer than the build alternates. The

IV—15



difference between the existing route and the build alternates

diminishes, however, as the terminus in Santa Fe becomes further

north.

4. COMUTING PATTERNS

Implementation of the Build Alternative would have an

effect on commuting patterns into Los Alamos County. Approximately

40 percent of the work force in the county commutes to work from

outside the county lines. Fuithermore, it is estimated that of

these commuters, approximately 40 percent come from Santa Fe and

points south toward Albuquerque. Based on the travel distances

shown in Table IV—l, the Build Alternative would provide a more

direct commuting route for a substantial portion of the daily

commuting population.

For persons who commute to Los Alamos from areas north

of Santa Fe, the net result of the Build Alternative would be a

reduction in traffic volumes and congestion encountered along the

existing routes. The No-Build Alternative would result in

increased congestion and commuting delays over time as traffic

volumes increase on the existing highway system.

5. ACCESS CONSIDERATIONS

The current plans for access to the Santa Fe - Los

Alamos highway from Santa Fe include an interchange with the Santa

Fe Relief Route. An additional access location to the Mortandad

and Sandia Canyon Alternates was considered at Buckman Road.

Access to County Road 62 from all of the build alternates was also

considered. However, these connections are not included as part

of the SDEIS Build Alternative. Santa Fe County has requested that

adequate right-of-way be acquired for future access at both these

locations. Issues related to access and improving County Road 62

and Buckman Road have been evaluated as part of this study and are

discussed more fully in the following sections.
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a. County Road 62 (CR 62)

Traffic forecasts for 1995 and 2015 have been

prepared for three options at CR 62‘. These include the current

plan of no access at this location, an at-grade intersection with

an unimproved County Road 62, and an intersection with a paved

County Road 62. Traffic volumes for the current plans are shown

in Exhibits IV—2 through IV-5 for each build alternate.

Under the second scenario of an at-grade

intersection with an unimproved CR-62, between 400 and 600 vehicles

per day are forecasted for 1995 and 2015 along this route. If

County Road 62 were to be paved and connected to the proposed

facility, the travel demand would increase to between 5,600 and

6,000 vehicles per day in 1995 and to between 9,700 and 11,000

vehicles per day in 2015, depending on the build alternate

selected.

b. Buckman Road

. Neither an interchange nor an intersection is

currently proposed for the Mortandad and Sandia Canyon Alternates

at Buckman Road. However, because of Buckman Road's location and

access to northern Santa Fe and as a result of substantial public

interest, future traffic forecasts have been developed for similar

scenarios as presented for CR 624.

Exhibits IV-l through IV—S indicate that future

traffic volumes on Buckman Road, under all of the alternates, will

range from less than 100 vpd to 6,900 vpd in 1995 in the vicinity

of the Santa Fe Relief Route. By 2015 this range is expected to

grow to between 100 vpd to 12,000 vpd. Residential development

along the road is the reason for the traffic growth over the years.

Should an at-grade intersection be provided

between either the Sandia Canyon or Mortandad Alternates and the

existing unimproved section of Buckman Road, slight increases in

traffic volumes are expected. By 1995, volumes are projected to
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range from 500 vpd to 7,200 vpd. This trend would continue to 2015

when volumes are estimated to range from 800 vpd to 12,600 vpd.

By paving and connecting Buckman Road to the proposed

Santa Fe — Los Alamos highway, the demand for travel along Buckman

Road would increase. Under this scenario, 1995 volumes would range

from 4,600 vpd to 9,500 vpd. By the design year 2015, traffic is

projected to range from 8,100 vpd to 16,600 vpd.

B. DESIGN ELEMENTS AND COSTS

The four build alternates have been developed in accordance

with the New Mexico State Highway and Transportation Department and

American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials

(AASHTO) design standards.“ The major design criteria used for

developing the alternates are shown in Table II—1.

1. RIGHT OF WAY AND CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Table IV-2 proz ies an estimate of the right of way

requirements associated with each alternate.” These estimates

include the amount of land required for 'onstruction of th'

alternate, reconstruction of pertinent portions of SR 4,

interchange construction, and the greenbelt area along each

alternate. The Chino Mesa Alternate would require the least land

area of the build alternates and the Sandia Canyon Alternate would

require the most. Private property will be acquired in accordance

‘with the Uniform Relocation Assistance Act. Public lands and

Indian lands will be acquired under applicable federal and state

laws.

Table IV-3 provides a comparison of the design

features of each build alternate.36 Table IV-4 provides a

comparison of the project costs associated with each build
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PROPERTY

Department of Energy

San Ildefonso Pueblo

Santa Fe National

Forest

Bureau of Land

Management

State of New Mexico

Land Office

Private Ownership

TOTAL

Source:

TABLE IV-2

RIGHT OF WAY REQUIREMENTS

(ACRES)

MONTOSO CHINO

PEAK MESA

279.33 268.28

0 0

836.80 7ooz21

224.99 224.99

82.90 82.90

14.94 14.94

1,438.96 1,291.32

SANDIA

MORTANDAD CANYON

64.46 67.97

102.59 209.79

111.16 89.05

1,265.72 1,277.38

98.08 98.08

v0 0

1,642.01 1,742.27

New Mexico State Highway and Transportation Department,

"Phase C Engineering Report: Santa Fe - Los Alamos

Corridor Study", June 1990.
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TABLE IV-3

BUILD ALTERNATE DESIGN FEATURES

MONTOSO CHINO SANDIA

FEATURE PEAK MESA MORTANDAD CANYON

Design Speed (mph) 4 55 55 55 60

Construction Length

(miles) 22.26 19.15 20.90 21.85

Maximum Curvature

(degrees) 5 5 5 4

Maximum Grade (%) 6.00 6.00 5.67 6.00

Bridge Lengths (Ft)

Ancho 1161. 1923 - -

Chaquehui 640 - - —

RiO Grande 2790 3113 4562 4104

Canada Ancha - — 500 400

Construction - — 300 300

(Temporary)

Bridge Height (Feet)

Ancho 250 500 — -

Chaquehui 120 — - -

Rio Grande 1020 810 460 290

Canada Ancha — - 20 60

Source: New Mexico State Highway and Transportation Department,

"Phase C Engineering Report: Santa Fe — Los Alamos

Corridor Study", June 1990.
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TABLE IV-4

BUILD ALTERNATE COST COMPARISON

(MILLIONS)

MONTOSO CHINO

COST ITEM PEAK MSA

Bridges

Ancho $ 9.4 $ 32.1

Chaquechui 4.8 —

White Rock 70.1 67.1

Canada Ancha - -

Construction - -

Subtotal ., 84.3 99.2

Roadway and

Interchanges 58.2 60.2

Engineering and

Contingencies 8.5 9.6

Gross Receipts Tax 9.1 10.1

Right of Way 0.8 0.9

Utility Adjustment 0.2 0.2

Archaeological

Mitigation <0.1 <0.1

Design 22.6 25.3

TOTAL $183.7 $205.5

Source:

MORTANDAD

19.9

$164.2

SANDIA

CANYON

4:. U

.;s

(DONU'I

\lU'IOII-b

18.0

$150.8

New Mexico State Highway and Transportation Department,

"Phase C Engineering Report: Santa Fe - Los Alamos

Corridor Study", June 1990.
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alternate.n

be the least costly to implement ($150.8 million) and the Chino

Mesa Alternate the most costly ($205.5 million).

estimates include an estimated cost for the San Ildefonso lands

Based on this table, the Sandia Canyon Alternate would

These cost

under the Sandia Canyon and Mortandad Alternates, and for private

lands under the Montoso Peak and Chino Mesa Alternates.

Bridge costs reported in Table IV-4 for the crossing

at White Rock Canyon are based on the following most reasonable

bridge types as determined by the project's Location Study Team

based on aesthetics, constructability, and costs:

- Montoso Peak: Steel Trussed Arch

— Chino Mesa: Steel Trussed Arch

— Mortandad:

- Sandia Canyon:

Concrete Segmental Box Girder

Concrete Arch

These bridges are portrayed in Exhibits II-6 through

II-12 along with other Phase C bridge options. The selection of

a most reasonable bridge crossing was made for cost comparison

purposes only. Final bridge type determination will not be made

until an alignment is selected, final engineering design is

completed, and competitive construction bids are received.

2. INTERSECTIONS AND INTERCHANGES

Each of the intersections associated with the various

build alternates was evaluated based on 2015 traffic data and

turning movements. Each location was studied as an unsignalized

intersection in order to evaluate the traffic operational

characteristics with respect to the various turning movements. If

a satisfactory level of service could not be attained, the location

If estimated traffic

alternative

was evaluated as a signalized intersection.

volumes were sufficiently large, interchange

configurations were evaluated.
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The results of this analysis are documented in two

project reports. For the Montoso Peak and Mortandad Alternates,

results are published in the July, 1988 "Phase C Traffic

Analysis".“ In May of 1990, a "Supplemental Phase C Traffic

Analysis" report was prepared for the Chino Mesa and Sandia Canyon

Alternates.‘ Table IV-5 summarizes the planned intersection and

interchange treatments along the various alternates.

3. PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE FACILITIES

With the exception of SR 4 in White Rock, the existing

routes (SR 4, SR 502, US 84/285) do not contain adequate provisions

for either pedestrians or bicycles. Existing facilities generally

have a 2-foot paved shoulder. The provision of 10-foot paved

shoulders on the proposed facility would improve safety conditions

should the facility be used for bicycle activities. The urban

cross-section proposed for SR 4 in White Rock would provide a

6-foot bicycle lane.

4. UTILITIES

All utility lines impacted by the project would be

relocated prior to construction. Costs for these relocations have

been estimated and are included in the utility adjustment costs

shown in Table IV-4.

The lines of the Public Service Company of New Mexico,

the Gas Company of New Mexico, the Sangre de Cristo Water Company,

the Western Telecom and Plains Electric Generation and Transmission

Company' will be affected to varying degrees under each build

alternate. The Montoso Peak and Chino Mesa Alternates would affect

only electric and fiber optic lines and would have the least impact

on utilities. The Mortandad and Sandia Canyon Alternates would

affect all four utilities with the Mortandad Alternate requiring

the most relocations.
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TABLE IV—S

INTERSECTION/INTERCHANGE CONFIGURATION

LOCATION

East Jemez

Road -

Pajarito

Road Signalized

SR 4 Signalized

San

Ildefonso —

Buckman

Picnic Area —

Santw Fe

Relief Route

Trumpet

Interchange

Note:

purposes only.

MONTOSO PEAK CHINO MESA

Signalized

Signalized

Trumpet

Interchange

MORTANDAD

Three-Level

Directional

Interchange

Signalized

Modified

Urban

Interchange

Unsignalized

Unsignalized

Trumpet

Interchange

during final design for the project.

Source:

SANDIA CANYON

Modified

Diamond

Interchange

Signalized

Modified

Diamond

Interchange

Unsignalized

Unsignalized

Trumpet

Interchange

Interchange configurations are assumed for cost comparison

Final interchange determinations will be made

New Mexico State Highway and Transportation Department,

"Phase C Traffic Analysis", July 1988 and "Supplemental

Phase C Traffic Analysis", May 1990.
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Coordination with all affected utility companies would

be undertaken during design and prior to construction. All

necessary precautions would be taken to prevent any disruption in

service for these utilities.

C. BELQQAIIQE_IHEAQI§

Because all of the build alternates are located primarily

along public lands, relocation impacts would be minimal. Montoso

Peak and Chino Mesa Alternates both traverse private property, and

would require the acquisition of approximately 14.94 acres of

undeveloped land under either alternate; However, while the other

two alternates are completely located on public lands, both the

Mortandad and Sandia Canyon Alternates would require the taking of

personal private property on BLM lands. As a grazing lessee of BLM

lands, owners of the Santa Fe Ranch have paid for and constructed

a well and corral. Both the well and the corral are located within

the proposed right of way limits of the Mortandad and Sandia Canyon

Alternates. The New Mexico Department of Highways and

Transportation has committed to reimburse the owners for the loss

of the well and corral.B

The Montoso and Chino Mesa Alternates would not require a

direct taking of the Caja del Rio Gun Club's shooting range;

however, the proposed alignment of either the Montoso or Chino Mesa

Alternate would pass through the club's buffer zone. Mitigation may

require the re-orientation or relocation of the club's shooting

range.

None of the build alternates nor the No-Build Alternative

would require the displacement of people, businesses, farms, or

non-profit organizations. The acquisition and relocation program

would be conducted in accordance with the Uniform Relocation

Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970.
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D. LAND USE IMPACTS

Impacts to current and future development trends in the

study area would vary depending on the build alternate considered.

The following lands would be affected by one or more of the build

alternates: Santa Fe National Forest — Caja del Rio; Bureau of

Land Management; National Park Service - Bandelier National

Monument; Department of Energy — Los Alamos National Laboratory;

New Mexico State Land Office; San Ildefonso Pueblo; and a private

land holding. The extent of the impact would be relative to the

alternative selected and the consistency of the proposed project

with the land manager's comprehensive development plans. Several

current planning documents make reference to the proposed project.

1. SANTA FE NATIONAL FOREST

The "Santa Fe National Forest Plan," published in

September 1987, makes several references to the project.5 The

Transportation System Management Plan shows a "proposed state

highway corridor" that approximates the Mortandad Alternate. The

Sandia Canyon Alternate, developed following the publication of the

Forest Plan, also closely approximates the alignment discussed in

the Forest Plan. No reference is made to the other build

alternates.

Within the study area, the Santa Fe National Forest

is divided into two management areas: the Caja Management Area G

and the White Rock Management Area L. Exhibit III-3 shows the

boundaries of these management areas.

Management Area G encompasses a majority of the

National Forest in the study area. In this area, emphasis is

placed on the management of the lands for wildlife habitat, forage

and firewood production, and dispersed recreation activities. Both

the Mortandad and Sandia Canyon Alternates would have less impact

on National Forest lands because their alignments primarily follow

the eastern National Forest boundary. The Montoso and Chino Mesa

Alternates would cross Area G, potentially making access to water
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supplies by grazing animals difficult. Under any of the

alternates, access from the highway would be managed seasonally for

grazing and administrative needs. Concrete box culvert stockpasses

measuring at least ten feet in width and eight feet in height would

permit cattle and wild horses to pass under the road at locations

designated by the U.S. Forest Service. Stock water sources would

need to be developed to manage cattle and wild horses. Sites would

be designed by the U.S. Forest Service.

The White Rock Management Area L is situated along the

eastern banks of the Rio Grande. Management emphasis is placed on

semi-primitive, non-motorized recreation. This area is not

designated specifically as an existing or planned recreation site

and, therefore, is not designated as a Section 4(f) property.

Depending on the build alternate, the Forest Service

has indicated there would be varying degrees of disruption to the

existing and intended land uses of Management Area L. The Montoso

and Chino Mesa Alternates would divide Management Aiea L almost in

half, affecting the visitor's experience of relative isolation.

The Management Plan indicates roads are not to be constructed in

this area in order to protect semi-primitive, nonmotorized uses.

The Forest Service has expressed concern that either of these two

alternates would bring about increased recreational usage,

littering, and wildlife disturbance in Management Area L. Should

either of those alternatives be selected, an amendment to the

forest management plan would be required.

Efforts to mitigate potential adverse impacts would

include maintaining the proposed project as a limited access

facility. The new roadway would not provide or allow for addi

tional points of access in the area. The greenbelt corridor is

planned to run parallel to the roadway facility, further prohi

biting access into the area. Because the Mortandad Alternate

crosses Management Area L at its extreme northern end, the Forest

Service has indicated use would be modified very little. (See
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Appendix C, Exhibit 2). The Sandia Canyon Alternate and the No

Build Alternative would not affect land use within Management Area

L.

The Forest Service's Management Plan indicates a

proposed picnic site to be developed in 1996. The plan calls for

the development of the Buckman picnic area along the Rio Grande and

in proximity to the northwestern terminus of unpaved Buckman Road.

Under the plan, the Forest Service would develop a picnic area with

30 parking spaces, 0.1 mile of river access, and a one- mile access

road to be constructed by 1996. Access'to this picnic area would

be provided under the Mortandad and Sandia Canyon Alternates via

an at-grade intersection.

2. BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT (BLM)

vThe BLM's Taos Resource Area "Resource Management

Plan" does not specifically refer to the project. The plan does

call for the transfer of "all scattered and isolated tracts."

Sections 15, 22, 23, 26, 27 and 35 within Township 17 North, Range

8 East, are within the designated Disposal Zone. Under any

alternative, the project would cross through some of these

sections. As noted in the DEIS, in 1988 the City and County of

Santa Fe recently have applied to purchase these and other sections

from BLM for recreational use.““5 As indicated.in Appendix A

Exhibits 10 and 11, this proposed highway corridor is specifically

excluded from the proposed recreational lands. However, at this

time, no plans are in progress to effect this change in land

ownership and use.

The BLM has indicated concern that construction of

either the Mortandad or Sandia Canyon Alternate would bisect a

currently leased grazing area near the northern terminus of Buckman

Road. The northern portion of the separated grazing area would

be left without a water supply, forcing BLM to reduce the grazing

allotment, by approximately 190 Animal Unit Months. Efforts to

mitigate this could include the construction of additional
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livestock watering facilities in this northern grazing section, as

well as the construction of concrete box culverts to allow for

livestock passage to existing watering sources.

No other impacts would be expected on BLM lands under

any of the build alternates. The No-Build Alternative would not

impact BLM lands. Implementation of any of the build alternates

is consistent with the jurisdictional authority's management plans.

3. NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

None of the build alternates would directly affect

land uses within the National Park Service's Bandelier National

Monument. However, implementation of any of the build alternates

would improve access between Santa Fe and Los Alamos, thereby

improving access to Bandelier National Monument. The National Park

Service has indicated that easier access to Bandelier National

Monument would aggravate already crowded conditions at the park.”

According to the National Park Service, visitor use is at or

exceeds maximum levels during the summer season and increased park

visitation would further strain the park's resources.

The National Park Service has also indicated that

other potential impacts to the park might affect the use of the

monument property and the experience of the visitor. Concerns have

been expressed with regards to visual intrusions, noise impacts,

and air quality alterations related to the proposed facility. Each

of these issues is addressed in this section of the SDEIS, and in

the Section 4(f) Evaluation.

The Department of the Interior (001) has a .Joint

Management Agreement with the Department of Energy (DOE) for

protection of cultural resources (See Appendix C, Exhibit 1)

within a portion of LANL property between SR 4 and the Rio Grahde

(See Exhibit III-3). The provisions of the DOI/DOE agreement may

apply to the Chino Mesa Alternate, which cross the joint management

area.

IV-29



4. DEPARTMNT OF ENERGY

The 1989 LANL "Site Development Plan" identifies the

Santa Fe — Los Alamos Corridor project on its priority list ofv

. . . . w
recommended transportation/circulation improvements. In general,

the project would be compatible with existing and future LANL land

uses. During the initial evaluation of the Chino Mesa Alternate,

LANL officials expressed concern that construction activities for

the alternate could potentially create vibrations at LANL's

proposed Laser Target Facility in Technical Area 70, immediately

north of and adjacent to Ancho Canyon. Therefore, in an effort to

accommodate their concerns, the Chino Mesa alignment was shifted

closer to the southern edge of the mesa. This shift has allowed

.for the possible development of more of the mesa top and would

reduce the potential for vibrations at the proposed Laser Target

Facility.

5. SANTA FE COUNTY AND CITY

The portion of the project nearest the Santa Fe Relief

Route would be located within Santa Fe's Extraterritorial Zoning

District. (See Exhibit III-3). Land uses in this district are

regulated jointly by the city and county via the Extraterritorial

Zoning Authority. The Authority adopted the Extraterritorial

Comprehensive Plan on August 4, 1988. Within this approved plan

is the proposed Santa Fe — Los Alamos Corridor.M Santa Fe County

has adopted a resolution regarding the location of the intersection

of the Santa Fe Relief Route and the project. The proposed project

is consistent with the county resolution.

In addition, in 1986, a "Santa Fe Public

Transportation Resource Report and Findings" was published by the

Santa Fe Public Transportation Advisory Committee.Q
In its report,

the committee supported the completion of a new Santa Fe to Los

Alamos highway. The committee stated that the new highway and the

Santa Fe Relief Route are necessary to make feasible

scheduled inter-city air service at the Santa Fe Airport.
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6. LOS ALAMOS COUNTY

Los Alamos County has recently updated its County Plan

and developed a White Rock Civic Center District Plan.’6

Plan includes a Land Use/Housing Element, Transportation Working

Paper and Policies Plan. Each of these documents is supportive of

the project.

The Land Use/Housing Element cites the project's

benefits in providing an alternative route to and from Los Alamos,

shortening the travel time to Santa ‘Fe and Albuquerque, and

providing an opportunity for the development of the San Ildefonso

Pueblo property adjacent to White Rock. The document states that

the Pueblo land probably would be provided public services by the

county and would augment the.county housing supply. Development

of the Pueblo land is included within the county's first-priority

development strategy; the county has indicated a willingness to

assist the Pueblo in such development.

The Transportation Working Paper cites the project's

benefits of increased safety, reduced travel time, and reduced

travel costs. Other benefits would include land development along

the route, utilization of the 'Santa Fe Airport, possible

redevelopment of the Los Alamos Airport, and increased potential

for mass transit.

Some of the policies supportive of the project suggest

working closely with the Pueblo to encourage development of the San

Ildefonso property north of White Rock, encouraging the development

of the Los Alamos-Santa Fe highway, promoting industrial

development in the region, cooperating with LANL regarding the

highway project and alternate ingress/egress to Los Alamos, and

encouraging recreational vehicle parking on the Pueblo property.

The White Rock Civic Center District Plan is also

supportive of the project. The plan suggests that the county

The County _
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should cooperate with San Ildefonso in planning the development of

the Pueblo property north of White Rock to provide land uses that

complement existing land uses in the White Rock Civic Center. The

plan recognizes that the project provides an opportunity to attract

commuters and visitors to the commercial area and, with the

potential development of the Pueblo property, to improve White

Rock's standing as a commercial center and office market.

7. SAN ILDEFONSO PUEBLO

The current tribal administration has indicated a

desire to develop Pueblo lands in the SR 4/White Rock area. It is

anticipated that this development will occur regardless of the

status of this project. Overall, the project would be consistent

with current tribal land use plans.

E. FARMLAND IMPACTS

In accordance with the Farmland Protection Policy Act, the

impact of the proposed action on farmlands has been assessed.

Through coordination with the Soil Conservation Service (SCS), it

has been determined that neither prime, unique, nor statewide

important soils would be impacted by any of the proposed build

alternates. Coordination with the SCS, as well as a Farmland

Conversion Impact Rating (Form AD-1006), are included in Appendix

c, Exhibit 4.

F. SOCIAL IMPACTS

This project has been developed in accordance with the

Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended by the Civil Rights Act of

1968. Potential impacts to the social environment have been

evaluated and include potential changes to community cohesion,

travel patterns and ‘accessibility, community facilities and

services, traffic and public safety, and minority or ethnic groups.

No individuals will be excluded from participation in, or be denied

the benefits of, or be otherwise subject to discrimination under

the proposed project on the grounds of race, color, religion, sex,

national origin, marital status, handicap, or family composition.
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1. COMUNITY COHESION

This project would not adversely affect the existing

cohesion of the surrounding communities. No existing or planned

neighborhoods, towns, or communities would be divided by the

proposed highway. All of the build alternates would have a

positive impact on community cohesion in terms of economic

development and social interaction.

Efforts to foster economic development in the region

have historically been characterized more by competition than by

cooperation. The advent of the Tri-Area Association for Economic

Development (TRADE) in 1984 and the establishment of LANL's

Community Council have markad a change in relationships among

individual communities in the region, fostering inter-dependencies

and cooperation for regional economic development.

This project would reinforce this trend toward

regional cooperation. In the short-term, it already has

necessitated cooperation among community officials in order to plan

for its possible development. In the long-term, it would bring

communities closer together by reducing the travel distance between

communities, thus fostering more social interaction among community

members. The No-Build Alternative would maintain the status quo

in relation to community cohesion.

2. TRAVEL PATTERNS AND ACCESSIBILITY

Implementation of any of the build alternates would

alter existing travel patterns and, subsequently, reduce travel

times, as well as improve access between the Los Alamos and Santa

Fe areas. Travel between these two areas would shift away from the

heavily congested US 84/285 corridor and travel distances would be

shortened as indicated in Table IV-1. Because the travel distance

would be shorter and the congestion less, the travel time between

these areas would also be reduced.
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Any of the build alternates would equally improve

access to many jobs, goods, services, and recreational, cultural,

and educational opportunities in the study area. For the No-Build

Alternative, these impacts would be negative. This Alternative

would result in increased congestion on the existing route between

Santa Fe and Los Alamos.

3. COMUNITY FACILITIES AND SERVICES

No community facilities or services are located within

the corridors of the four build alternates. Therefore, no

community facilities or services would be directly affected by the

No-Build or the Build Alternative. Any of the build alternates

would have a positive effect on community facilities and services

by providing greater access to such facilities as churches,

cemeteries, schools, recreation areas, social service programs,

airports, and other public and semi‘public facilities.

The project would increase the accessibility of Los

Alamos residents to St. Vincent Hospital and other Santa Fe medical

facilities. The distance from Los Alamos to the hospital would be

reduced by one to five miles, depending upon the alternate: the

distance from White Rock would be reduced by four to eight'miles.

The project would also increase the accessibility of

Los Alamos residents to retail stores in Santa Fe and Albuquerque.

Improved access to retail goods woul: benefit Los Alamos residents,

who would likely experience a greater variety of goods within a

shorter shopping radius.

Under any of the build alternates, the project would

not increase demand for housing in southwest Santa Fe nor the

corresponding need for public facilities and services. The 1988

Extraterritorial Plan indicates that, due to the limited water

supplies and limitations on the existing capacity of the sewer

plant in other parts of the urban area, future land development

may occur primarily in south Santa Fe. Because south Santa Fe is
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the city's priority growth area, and approximately 7,000

residential units have been approved and not yet built, the

proposed facility is not expected to generate extensive new growth

over and above what has already been approved.

4. TRAFFIC AND PUBLIC SAFETY

Implementation of any of the build alternates would

divert a portion of the traffic now using the existing route to the

new route. Therefore, because the number of traffic accidents on

a facility is a function of the roadway's volume and design

features, it is likely that the number of accidents would be

reduced along the existing route.

In addition to the safety benefits resulting from

reduced traffic accidents, implementation of any' of the build

alternates would also provide an additional emergency escape route

from Los Alamos. At the present time, the only improved roads

providing egress from Los Alamos are SR 502 to the east and SR 4

to the west. If there were an emergency, it would be extremely

difficult to quickly and efficiently evacuate the Los Alamos area.

If the project were built, emergency egress from Los Alamos would

be improved and access would be less likely to be cut off when an

accident occurs.

In part, the purpose of the proposed project is to

provide for the safer transport of hazardous materials from Los

Alamos. These materials currently travel to and through

metropolitan Santa Fe and would continue to do so under the

No-Build Alternative. Any of the build alternates would redirect

the shipment of these materials away from the more heavily

populated areas along the current route. (See Section IV-U for

additional discussion of the transportation of hazardous

materials.) I
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5. MINORITY OR ETHNIC GROUP IMPACTS

Neither the No-Build Alternative nor the Montoso Peak

or Chino Mesa Alternates would impact any’ minority or ethnic

groups. Because either the Mortandad or Sandia Canyon Alternate

would cross San Ildefonso Pueblo lands, both adverse and/or

beneficial impacts could potentially result.

Traditional hunting grounds of the San Ildefonso

people could be disturbed by the conversion of Indian lands to

highway right of way. With the withdrawal of this land from

hunting usage, pressure may increase‘ in other areas of the

reservation.

There is also the potential for increased incidences

of trespassing on San Ildefonso Pueblo lands in areas made more

accessible by the Mortandad or Sandia Canyon Alternate. In the

recent past, Pueblo lands north of White Rock have been ransacked

by pot hunters and disturbed by those persons seeking recreational

activities in the area. These areas are not currently patrolled

to prevent vandalism. With the Pueblo providing better security

in these areas and the access control features of the proposed

facility, any of the existing trespassing and vandalism problems

could be alleviated.

The San Ildefonso Indians could also benefit from

either the Mortandad or Sandia Canyon Alternates. Implementation

of either of these alternates would provide an interchange at SR

4 and thus improve accessibility to the Pueblo's undeveloped lands

in that area. The Pueblo has indicated an interest in developing

the areas in the vicinity of SR 4 and White Rock, near the Sandia

Canyon and Mortandad Alternates.

G. ECONOMIC IMPACTS

An economic evaluation examined the potential economic

impacts of the project on property values and housing, the transfer

of technology from Los Alamos National Laboratory to private
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enterprises, tourism, and grazing lands. Overall, the local and

regional economic impacts of the project would be beneficial.

These benefits would stem from the associated reduction in travel

time and travel costs. There may be minor localized adverse

impacts resulting from changes in the markets for housing and

retail goods. However, in comparison with the overall growth in

economy that would be expected to occur with or without the

project, these adverse impacts would be negligible. The following

briefly summarizes the findings of the economic evaluation.

The limited supply of land in Los Alamos has led to high

property values, housing prices, and rents. Under any of the build

alternates, increasing the accessibility of housing in Santa Fe

County would increase the potential supply of housing for persons

working in Los Alamos. I

Construction of any of the build alternates would help

facilitate the transfer of technology, or "technology transfer",

in which federally funded research and advanced technologies

developed within LANL are transferred to the nation's industrial

base. LANL currently has an active program to transfer its

technology to private companies. Under any build alternate,

improved access would further facilitate the use of the Los Alamos

National Laboratory and its personnel as resources by the private

sector.

Tourism is the backbone of the region's private

sector, with Santa Fe a major year-round tourist destination. In

1987, total travel-related expenditures in Santa Fe were

approximately $273 million: 14 percent of the total state travel

expenditures. Many of Santa Fe's tourists visit nearby

attractions, including Bandelier National Monument; the Jemez and

Sangre de Cristo Mountains; the Santa Fe National Forest-Caja del

Rio; the San Ildefonso, Tesuque, Pojoaque, and Nambe Pueblos: and

Los Alamos National Laboratory. With improved access to these

areas would likely come increased tourist visitation. Increased
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tourist visitation could likely result in the expenditure of more

tourist dollars in the local economy.

Revenues generated by grazing permits and activities would

be reduced under any of the build alternates due to the project's

need for BLM, Forest Service, State Land Office, and San Ildefonso

lands. In addition to acreage necessary for right of way

acquisition, approximately 360 acres of BLM land and 642 acres of

Forest Service land would be isolated and therefore unavoidably cut

from grazing use by implementation of the Mortandad Alternate. The

Sandia Canyon Alternate would isolate approximately 248 acres of

BLM lands and 482 acres of National Forest lands. Neither the

Montoso nor Chino Mesa Alternates, or the No-Build Alternative

would be expected to isolate. grazing lands, rendering them

unusable. As Table IV—6 indicates, the potential annual economic

loss would be the greatest under the Mortandad Alternate and the

least under the Chino Mesa Alternate.

H. AIR QUALITY IMPACTS

The study area is located within Air Quality Control Region

3, as designated by the New Mexico Environmental Improvement

Division. It includes the Counties of Los Alamos, Santa Fe, Rio

Arriba, and Taos. Under the State Implementation Plan, Region 3

is classified as attainment for all criteria pollutants, including

ozone, hydrocarbons, and nitrous oxides. This is confirmed by the

Environmental Protection Agency, as well as by the New Mexico

Environmental Improvement Division-Air Quality Bureau (See

Appendix C). Because the region is in attainment, there are no

Transportation Control Measures or Inspection or Maintenance

Programs in effect.

An air quality analysis was performed in compliance with

the requirements in FHPM 7—7-9. A microscale air quality analysis

was performed using the EPA approved MOBILE3 emissions model and

the CALINE3 carbon monoxide (CO) dispersion model. MOBILE 3, which

reflects expected changes resulting from the 1977 Clean Air Act
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Amendments, was used to determine CO emission factors which, in

turn, were used in the CALINE3 model to generate CO concentrations

at 13 "worst case" analysis sites, as shown in Exhibit IV-6.

Carbon monoxide is used as an indicator of the air pollutants

produced by traffic activities along‘ the proposed roadways.

Details of the modeling may be found in the Air Quality Study

prepared for this project, available from the New Mexico State

Highway and Transportation Department. Table IV-7 summarizes

the results of the air quality modelling. With a highest one-hour

CO concentration of 2.0 ppm (compared to the National Ambient Air

Quality Standard of 35 ppm), none of the build alternates will

substantially impact air quality in the project area.

The project is in an area where the State Implementation

Plan does not contain any transportation control measures.

Therefore, the conformity procedures of 23 CFR 770 would not apply

to this project.

I, N ISE IMPACTS

For the purpose of analyzing noise impacts resulting from

implementation of any of the build alternates, existing and

projected traffic generated noise was determined for the proposed

project. This was done in accordance with the procedures set forth

in Volume 7, Chapter 7, Section 3 of the Federal-Aid Highway

Program Manual (FHPM 7-7-3). A Noise Study Report has been

prepared for this project and is available through the New Mexico

State Highway and Transportation Department. The results of this

study are summarized below.

In compliance with FHPM 7-7-3, noise levels for this

analysis are reported in decibels (dBA) on the A scale. This scale

most closely approximates the response characteristics of the ear

for low level sound. Noise levels are reported as Leq (h) values,

which contain the same amount of acoustic energy as the actual

time-varying, A-weighted sound level over a one-hour period.
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TABLE IV-6

IMPACT ON GRAZING LANDS

BUILD ALTERNATES

 

Montoso Chino Sandia

GRAZING IMPACTS Peak Mesa Mortandad Canyon

Acres Displaced*

State Land Office 83 83, 98 98

BLM 240 240 1,636 1,525

U.S. Forest Service 837 700 731 482

San Ildefonso Pueblo __"9 0 103 210

Total 1,160 1,023 2,558 2,315

Animal Unit Months Lost** _

State Land Office 8 8 10 10

BLM 24 24 163 153

U.S. Forest Service 84 70 73 48

San Ildefonso Pueblo 0 0 10 21

Total 116 102 256 232

Potential Annual

Economic Loss*** $1,392 $1,224 $3,072 $2,784

Potential Loss in

Permit Value**** $9,280 $8,160 $19,680 $16,880

* Excludes Department of Energy land. Includes acreage not

acquired as right of way but isolated, therefore not usable.

** At ten acres per AUM

*** At $12/AUM/year

**** At $80/AUM, excluding San Ildefonso land (one-time loss)
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The following list provides noise levels for some common

noise generators: 15 dBA - recording studio; 25 dBA — bedroom at

night; 35 dBA - library; 40 dBA - living room; 50 dBA - dishwasher

in the next room; 60 dBA conversational speech; 65 dBA - business

office; 70 dBA - lawn mower 100 feet away; 85 dBA - average street

traffic; 90 dBA - heavy truck; 100 dBA - jackhammer7-ll0 dBA rock

band; 125 dBA jet airplane at take off; and 140 dBA threshold of

pain.

Potential noise sensitive areas which may be affected by

noise from any of the build alternates were selected for acoustical

analysis. These noise analysis locations are described in Table

IV-8 and are depicted in Exhibit IV-7. Ten noise analysis

locations representing the worst noise conditions along each of the

proposed alternates were selected for this study. Because of the

potential for secondary impacts, an additional six locations beyond

the project limits were included in the analysis. Of the six

locations, four are located in Las Tierras communities along

Buckman Road, one is located in Pinon Hills, and the remaining site

is situated along East Jemez Road in a mobile home park near Los

Alamos.

The analysis locations for the Montoso Peak and Chino Mesa

Alternates are all located along those portions of each alternate

that are common to both alternates, hence, the two alternates were

evaluated as one. Noise levels in the project area were determined

for the existing conditions, the design year (2015) no-build

conditions and the design year (2015) build conditions.

1. EXISTING CONDITIONS

The two most commonly used methods of obtaining noise

levels for existing conditions are either by computer modeling or

field measurements. Computer modeling is possible only when the

predominant noise source is vehicular traffic. At noise analysis

locations where traffic is not the primary noise source, field

measurements were used for determining the existing ambient noise
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TABLE IV-7

SUMARY OF AIR QUALITY ANALYSIS

WORST CASE 1-HOUR

SITE DESCRIPTION CO CONCENTRATION (ppm)

A1 Residence N. of Buckman Rd. 1.0

A2 Residence N. of Buckman Rd. 1.0

A3 Residence N. of Buckman Rd. 1.1

A4 Residence N. of Buckman Rd. 1.2

A5 Residence N. of Buckman Rd. 1.2

A6 Residence N. of Buckman Rd. 1.3

A7 ' Residence N. of Buckman Rd. 1.6

A8 Pinon Hills 1.1

A9 Pinon Hills 1.1

A10 Residence S. of SR 4 1.9

All Business in White Rock 2.0

A12 Residence in White Rock 1.5

A13 Residence in White Rock 1.5

Notes: 1. The National Ambient Air Quality Standard for the one

hour CO concentration is 3' ppm and for the eight-hour

CO concentration is 9 ppm.

2. Analysis sites A1 — A7 are located along Buckman Road.

Sites A8 - A13 are located along the alternates and

apply to all build alternates.

3. Existing ambient CO level assumed at 1 ppm for a

background level.

4. Analysis year is the design year 2015.

Source: New Mexico State Highway and Transportation Department,

"Air Quality Analysis: Santa Fe - Los Alamos Corridor

Study, May 1990.
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level.

Noise monitoring was performed at all 16 sites along

the alternate corridors, including the five locations (Sites 1, 6,

7, 8, and 16), where the predominant noise source is traffic

related. At the remaining 11 sites, the primary noise source is

from non-vehicular sources. The purpose of monitoring those sites

where traffic is the predominant noise source was to verify the

accuracy of the noise prediction computer model for use in this

study. At sites where the existing noise source is non-vehicular,

the noise measurements provide existing background noise levels for

a comparative noise impact evaluation. Details of the noise

monitoring procedures are contained in the "Noise Study Report".m

2. DESIGN YEAR NOISE LEVELS

Using the STAMINA 2.0 model, noise levels for the

build alternates were predicted for the 16 potentially noise

sensitive sites identified on Exhibit IV-7. The computer model was

also used for the No-Build Alternative at locations where the

predominant noise is anticipated to be from traffic. Worst case

noise conditions were modeled for the design year 2015 projected

traffic volumes, anticipated vehicle operating conditions, and

assumed traffic composition.

At those locations, under the No-Build Alternative,

where the primary noise source in the year 2015 is not expected to

be from traffic, the projected noise levels were assumed to be the

same as today; therefore, the existing monitored values were used

for those situations. Table IV-9 lists the worst case noise levels

at each of the investigated sites for the existing and design year

Build and No-Build conditions.

3. EVALUATION OF NOISE IMPACTS

FHPM 7-7-3 specifies two criteria with which to

determine noise impacts from a proposed highway project. For the

purpose of this study, impacts occur if predicted noise levels
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SITE

|,J

(1)

TABLE IV—8

NOISE ANALYSIS SITES AND AREAS THEY REPRESENT

LOCATION

Picnic area in Bandelier National

Monument, east side of SR-4

Hiking trail to Tsankawi ruins

inside Bandalier National

Monument, east of SR-4

Possible future picnic area

adjacent to the Rio Grande,

within Santa Fe National Forest

Lookout in Los Alamos County

Park, White Rock

Residence on Joya Loop,

White Rock

Residence on Bandolina Drive,

White Rock

Residence on La Paloma Drive,

White Rock

Residence on Piedra Loop

AREA REPRESENTED

l-Picnic area

l-Park area

1-Picnic area

l-Park area

17-Residential properties

which would back onto the

Mortandad Alignment

6-Residential props-‘=25

which back onto SR—4

18-Residential properties

which back on o SR-4

Lookout in Bandelier National

Monument

7-Residential properties

along SR-4, south of

Pajarito Road

l-Park area

i

l
1
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SITE

1O

11

12

13

14

l5

16

TABLE IV-8 (cont'd.)

NOISE ANALYSIS SITES AND AREAS THEY REPRESENT

LOCATION

Typical location in Santa Fe

National Forest

Residence near Buckman Road,

La Tierra Nueva

Tennis court near Buckman Road,

La Tierra Nueva

Residence near Buckman Road,

La Tierra Nueva

Residence near Buckman Road,

Salva Tierra

Residence on Caria Road in

Pinon Hills

Mobile home in Royal Crest

Trailer Court

AREA REPRESENTED

l-Passive recreational

area

4-Residential properties

l-Recreational area

2-Residential properties

15-Residential properties

B-Residential properties

l8-Mobile homes
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approach or exceed the Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) or if the

predicted noise levels substantially exceed the existing noise

levels. The Noise Abatement Criteria levels are described in Table

IV—lO. In accordance with the NMSHTD noise abatement guidelines,,

a substantial increase in noise levels is assumed to occur if

predicted noise levels exceed the existing noise levels by 10 dBA

or more and exceed 57 dBA. All sites in this study fall under

Category B of the Noise Abatement Criteria (67 dBA).

The National Park Service requested that Category A

of the NAC be utilized for Site 2. However, the trail and ruins

at Tsankawi are not utilized by the public in a manner requiring

extraordinary serenity and quiet. Furthermore, preservation of

extraordinary serenity and quiet is not essential for Tsankawi to

continue to serve its intended purpose, which is the protection of

an archeological site. The projected noise level for the closest

build alternate at Site 2 is below the NAC for Category A.

Utilizing the results from the analysis, as shown in

Table IV-12, a noise impact assessment of the proposed project was

made based on the comparisons outlined above. For simplicity, the

anticipated impacts upon the receptors are discussed and compared

by alternate.

The results of the analysis of the eight receptors

(Sites 1, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 15, and 16) investigated along the

Montoso Peak and Chino Mesa Alternates indicated that the existing

noise levels vary from 48 to 64 dBA and that noise levels

associated with these build alternates would range from 53 to 64

dBA. The average increase for the Montoso Peak and Chino Mesa

Alternates would be 2 dBA with the largest variation being 5 dBA.

It is apparent from the data in Table IV—9 that the noise levels

are not expected to rise very much by the design year, if either

the Montoso Peak or Chino Mesa Alternate is built. The maximum

increase for the No-Build Alternative is projected to be
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TABLE IV-9

EXISTING AND DESIGN YEAR NOISE LEVELS

BUILD ALTERNATES (2015)

SITE EXISTING 2015 Montoso Peak

NO. CONDITION NO BUILD Mortandad Sandia Canyon Chino Mesa

1 59 59 59 57 59

2 43* 43* N/A 55 N/A

3 55* 55* 61** 62** N/A

4 60* 60* 61** N/A N/A

5 54* 54* 60** 'N/A N/A

6 6O 63 62 61 61

7 59 62 62 61 61

8 58 61 58 58 58

9 48* 48* N/A N/A 53**

10 51* 51* N/A N/A 60**

11 55* 55* 55* 55* N/A

12 54* 61** 61** 61** N/A

13 59* 59** 59** 59** N/A

14 60* 62** 62** 62** N/A

15 55* 55 55** 55** 55**

16 64 64 64 64 64

* Measured Level

** Ambient contributed to composite noise level

N/A Analysis site does not apply to the particular build

alternate due to location and distance removed.

Notes: 1. FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria for Activity Category B

is 67 dBA and applies to all sites.

2. For the No-Build Alternative, only those sites where

traffic generated noise is the predominant noise

source were modeled.

Source: New Mexico State Highway and Transportation Department,

"Noise Study Report: Santa Fe — Los Alamos Corridor

Study", June 1990.
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only 3 dBA for the design year. Comparing the Build to the No

Build Alternative in Table IV-9 indicates that these build

alternates average only 1 dBA higher than the No-Build Alternative.

These build alternates would not be anticipated to equal or exceed‘

the NAC nor produce a substantial increase in the noise level at

any of the receptors for the design year.

Assessment of the Mortandad Alternate considered the

anticipated noise impacts upon thirteen (13) sensitive receptors

(1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15 and 16). Table IV-9shows

that existing noise levels at the receptors investigated under this

alternate range from 54 to 64 dBA and that they vary from 55 to 64

dBA with the construction of the Mortandad Alternate. The average

increase over existing conditions for the Mortandad Alternate

equals 2 dBA with the highest variance being 7 dBA. Generally,

noise levels would rise very little by the design year if the

No-Build Alternative were selected in comparison to the Mortandad

Alternate. An exception to this would be along Buckman Road (sites

11, 12 and 13) where, because of projected developments, the noise

levels are anticipated to increase by as much as 7 dBA (similar to

the Mortandad Alternate, assuming no connection to the Mortandad

Alternate). The average increase in the design year Build levels

versus the No-Build levels would be less than 1 dBA. At one

location, Site 8, the noise levels are predicted to be lower under

the build alternate due to a redistribution of traffic volumes.

Under the Design Year Build condition, the NAC would not be

equalled or exceeded, nor would there be a substantial increase in

noise levels.

For the Sandia Canyon Alternate, Table IV-9 indicates

that the range of the existing noise levels at the twelve (12)

receptors (1, 2, 3, 6, 7, 8, 11, 12,_l3, 14, 15, and 16) analyzed

varies from 43 to 64 dBA. The Sandia Canyon Alternate's noise

levels would vary from 55 to 64 dBA, with an average increase of

2+ dBA and a maximum increase of 12 dBA. The 12 dBA increase at
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ACTIVITY

CATEGORY

A

TABLE IV-lO

NOISE ABATEMENT CRITERIA (NAC)

Hourly A-Weighted Sound Level - Decibels dBA (A)

Leq(h)

57

(Exterior)

67

(Exterior)

72

(Exterior)

52

(Interior)

DESCRIPTION OF ACTIVITY CATEGORY

Lands on which serenity and quiet

are of extraordinary significance

and serve an important public

need and where the preservation

of those qualities is essential

if the area is to continue to

serve its intended purpose.

recreation areas,

playgrounds, active.sports areas,

parks, residences, motels,

hotels, schools, churches,

libraries, and hospitals.

Picnic areas,

Developed lands, properties, or

activities not included in

Categories A or B above.

Undeveloped lands.

Residences, motels, hotels,

public meeting rooms, schools,

churches, libraries, hospitals,

and auditoriums.
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Site 2 is not considered substantial under NMSHTD guidelines, which

also require that 57 dBA be exceeded before a substantial increase

in noise levels is recognized. It should be noted that when model

results, instead of measured values, for the existing and no-build

conditions are compared with the Sandia Canyon Alternate at Site

2, there is a 6 dBA increase. The difference in estimated noise

increase is attributable to the conservative approach taken in the

noise modelling, which did not utilize intervening natural barriers

which account for the lower ambient reading at Site 2 as reported

in Table IV-9. In other words, the 12 dBA increase is derived from

a comparison of the 2015 modelled noise level (55 dBA) with the

ambient reading (43 dBA). But when modelled results for the

existing condition and no-build conditions (49 dBA) are used as the

basis of comparison, the projected increase is 6 dBA. With the

exception of one site along Buckman Road, noise levels are not

expected to increase very much between the present and the year

2015, if this alternate is not implemented. A maximum increase of

7 dBA would be expected for that period at one site along Buckman

Road. The average increase in design year Build levels versus the

No-Build levels are projected to be less than 1 dBA. At site 1 the

predicted noise levels under the build alternate are shown lower

than the No-Build Alternative due to a reduction in traffic volumes

along SR 4. Results indicate that the NAC would not be equalled

or exceeded nor would there be a substantial increase in noise

levels at any of the sensitive sites analyzed under the Sandia

Canyon Alternate.

Existing residential areas considered in the noise

analysis included Los Alamos (Site 16), White Rock (Sites 5, 6, 7,

and 8), Buckman Road area, including Las Tierra (Sites 11, 12, 13

and 14), and Pinon Hills (Site 15). Design year levels represent

no increases over existing levels in Los Alamos and Pinon Hills,

1 to 6 dBAs in White Rock, and 0 to 7 dBAs along Buckman Road,

depending upon the alternative and location considered. With the

currently planned access control features of the proposed facility,

no noise impacts (as defined in the first paragraph of Section IV
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I.3) are expected to occur in any of these residential areas with

any of the Build Alternatives.

In summary, the predicted noise levels for each Build

Alternate indicate, based on federal and state noise abatement

criteria, that noise abatement measures would not be required for

any of the Build Alternates.

4. SUPPLEMENTAL ANALYSIS

Current plans do not include an intersection or

interchange along the proposed highway at CR 62 or at Buckman Road.

However, because of the locations of these two roads, their access

to Santa Fe, and as a result of substantial public interest, a

supplemental noise analysis was completed for various design

variants along these roadways. The design variants investigated

were as follows:

For Mortandad or Sandia Canyon Alternates:

1. Buckman Road and CR 62 connected to the proposed Santa

Fe - Los Alamos highway, with neither road improved;

2. Buckman Road and CR 62 connected to the proposed

highway, with both roadways improved;

3. Buckman Road not connected to the proposed facility,

and CR 62 connected and improved.

4. Buckman Road not connected to the proposed facility,

and CR 62 connected and unimproved.

For Montoso Peak or Chino Mesa Alternate:

Only design variants 3 and 4 were investigated. The

others are not applicable.

The sites that were investigated were the same as

those that were analyzed in the initial study along Buckman Road

(sites 11, 12, 13 and 14) and along CR 62 (site 15).

‘ Table IV-ll presents the worst case noise levels at

each site for the four Mortandad/Sandia Canyon Alternate design
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variants and for the two Montoso Peak/Chino Mesa Alternates design

variant.

Comparing the predicted noise levels for the four

design variants with those at the same locations under the initial

study the following conclusions were made:

For Design Variant l - connecting Buckman Road and CR 62

(unimproved) to any of the proposed alternates would

not change the noise levels substantially.

For Design Variant 2 - connecting and improving both

Buckman Road and CR 62 would increase the noise_levels

on these two roads between 1 and 6 dBA. At one

location (Site 12) on Buckman Road, the design year

noise level is predicted to equal the NAC for Land Use

Category B.

For Design Variant 3 - connecting and improving CR 62

without connecting Buckman Road would have little

effect on the receptors in the vicinity of CR 62. One

of the reasons being that the receptors in the

vicinity of CR 62 are approximately 500 feet away from

CR 62.

For Design Variant 4 - connecting CR 62 without connecting

Buckman Road and without improving CR 62 would have

little or no effect on the receptors in the vicinity

of CR 62 due to the low volume of estimated traffic

and the location of the receptors off the road.

The one location where the noise level would be

anticipated to equal the NAC (Site 12 under Design Variant 2) was

investigated for possible noise abatement measures. A noise

barrier was considered, but found to be unacceptable because it

would restrict the sight distance at an adjacent intersection.

Since the impacted site is a recreational facility (tennis court),

the noise from the nearby roadway may not be objectionable to the

users.
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TABIElV-ll

NOISELEVEISALONGBUCKMANROADANDCR-62FORDESIGNVAldAN‘lSa

DESIGNVARIANT

(1)(2)(3)(4)

BuckmanRoadnotBuckmanRoadnot

ConnectedtoConnectedto

__BuckmanRd/CR62BuckmanRd/CR-62BuckmanRd/CR62ProposedHighwayProposedHighway
.ExistingNotConnectedtoConnectedtoProposedConnectedtoProposedCR62ConnectedCR62ConnectedSiteConditionsNoBuildProposedHighwayHwyandUnimprovedHwyandImprovedandImprovedandunimproved

N0.1987201520152015201520152015

I'DRTANDAD/SANDIACANYONALTERNA'I'ES

H f:1155*55*55*55*58**55*55*

31254*61**61**62*[67]61**61** 1359*59**59**59**60**59**59** 1460*62**62**63**65**62**62** 1555*55**55**55**57**_ 57**55**

I'DN’ICSOPEAK/CHINOMESAAUI‘ERNATIB

1555*55*55**NA‘NA57**55**

a[msindBAs

*MeasuredLevels

**AmbientContributedtoCompositeNoiseLevel

[67]ValueEqualsNACforLandUseCategoryB

Source:New_MexiooStateHighwayandTransportationDepartment,

"NoiseStudyReport:SantaFe-LosAlamosCorridorStudy,June1990.



In summary, the noise investigation performed in this

study indicated that there would be no violations of either the

federal or state noise criteria for the given study parameters.

However, under one of the design variants considered, it was

determined that there would appear to be one location where the

noise level would equal the NAC for Category B Land Use. That site

was identified as a tennis court adjacent to Buckman Road in La

Tierra. The design variant condition assumed that Buckman Road

would be connected to either the Mortandad or Sandia Canyon

Alternates and that Buckman Road would be improved. Abatement

measures do not appear to be feasible at this location.

J. WATER QUALITY IMPACTS

' 1. GROUNDWATER

As noted by the New Mexico Interstate Stream

Commission, there are no designated groundwater recharge or sole

source aquifers in the study area (See Appendix C, Exhibit 5).

Therefore, potential short and long term impacts to groundwater

supplies are not anticipated as a result of project implemen

tation. Both the Mortandad and Sandia Canyon Alternates are

located in the vicinity of the Buckman well fields near the Rio

Grande. However, due to the depth of these wells (over 700 feet)

no impacts from the proposed highway would be anticipated.

2. SURFACE WATER

Located within the Rio Grande Basin, the Rio Grande

is the primary surface water resource potentially impacted by any

of the build alternates. The Rio Grande is the only permanen

surface water body crossed by the proposed facility. The portion

of the Rio Grande within the study area is designated in Part 2,

paragraph 2-110, of the State of New Mexico Water Quality Control

Commissioners "Water Quality Standards for Interstate and

Intrastate Streams in New Mexico", as amended through March'8,

1988. Designated uses for this portion of the Rio Grande include

irrigation, livestock and wildlife watering, marginal coldwater

fishery, secondary contact recreation, and warmwater fishery.
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Results from stormwater research by the Federal

Highway Administration indicate stormwater runoff from low to

medium traffic volumes (under 30,000 vehicles per day) on rural

highways exerts minimal to no impact on the aquatic components of

most receiving waters.3 As previously noted, year 2015 average

daily traffic (ADT) projections for the alternatives at the point

where the Rio Grande would be crossed is as follows:‘

— 13,700 ADT under Montoso Peak Alternate

— 13,700 ADT under Chino Mesa Alternate

— 14,300 ADT under Mortandad Alternate

- 14,300 ADT under Sandia Canyon Alternate

- 31,300 ADT under No-Build Alternative (SR 502)

Given the low traffic projections for the design year

2015, stormwater runoff from any of the build alternates would have

a minimal impact on the long-term water quality of the Rio Grande.

Erosion and sedimentation impacts are not expected to

be substantial. Potential erosion and sedimentation impacts will

be controlled during construction by strict adherence to the

NMSHTD's Standard Specification for Road and Bridge Construction

and other Best Management practices as outlined in Section IV-W.

The stormwater management system for the facility will be designed

to minimize erosion and-sedimentation impacts to water quality

after the facility is in place. This stormwater management system

would contain features to provide for the attenuation and treatment

of runoof, including detention areas, spreaders, and vegetated

swales.

K. PERMITS

Construction of either the Mortandad or the Sandia Canyon

Alternate would necessitate the construction of a temporary bridge

over the Rio Grande. Construction of the temporary work bridge

would likely not involve the discharge of more than 200 cubic yards

of temporary or permanent fill material below the plane of ordinary
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high. water. The project would satisfy the conditions for a

nationwide permit for minor road crossings. If, during final

design, it is determined that the temporary bridge would require

an individual Section 404 permit from the U.S. Army Corps of

Engineers, it would be obtained by the contractor. The necessary

provisions would be included in the construction contract

documents.

L. WETLAND IMPACTS

In accordance with Executive Order 11990 "Protection of

Wetlands" the corridors of the four build alternates have been

19 Soil

Surveys’for Santa Fe and Los Alamos Counties,2mm'n and applicable

searched for wetlands. Area Flood Hazard Boundary Maps,

National Wetlands Inventory MappingZS were studied to identify

potential wetland areas within the proposed project corridors.

Each of the build alternates was walked and visually inspected to

verify or locate wetland areas. Wetland determinations were made

using the 1989 Federal Manual for Identification and Delineation

of Jurisdictional Wetlands.B

The Rio Grande and some of its adjacent floodplain are the

only areas that qualify as wetlands based on the presence of hydric

soils, hydrology, and hydrophytic vegetation. According to

"Classification of Wetlands and Deepwater Habitats of the United

States",u these areas are classified as Riverine Unconsolidated

Bottom and Palustrine7Forested. The latter area supports some

Cottonwood (Populus fremontii) and Tamarix (Tamarix sp.). This

type of wetland area is found along the fringe of the Rio Grande

in the entire project area and for substantial lengths north and

south of the project area. The size of the linear wetland is

impossible to measure because of its association with the Rio

Grande.

Because all of the build alternates include a bridge that

would completely span the Rio Grande and its associated wetlands,

there would be no impacts to these areas. However, should the
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Mortandad or Sandia Canyon Alternate be chosen, a temporary

construction bridge would be required. As shown on Exhibit IV-8,

this temporary construction bridge would be anticipated to be

placed at the previous Buckman Bridge location. The temporary’

construction bridge would impact approximately one-half acre of

wetland area. This impact is not considered substantial because

1) it is minute compared to the total amount of this type of

wetland habitat present along the waterway, and 2) it is a

temporary impact. This temporary impact would not have an effect

on the stability of the linear wetland system. This impact, while

temporary, would be unavoidable.

Proposed mitigation for this impact would be to restore the

wetland by revegetating all areas which were impacted for

construction purposes. All of the Tamarix, a non—native species,

would be removed from the work zone during construction and only

native plant species would be used for revegetation. Therefore,

the temporary construction impact would have a positive long-term

impact by enhancing habitat values.

M. WATER BODY MODIFICATION

There would be no water body modification impacts under the

No-Build Alternative or the Montoso Peak, Chino Mesa, or Mortandad

Alternates. None of these would require impoundment, relocation,

channel deepening, or filling of the natural water bodies within

the corridors of these three build alternates.

Under the Sandia Canyon Alternate, a ndnor water body

modification would be required. Along Sandia Canyon, east of SR

4, the proposed alignment would encroach on a small (1.7 acres)

floodplain area. While the alignment has been designed to avoid

water body modifications to the extent practicable, the floodplain

through this area is unavoidable. Minor' modification of the

existing natural drainage channel would be required. This would

involve diverting the drainage from its existing alignment and

re-directing a portion of it along the construction limits, then
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re-diverting it to its original drainage channel east of the

immediate construction area. This intermittent natural drainage

channel is not used for recreation or other purposes. No impacts

to fish and wildlife resulting from the loss, degradation, or

temporary modification of this area would be expected to occur.

The upper limit of Cochiti Reservoir (top of flowage

easement elevation at 5,465.5 feet) behind Cochiti Dam is near the

Sandia Canyon and Mortandad Alternate bridge alignments being

evaluated. None of the four alternate bridges under consideration,

however, would have piers in the Rio Grande. As a consequence, no

impoundment impacts are anticipated. A discussion of construction

impacts is contained later in this Section.

N. FLOODPLAIN IMPACTS

1. FLDODPLAIN ENCROACHMNTS AND RISK

In accordance with Executive Order 11988, potential

impacts to floodplains hav been evaluated. Base (loo-year)

floodplains were identified utilizing the Federal Emergency

Management Agency's "Flood Insurance Rate Maps", Community Panel

Numbers 350069 - 0075b/0175b/0226b and 0150b.”

Eleven base (100-year) floodplains have been

identified which would potentially be impacted by the build

alternates. As shown in Exhibit IV-9, the eleven potential impacts

would be the result of perpendicular or near perpendicular

crossings of floodplain areas. Acreages for each potential impact

and proposed structure are presented in Table IV-l2. These figures

represent the amount of floodplain area that would exist in the

proposed right-of-way. The structures proposed are based on the

results of the hydraulic analysis performed for each potential

5

crossing.2 With the proposed structures there would be no increase

in backwater or upstream floodrisk and no overtopping of the
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highway facility from a one-hundred year storm event.

As shown in Table IV—12 and depicted in Exhibit IV—lO,

Site 1, Arroyo de los Frijoles, would be impacted by all of the

build alternates. Because all of the alternates share this

alignment location and the Arroyo de los Frijoles must be crossed,

an impact to this floodplain is unavoidable. This is also the case

for the Arroyo Calabasa, Sites 2a and 2b, with the exception that

the potential impacts would be at different locations along the

arroyo, depending on the build alternate.

Sites 3 through 9 would be impacted with the selection

of either the Mortandad or Sandia Canyon Alternate. As depicted

in Exhibit IV—10, local drainage patterns in this area flow west

to the main body of the Canada Ancha which lies at the base of the

Pankey Mesa. Impacts to these sites would. be the result of

perpendicular or near perpendicular crossings of these drainages.

A high-level bridge would be proposed for the crossing

of the Rio Grande at each of the four build alternates. This

bridge would completely span both the floodplain and associated

wetlands of the Rio Grande without piers in the floodplain.

However, to build the bridge for either the Mortandad or Sandia

Canyon Alternate, a temporary bridge may be required during the

construction period. The temporary bridge structure would be

approximately located near the old Buckman Bridge crossing, Site

10. This encroachment would only last as long as the construction

of the main bridge is underway. Impacts to the natural and

beneficial values of this area would be mitigated by removing all

fill required for the temporary bridge and revegetating the area.

Site 11 is a small, 1.7 acre, longitudinal

encroachment of the floodplain located in Sandia Canyon, east of

SR 4. The proposed alignment through Sandia Canyon has been

designed to avoid the associated floodplain to the greatest degree

practicable. The floodplain through this canyon, however, cannot
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TABLE IV-l2

lOO-YEAR FLOODPLAIN ENCROACHMENTS

BUILD ALTERNATES

Chino

Montoso Mesa

Sandia

Mortandad Canyon

2.8

SITE FLOODPLAIN PROPOSED

NO. AREA STRUCTURE

1 Arroyo de los Double

Frijoles l0'x8' CBC

2a Arroyo Double

Calabasas l0'x8' CBC

2b Arroyo Double

Calabasas l0'x8' CBC

3 Canada l0'x10'

Ancha CBC

4 Alamo Double

Creek l0'x8' CBC

5 Unnamed Arroyo l0'x8' CBC

6 Calabasas l2'x10'

Arroyo CBC

7 Unnamed Arroyo 10'x10' CBC

8 Unnamed Arroyo 84" PC

9a Canada Ancha Bridge

9b Canada Ancha Bridge

10 Rio Grande Temporary

Construction

Bridge

11 Sandia No

Canyon Structure

12 Sandia Canyon

Interchange 8'x8' CBC

with SR 4

a Floodplain encroachments are in acres of impact.

CBC = Concrete Box Culvert

PC = Pipe Culvert

Source:

2.8

0.5

1.7

New Mexico State Highway and Transportation Department,

"Location Hydraulics Study: Santa Fe - Los Alamos Corridor

Study", April 1990.
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be completely avoided and would require some modifications to the

natural channel. This encroachment would not increase flood risks

or backwater elevations.

Site 12 includes the floodplain area that exists in

the proposed SR 4/Sandia Canyon Alternate interchange area.

Because of the expanse of the interchange area, 5.5 acres of

floodplain would be within the right-of-way. Because an

interchange is required with SR 4, an encroachment to the

floodplain in this area with this alternate is unavoidable.

2. FIDODPLAIN VALUES

Except for Site 10, all of the potential encroachment

areas are devoid of vegetation which generally increases habitat

values associated with floodplains. Because there is an absence

of vegetation, other beneficial values such as stormwater quality

abatement and natural moderation of floodwaters are also lacking.

It is expected that increases in backwater elevations

and velocities at floodplain encroachments would be nonexistent or

minimal. Limits within which construction activity could take

place would be restricted to that necessary for the conduct of work

and would be defined. Under the conditions described herein, any

impacts to natural and beneficial floodplain values would be

negligible.

3. FLOODPLAIN DEVEIDPMNT

As previously described in Section IV—D, future land

use plans generally call for a continuation of existing land uses.

The agricultural grazing lands and vacant lands on federally owned

properties will remain relatively unchanged. This project would not

induce or promote development in floodplain areas that are not

already permitted or planned by local and regional authorities.
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4. MITIGATION

Potential impacts incurred with the temporary bridge

structure for either the Mortandad or Sandia Canyon Alternate would

be mitigated and enhanced through revegetation. Fill material

placed in floodplains for construction purposes would be removed

upon the completion of the project.

0. WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS

The National Park Service's "Nationwide Rivers Inventory"

lists no rivers that have been identified as meeting the minimum

criteria for further study and/or inclusion in the National Wild

1&1‘ Based on the Nationwide Riversand Scenic Rivers System.

Inventory and the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System, there are

no listed or eligible wild and scenic rivers within the study area.

P. ECOLOGICAL IMPACTS

The No-Build Alternative would not impact the natural

environment in the study area. However, the build alternates would

impact the terrestrial and aquatic ecology as a result of highway

and bridge construction.

1. TERRESTRIAL ECOLOGY

The conversion of terrestrial habitat from primarily

natural ground cover to open right of way would be an immediate

impact. Based on the proposed right of way requirements, the

alternate with the largest total acreage is Sandia Canyon (1,742

acres), followed by Mortandad (1,642 acres), Montoso peak (1,439

acres), and Chino Mesa (1,291 acres). A majority of the land to

be converted to right of way would be Santa Fe National Forest

lands under the Montoso and Chino Mesa Alternates (50 and 54

percent of the total right of way, respectively), and Bureau of

Land Management lands under the Mortandad and Sandia Canyon

Alternates (81 and 77 percent, respectively). Much of the land

within the Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management boundaries

is intended for wildlife habitat, and forage and firewood

production. The conversion of these acrrs to right of way would

represent. a decrease of less than one percent of the acreage
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intended for these uses in the study area.

While both the Mortandad and Sandia Canyon Alternates

would necessitate larger right of way acquisitions, the impact of.

such acquisitions would be greater under either the Montoso or

Chino Mesa Alternate. Both the Mortandad and (Sandia Canyon

Alternates closely follow in the vicinity of the existing boundary

between National Forest and BLM land. Land conversion along the

edge of the lands would not have as large an impact as land

conversion through a portion of such properties, because

this edge is already impacted with its use as a utility and

transportation corridor.

In the Santa Fe National Forest, Management Area L has

been identified by the New Mexico Department of Game and Fish as

a high-priority transplant site for the endangered species Rocky

Mountain bighorn sheep, Qyig Canadensis Canadensis. Coordination

with the Forest Service indicates the Montoso and Chino Mesa

Alternates would split the potential bighorn sheep habitat into two

parcels with approximately two-thirds laying to the north of the

highway and one-third to the south.

a shy animal.

The bighorn sheep is basically

Construction of Montoso or Chino mesa would fragment

available habitat and could potentially lead to harassment by

humans due to increased accessibility. Under either the Montoso

or Chino Mesa Alternate, it would be likely that the bighorn sheep

would be relocated to other suitable habitat within the state.

Neither the Mortandad nor Sandia Canyon Alternate would cause

bighorn sheep habitat fragmentation or increase the potential for

human disturbance of the sheep.

In addition to fragmenting possible bighorn sheep

habitat, the Montoso and Chino Mesa Alternates would split the

existing habitat of the wild horses found in the Santa Fe National

Forest, as shown on Exhibit III-3. A 1990 U.S. Forest Service

survey estimated the wild horse population at 50 to 60 animals.

Because the right of way boundaries for the project are proposed
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to be fenced, the wild horses and other larger animals would be

prevented from roaming freely between the two areas. This could

result in the loss of genetic exchange between these animals. In

an effort to mitigate this impact, concrete box culverts or

corrugated metal arches would be placed in arroyos to allow for

stock passage under the highway. Where feasible and practicable,

fencing would be designed to funnel animals toward the passages.

Neither the Mortandad nor the Sandia Canyon Alternate would split

wild horse habitat.

Impacts to other wildlife resources within the study

area would primarily result from habitat loss and alteration. Each

alternate would bisect wildlife habitat and potentially alter

movement patterns of the more mobile wildlife species. Given the

expanse of remaining available habitat, both large and small

species of wildlife displaced by habitat conversion would likely

be absorbed into adjacent areas under any of the build alternates.

An increase in the number of roadkills would not be expected.

Impacts on terrestrial ecology would be mitigated by

the enhanced habitat preserved in the greenbelt. This would be

fenced and, therefore, protected from grazing impacts.

2. AQUATIC ECOLOGY

In general, aquatic wildlife populations would not be

seriously affected by any of the build alternates and would not be

affected at all by the No-Build Alternative. The major components

of the aquatic ecosystem present in the study area are water

quality, macrobenthic conditions, and fisheries. Water quality

impacts have been addressed previously in this Section.

The overall impact to the benthic community or river

bottom organisms, regardless of the build alternate, would be

minimal. All of the proposed crossings of the Rio Grande

completely span the river and would not require the placement of

piers or other structures in the river. However, short-term
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impacts due to construction would be anticipated. Deposition of

sediments in the river during construction could result in

temporary reductions in the density of the benthic community. This

would be most likely under the Sandia Canyon and Mortandad

Alternates which call for the construction of a temporary work

bridge. However, benthic populations are known to recover quickly

after construction is completed. Temporary erosion and siltation

control measures would be applied to reduce potential impacts.

(See Section IV-X).

Fish species would also be impacted to a minor degree

during construction of any build alternate. Potential impacts

include short-term, minor changes in water quality and temporary

loss of habitat. However, these changes would result in little

1impact on fisheries.

3. COORDINATION

Coordination with the U.S. Department of the Interior

Fish and Wildlife Service has been ongoing since the beginning of

this project. The results of this coordination effect is contained

in Appendix A — Exhibit 14, Appendix B - Exhibit 8, and Appendix

C - Exhibit 15.

4. MITIGATION

While impacts to terrestrial ecology, aquatic ecology,

and wildlife resources would not be substantial, measures would be

taken to minimize impacts to these resources. Mitigative

techniques would include strict adherence to state erosion and

sedimentation controls, selective clearing and grubbing, and

selective seeding of native herb, shrub, and tree species typical

of the habitats impacted. The greenbelt will provide enhanced

terrestrial habitat. '

Q- THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES

Early and ongoing coordination efforts have been conducted

with the New Mexico Department of Game and Fish, the New Mexico
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Energy, Minerals, and Natural Resources Department, and the

Department of Interior - Fish and Wildlife Service regarding

special concern terrestrial and aquatic species that occur or are

likely to occur in the study area. (See Appendix A, Exhibits 7,

l4, and 15; Appendix B, Exhibits 8 and 13; and Appendix C, Exhibits

7 and 15 for documentation of coordination). This coordination

identified the following list of federally endangered species of

concern for the project.

Bald Eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus (Endangered)

Peregrin Falcon Falco peregrinus ' (Endangered)

Whooping Crane Grus americana (Endangered)

The list of animal species potentially located in the study

area and listed as endangered in the State of New Mexico is as

followszu

Mollusks:

Lilljeborg's Pea-Clam Bgjdium lilljeborgi

Fishes:

Rio Grande Silvery Minnow Hybognathus amarus

Amphibians:

Jemez Mountain Salamander Plethodon neomexicanus

Birds:

Broad-Billed Hummingbird Cynanthus latirostris

Willow Flycatcher Empidonax traillii

Gray Vireo Vireo vicinior

White-tailed Ptarmigan Lagopus leucurus

Mammals:

Meadow Jumping Mouse Zapus hudsonius

Pine Marten ' Martes americana

A list of plant species of concern was also received from

the State of New Mexico's Energy, Mineral, and Natural Resources

Department. The list was comprised of twelve plant species (some

without common names) which included:
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Cyanic milkvetch Astragalus cyaneus

Santa Fe milkvetch Astragalus feensis

New Mexico kentrophyta Astragaluskentophytavar.neomexicana

Cholla, green flowering Opuntia viridiflora

Pediocactus simpsonii

Gramma grass cactus Pediocactus papyracanthus

Fish-hook cactus Mammillaria wrightii

Giant heleborine Epipactis gigantea

Tiger lily Lilium philadelphicum andinum

Adder's mouth orchid Malaxis soulei

Viola pedatifida

This project has been evaluated for potential impacts to

all of these federally endangered and state special concern

species. A literature search was conducted to identify the general

habitats for each species listed above. These habitat requirements

were then compared to the habitats traversed by the project

alternates. If general habitat requirements for a specific species

were not encountered during field surveys the species was

eliminated from further consideration. The following animal

species were eliminated from further study because their general

habitat requirements are not applicable in the project area and

were not sighted during the biological survey: Lilljeborg's Pea

Clam, Jemez Mountain Salamander, White-Tailed Ptarmigan,

Broad-Billed Hummingbird, Willow Flycatcher, Meadow Jumping Mouse,

and Pine Marten.

Further investigations were conducted for those plant and

animal species whose general habitat requirements would be

encountered by the build alternates. Additional literature

searches were conducted and each build alternate corridor was

walked and searched for specific habitat requirements or evidence

that the species exists within the proposed study corridor. These

additional investigations were conducted for three federally listed
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animal species (the Bald Eagle, Peregrine Falcon, and Whooping

Crane) and two state listed animal species (Gray Vireo and Rio

Grande Silvery Minnow).

As documented in the "Biological Resources Evaluation

Report" prepared for this project, field surveys for biological

resources were conducted between April 4, 1990 and April 24, 1990.U

Field research and historic data concerning the bald eagle and

peregrine falcon were provided by Mr. Terrell Johnson. Expert

opinion concerning the proposed alternates‘ impact to these two

species was also provided by Mr. Johnson.

Although some plant species were less likely to be found

than others, field searches for each of the plants previously

listed were also conducted. These investigations were undertaken

by a team of biologists walking each project alternate, in a zig

zag fashion, searching for any of the listed plant species. Aerial

photographs were used to record the locations of any of the animal

or plant species.

As the results of the field survey indicate, the following

plant species were found to not be present within the study

corridors due to unsuitable habitat: Santa Fe Milkvetch, New

Mexico Kentrophyta, Erigeron‘pulcherrimus, Cholla, Green Flowering,

Pediocactus simpsonii, Giant Heleborine, Tiger Lily, Adder's Mouth

Orchid, and Viola pedatifida.

The following is a summary of the animal and plant species

potentially impacted by the implementation of this project.

1. ANIMAL SPECIES

a. Bald Eagle

Field surveys for the bald eagle were

concentrated in the potential bridge crossing areas west of the Rio

Grande. Each canyon was surveyed for potential and suitable roost

sites that may be used by the wintering eagles. Factors that were
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taken into account in determining roost site suitability included

the existence of available large trees or protected areas in the

rock formations, protection from the wind where large trees were

found, and physical evidence that the eagles may indeed roost in

the area.

The following findings were made with respect to

the alternates: 1) the Sandia Canyon Alternate has no confirmed

roost sites and lacks suitable habitat such as tall trees; 2) while

neither the Mortandad nor the Chino Mesa Alternate have confirmed

roost sites, they both contain suitable habitat; and 3) the Montoso

Peak Alternate does contain a roost site which has been confirmed

by Mr. Johnson. As a result, the Montoso Peak and Chino Mesa

Alternates may affect the bald eagle and would require consultation

with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service prior to location approval.

(See Appendix C, Exhibit 15).

Except for the Montoso Peak and Chino Mesa

alignments, it does not appear that the other alternates would have

a direct effect on existing eagle populations. _However, because

Cochiti Reservoir is an activity center for the bald eagle, the

design and management of which may have a positive impact on eagle

populations, the destruction of suitable roost habitat in close

proximity to the reservoir should be taken into account.

b. Peregrine Falcon

Suitable habitat requirements for peregrine

falcons that are presently being utilized or possess all highly

desirable habitat characteristics have been identified in the

project area. In accordance with a Master Interagency Agreement

between the USDA, Forest Service, the New Mexico Department of Game

and Fish, and the U.S. Department of Interior-Fish and Wildlife

Service, disclosure of this information is only on a need-to-know

basis. With respect to the project alternates, only the Montoso

Peak Alternate passes through a sensitive area for falcon nesting

habitat. The remaining alternates are outside of the defined
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sensitive areas. The Montoso Peak Alternate may affect existing

peregrine falcon habitat and would require consultation with U.S.

Fish and Wildlife authorities. (See Appendix C, Exhibit 15).

c. Whooping Crane

The potential for endangered birds to collide

with large transmission lines is extensively documented in "The

Biological Assessment on Public Service Company of New Mexico's

Proposed Ojo Line Extension 345 kV project and Three Federally

Endangered Species" prepared for the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA

1986). It includes statistical data concerning the birds‘ flight

heights and migration routes. In general, sandhill cranes (Grus

canadensigl and whooping cranes were found to travel through five

major flight paths, three west of the White Rock area and two east

of the Rio Grande over the Caja del Rio. ‘Two of the migration

routes west of the Rio Grande were located several miles west of

White Rock, with the remaining western migration route located

directly over the White Rock area.

Information concerning the -height of the

migrating birds was collected as the flocks of cranes flew over the

observation areas. Flight height observations were recorded and

placed in one of the following categories: 1) Very High - greater

than 1,000 feet above ground level (AGL); 2) High — 300 to 1,000

feet AGL; 3) Medium - 150 to 300 feet AGL; 4) Low - 0 to 150 feet

AGL; 5) Canyon Rim — rim to 300 feet below rim; and 6) Lower Canyon

— 300 to 900 feet below the canyon rim.

Of the 12,000 cranes for which data was

available, over 88 percent were at observed heights greater than

three hundred feet above the canyon rim. All of the proposed

bridge alternates would support the main deck with structures

located under the main deck. There would be no towers from which

to suspend the main deck, and thus the highest elevation would be

the main deck. The elevation of the highest point on the bridge

would not exceed the existing elevation of the canyon rim.
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Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that the flight paths of the

majority of migrating cranes would not be hindered by the bridge

structure. However, the potential impact to migrating cranes would

be considered to be less with a lower bridge structure. The bridge

height over the Rio Grande for each of the build alternates is as

follows:

Montoso Peak Alternate - 1,020 feet

Chino Mesa Alternate - 810 feet

Mortandad Alternate — 460 feet

Sandia Canyon Alternate - 290 feet

Also included in the BIA report are the

recommendations for construction requirements placed on

.transmission lines to make the wires more visible to the migrating

birds. It is not plausible that a bridge structure would be

difficult for a crane to locate during flight. Therefore, this

project would not be expected to affect the continued existence of

the whooping crane population in the study area.

d. Gray Vireo

According to the Handbook of Species Endangered

in New Mexico, the breeding habitat for the vireo is generally open

woodlands/shrublands featuring evergreen trees and shrubs of

various kinds. Junipers are the dominant element in most areas of

occurrence. Except for small pockets of ponderosa pine located in

the canyons, almost the entire project area is in the Pinon/Juniper

vegetational zone which is characterized by open woodlands and

shrublands. While no vireos were sighted during field

investigations, impacts to this type of habitat could not be

avoided with any of the build alternates.

e. Rio Grande Silvery Minnow

None of the four build alternates would severély

impact the Rio Grande Silvery Minnow since no bridge pilings would

be placed directly into the Rio Grande. However, a temporary

construction bridge used to help erect the Mortandad or Sandia

IV-81



Canyon bridges over the Rio Grande may cause short-term water

quality impacts. These short-term construction impacts, previously

discussed in this section, would be minimized by strict adherence

to Best Management Practices during the construction period.

Following guidelines set forth under best management practices will

help ensure the survival of the species.

2. PLANT SPECIES

a. Cyanic Milkvetch

This perennial is generally restricted to dry

slopes in the pinon-juniper association at 7,000-7,500 feet

elevation. This species was located in the Buckman Road area, near

Montoso Peak and on San Ildefonso Pueblo lands, and appears to be

locally abundant. There would be impacts to this species with all

of the project build alternates.

b. Gramma Grass Cactus

Several populations of this cactus, Pediocactus

papyracanthus, were found on the Sandia Canyon and Mortandad

Alternates. They were located in the sandy areas of the Buckman

wells and less common approaching Santa Fe. Some of the larger

populations were located on the west of the Rio Grande on basaltic

benches. A population of about twenty plants was located at the

proposed west bridge abutment on the Mortandad alignment.

Populations of five, eight, and two were located on the Sandia

Canyon Alternate. No specimens of Gramma Grass Cactus were located

on the Montoso or Chino Mesa Alternates, which may reflect the

difference in grazing pressures on Bureau of Land Management and

National Forest lands. Approximate locations of the cacti are

shown on Exhibit IV-ll.

c. Fish-Hook Cactus

Seven specimens of Mammillaria wrightii were

located along the Sandia Canyon/Mortandad Alternate while only one

specimen was located along the Chino Mesa/Montoso Peak Alternate.

In most cases they were located in intermittent drainages with a
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few specimens located in clayish soils near Santa Fe. Approximate

locations of the cacti are depicted on Exhibit IV-ll.

In addition to the aforementioned species, the Forest

Service requested information be provided for four additional

species. These include:

Spotted Bat

Flammulated Owl

Goshawk

Mexican Spotted Owl

Of these four species only the Spotted Bat has protection

status. The New Mexico Department of Game and Fish lists the

Spotted Bat as Endangered Group 2. The remaining three species are

listed as sensitive by the Forest Service. According to the New

Mexico Department of Game and Fish Handbook of Species Endangered

in New Mexico, the Spotted Bat has no history of sightings in

either Santa Fe or Los Alamos Counties.

The Flammulated Owl may be found in areas where the

Ponderosa Pine is the dominant vegetation. The only stand of

Ponderosa Pines located within the project corridor is in Ancho

Canyon, which would be bridged if the Montoso Peak alignment were

to be selected.

Both the Mexican Spotted Owl and the Goshawk are associated

with the spruce and fir forests. The project corridors are located

well below elevation where this type of vegetation is encountered.

No spruce or fir were located along the four Build Alternates.

The proposed project does not traverse areas or habitat

where the four additional species would be likely to be found.

3. RECOMMENDATIONS AND MITIGATION

This project may have adverse effects on species

listed as threatened or endangered by the federal and of concern
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to state regulatory authorities. Avoidance of potential impacts

is always preferred to mitigation. It appears that none of the

build alternates would completely avoid sensitive species.

Selection of the Sandia or Mortandad Alternates would avoid impacts

to the bald eagle and peregrine falcon, and would reduce the

potential for whooping cranes colliding with structures. However,

these alternates would potentially impact the greatest number of

Pediocactus papyracanthus and Mammillaria wrightii.

Minor alignment shifts could be incorporated to avoid

the populations of Pediocactus papyracanthus and Mammillaria

wrightii. However, if alignment shifts are not feasible during

final design, then transplanting the species to a preservation area

wogld be warranted. Transplanting would require that a long-term

monitoring program be established to ensure the continued survival

of the transplanted specimens.

If the Montoso Peak Alternate is selected, the ongoing

consultation process with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service will

establish appropriate mitigation for the bald eagle and the

peregrine falcon.

R. HISTORIC AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL PRESERVATION

Historic and archaeological resources have been identified

and will be evaluated in accordance with the requirements of state

and federal historic preservation laws. This assessment included

background research and field surveys for each alternate. Results

of the Cultural Resources Assessment are documented in various

technical reports prepared for this project and are available from

the Department. Should a build alternate be selected, a 100

percent inventory of the selected alternate will be performed prior

to authorization of the project.

Prior to field reconnaissance activities, existing records

were checked for previously recorded cultural resources in the

files of the Santa Fe National Forest, the Bureau of Land
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Management files, and the State Historic Preservation Division's

Archaeological Resource Management Systems (ARMS) files. In

addition, consultation with Los Alamos National Laboratory

archaeologists was carried out to ensure coordination with LANL's

files. Research of existing files indicated that, for all of the

build alternate corridors, there are no sites currently listed as

eligible for or that have been nominated to the National Register

of Historic Places. In addition, none of the known, existing and

documented sites in the build alternate corridors are included in

the New Mexico State Register of Cultural Properties. There are

no locally important landmarks in the study corridors because there

are no duely established procedures in New Mexico for designating

locally significant cultural resources other than the requirements

of the New Mexico State Register of Cultural Properties.

A field survey of each alignment was conducted along an

approximately 600 to 1,000 foot corridor width. Corridor width

varied, depending on terrain and other factors. The width

surveyed, however, was in all cases beyond the proposed right of

way requirements of any of the build alternates. on Forest Service

lands, sample transects were walked perpendicularly to the

corridors at one mile intervals. Both sides of the centerline of

the corridors through these lands were walked in a zig-zag fashion

across the corridor width, and along the corridor length. On lands

other than Forest Service lands, the same survey methodology was

utilized with the exception that the entire length of the build

alternate corridors was walked. Particular effort was made to

relocate previously recorded sites in the vicinity of the proposed

corridor. I

Table IV—13 summarizes the historic and archaeological

sites located within the corridors of each build alternate. The

sites listed on this table include those sites identified during

the course of this project's field survey, as well as those sites

previously recorded. For some of the previously recorded sites,

exact locations within the build alternate corridors could not be
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TABLE IV-13

HISTORIC AND ARCHAEOYOGICAL SITES

BUILD ALTERNATES

SITE Montoso Chino Sandia Total

DESCRIPTION Peak Mesa Mortandad Canyon Sites

LithiC 13 9 5 5 21

Shrine 1 0 2 2 5

Field House 3 0 0 4 7

Pueblo 2 2 l 0 p 5

Petroglyph 0 0 1 1 2~

Historic ' 2 1 1 1 5

Unidentified 2 0 0 0 2

Total Sites 23 12 10 13 47

Note: Number of sites for individual alternates do not add to the

total number of sites since some sites apply to more than one

alternate.
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field verified. The following summarizes the findings of the

cultural resources assessment and provides recommended mitigation

measures for those resources potentially impacted by the project.

A total of 47 sites were identified within the corridors

of the build alternates. Of these 47 sites, it has been

recommended that 46 sites have sufficient resources to justify

additional investigations to determine site significance and

potential eligibility for listing on the National Register of

Historic Places. One site, a pre-Manhattan Project debris area is

not recommended for further study on the basis that the potential

significance of the site does not warrant additional investigation.

Of those sites identified, the Montoso Peak Alternate

contains the most sites (23), followed by Sandia Canyon (13), Chino

Mesa (l2), and Mortandad (10). Where feasible and practicable,

avoidance of these sites would be the preferred mitigation effort.

Given the preliminary nature of the project, the degree of

importance associated with these 47 sites has yet to be determined.

A full investigation of the sites along any selected alternate

would be undertaken prior to final BIS. Full compliance with

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 for

any selected alternate would be maintained.

Current research and the results of the assessment indicate

there are no sites of such magnitude that they would warrant

preservation in place. All sites appear to be (criteria D-NRNP)

important only for their information potential. It is expected

that, development and implementation of a data recovery plan in

accordance with SHPO and Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

guidelines will mitigate project effects. Various cultural

resource assessment technical reports have been prepared for the

build alternates and SR 4. All materials will be submitted to the

SHPO, federal and state land mangers, and if necessary, to the

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation for review and approval.
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S. VISUAL IMPACTS

The effect of adding the proposed highway and bridge

facility to the visual resources within the area has been evaluated

and is documented in the "Visual Impact Assessment" prepared in

conjunction with this project.m

The basis for the visual assessment is the Federal Highway

Administration's "Visual Impact Assessment for Highway Projects".w

This visual impact assessment process is based on the visual

resource management (VRM) system used by several federal agencies.

The major components of this process'include establishing the

visual environment of the project, assessing the visual resources

of the project area, and identifying viewer response to those

resources. These components define the existing or baseline

conditions. With these components established, the degree of

visual impact has been determined based on the changes introduced

by the project and the associated viewer response.

1. PUBLIC ACCESS TO THE STUDY AREA

Nearly all of the land surrounding the four project

alignments is publicly owned and. generally accessible. Areas

designated as public parks and recreational facilities tend to have

greater public use than other, lesser known, public areas.

The main public access areas along White Rock Canyon

include Bandelier National Monument, White Rock Overlook/Park,

Pinon Park, the Rio Grande Tract and three parks in Pajarito Acres.

Another important public area is the Tsankawi Unit of Bandelier

National Monument located along SR 4 at East Jemez Road. Also

accessible to the public are the Caja del Rio and Buckman areas,

in the Santa Fe National Forest, east of the Rio Grande. Each of

these sites is shown on Exhibit IV-l2 along with each of the

proposed roadway alignments. Of the locations mentioned,

Bandelier, Tsankawi, and the White Rock Overlook receive the most

visitors.
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2. VIEWER SENSITIVITY

The viewer's sensitivity to the visual environment is

dependent on the nature of the viewer's activity, the significance

of the visual resource, and the attitudes of the viewer. The

primary viewer-sensitive activities within the project area are

hiking, photography, experiencing nature, scenic viewing of the

natural beauty of the area, and viewing pre-historic Indian ruins

and dwellings. There are three primary visual perspectives

associated with the study area. These are the view of and from

White Rock Canyon, the Caja del Rio, and the Pajarito Plateau. The

presence of a highway or bridge through these areas would be viewed

differently by different persons. To some, a bridge and road that

have been carefully designed to blend with the natural surroundings

would be aesthetically pleasing to view and may even contribute to

their visual experience. To others, the same bridge and highway

would represent an unfortunate imprint of human activity upon

nature and would strongly detract from their visual experience.

3. VISUAL IMPACTS

A rating scale was used to qualify the relative degree

of project impact based on the importance of the visual resource,

the volume of viewer activity, and the sensitivity of the viewer.

The ratings are characterized as follows:

No Impact — The project would not be visible to viewers.

Low Impact — The view of the project would be limited, the

visual resource is limited in importance, the level of

viewer activity is low, the nature of viewer activity is

not affected, there are dominating visual intrusions in the

viewshed from other sources, or there is a weak visual

contrast between the facility and the landscape.

Moderate Impact - The view of the project would be a

moderate intrusion into the visual environment with greater

contrast than the low impact but not as great as a high

impact.
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High Impact - The project would be in proximity and visible

to viewers, would have a strong contrast with the

landscape, would be in an area of substantial visual

importance with limited other visual intrusions, or would

involve substantial viewer activity and sensitivity.

The following visual impact assessment of each

alternate with respect to the various public access areas of the

project is summarized below.

a. Bandelier National Monument

Within Bandelier, five areas were evaluated.

These included the entrance road, the visitors center in Frijoles

Canyon, the hiking trail to the Rio Grande, the wilderness area,

and Tsankawi Ruins, as shown in Exhibit IV—12.

Entrance Road: The Montoso Peak Alternate would

be briefly ‘visible to visitors as they drive along the park

entrance road that leads to the visitor's center. Because of the

speed of the vehicle, the surrounding topography, and existing

vegetation, these views would be limited to brief glimpses of the

proposed bridge and roadway over Chaquehui Canyon, about 1,500 feet

away. The visual impact at this location is considered to be low

since there are other existing modern intrusions into the viewshed,

such as facilities associated with technical areas of LANL; the

viewer's exposure would be limited in duration; and viewer

sensitivity is low. The only places where one could stop a vehicle

along the entrance road that is in the vicinity of the Montoso Peak

Alternate is at the scenic overlook and the fire tower. No visual

impacts would be associated with the scenic overlook since the view

is into Frijoles Canyon toward the visitor's center, away from the

project. At the fire tower, the view of the Montoso Peak Alternate

would. be more distant as the roadway traverses the area near

Montoso Peak and the Caja del Rio, some 10,000 to 18,000 feet away.

The other three alignments would have no impact on the entrance
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road to Bandelier.

Visitor's Center/Frijoles Canyon: over 90

percent of the visitors to Bandelier limit their experience to the

visitor's center area and Frijoles Canyon, including the waterfall

area. None of the proposed alternates would be visible to the

visitors of these areas.

Falls Trail/Rio Grande: For those visitors to

Bandelier who make the 2.5 mile hike down the Falls Trail to the

Rio Grande, most would not see the proposed alternates. Many

visitors end their hike along the trail at the upper and lower

falls and then return to the visitor's center. For those that do

continue down the trail to the Rio Grande, they would have to cross

a clearing area and hike up White Rock Canyon to be in a position

to see the bridge associated with the Montoso Peak Alternate. A

graphical representation of this bridge crossing, as seen from the

river, is shown in Section II. The Montoso Peak bridge would be

clearly visible and in great contrast with the surrounding

environment. For the limited number of viewers at this location,

the Montoso Peak Alternate would represent a high impact. However,

because the number of viewers is small and most of the 300,000

visitors do not use this area, the overall impact is considered

moderate. The other alternates would have no impact on visitors

to this area since they would not be visible.

Wilderness Area: The majority of Bandelier

National Monument is a designated wilderness area along the

Pajarito Plateau. This area has a number of hiking trails and

numerous scenic vistas. For the 3,500 to 4,000 visitors each year,

their primary activities include hiking and visiting pre-historic

ruins. Visitors have an expectation of viewing a natural

wilderness area as they hike. The Montoso Peak and Chino Mesa

Alternates would be visible to persons in this area. For the

Montoso Peak Alternate most would have a distant view of the

roadway as it traverses the Caja del Rio Plateau near Montoso Peak.
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For the Chino Mesa Alternate, a portion of the bridge over the Rio

Grande and the roadway alignment along Ancho Canyon would be

visible. The current view from the wilderness area contains some

distant visual intrusions related to LANL and existing residential

areas as the visitor looks across the Pajarito Plateau. The

Montoso Peak and Chino Mesa alignments would add an additional

visual intrusion to the viewshed. This impact would not exist

everywhere in the wilderness area and, when it does occur, would

vary depending on the location of the viewer within the wilderness

area. However, because of the sensitivity of the viewer, the

nature of the viewer's activity, and the undeveloped nature of the

area around Montoso Peak, the Montoso Peak Alternate would have a

high visual impact. The impact of the Chino Mesa Alternate would

be more moderate because the visual impact is less pronounced, more

distant from the park, and away from Montoso Peak.

Tsankawi: The analysis of visual impacts at the

Tsankawi Unit of Bandelier National Monument was based on the

assumption that the facility would be open to the public now and

in the future. Based on this assumption, the location of the

Sandia Canyon and Mortandad Alternates would impact the view from

Tsankawi. The Chino Mesa Alternate would be in the far distance

from certain points in Tsankawi.

The view to the southwest from the trail leading

up to the top of the mesa at Tsankawi would be altered by the

Sandia Canyon and Mortandad Alternates. This alteration would

primarily occur as the result of the construction of an interchange

between the proposed road, SR 4, and East Jemez Road some 2,000

feet away. For the purposes of this SDEIS, a three-level

interchange has been selected as being feasible to accomodate

traffic at the intersection of SR 4 and East Jemez Road for the

Mortandad Alternate. Portions of this interchange would be visible

from Tsankawi. The highest ramp in the interchange would be

approximately 40 feet higher than existing SR 4 in the area of

Tsankawi. The interchange along the Sandia Canyon Alternate would
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involve a two-level interchange. The proposed roadway would be

depressed in a cut section and existing SR 4 would be elevated

approximately 15 feet higher than current conditions. Again, a

portion of the interchange would be visible from Tsankawi.

In addition to the interchanges, other

improvements associated with these alternates would be visible from

Tsankawi. As previously indicated, SR 4 south of East Jemez Road

is currently visible from Tsankawi. Because of this, a portion of

the widening improvements along SR 4 under the Mortandad Alternate

would intensify the existing visual intrusion. For the Sandia

Canyon Alternate east of SR 4, a portion of the alignment will be

visible. The limiting factor on visibility from Tsankawi involves

two hills or ridges that occur between Tsankawi and the alignments

The Chino Mesa Alternate would be visible from

the southern rim of the main mesa. Primarily this view would be

a portion of the roadway alignment near Montoso Peak. The Chino

Mesa alignment would be about 40,000 feet (7.5 miles) away from

Tsankawi.

The visual environment at Tsankawi is different

from the remainder of the Bandelier National Monument. At

Tsankawi, the nature and sensitivity of the viewer is less affected

by visual intrusions, the importance of the visual resource is

reduced, and there are more outside visual intrusions in the

existing viewshed.

During periods when visitors are allowed into

Tsankawi in the future, the visual impact would be moderate as

related to the Mortandad Alternate due to the orientation and

height of the interchange area, as well as to improvements along

SR 4. For the Sandia Canyon Alternate, the visual impact would be

less intrusive and considered low due to its being partially hidden

within the canyon and due to a less complex interchange ‘with

reduced elevations. No impacts would occur with the remaining two
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alternates.

b. White Rock Overlook/Park

The Mortandad, Sandia Canyon, and Chino Mesa

Alternates would be visible from the public overlook and park in

White Rock. For the Mortandad and Sandia Canyon Alternates, the

closest view of either bridge over the river would occur from the

overlook. Graphical representations of alternate bridge crossings

along these alignments are shown in Section II Exhibits. Views of

these crossings from other areas of the park along the canyon rim

would be more distant and sometimes partially obscured by

topographic features. This distance between the overlook and these

two alignments would be approximately 4,000 feet for Mortandad and

5,000 feet for Sandia Canyon. The distance from the southernmost

point of the park along the canyon rim to Mortandad would be

approximately 11,500 feet and 12,500 feet to the Sandia Canyon

alignment. The bridges along the Mortandad alignment are

approximately 400 to 450 feet above the canyon floor. The bridges

along the Sandia Canyon Alternate are approximately 250 to 300 feet

above the canyon.

A small portion of the Chino Mesa Alternate as

it crosses White Rock Canyon would be visible from points along the

canyon rim in White Rock. The distance from the alignment to the

park would range from 18,000 to 25,000 feet. The visibility of

this alignment would be substantially restricted due to the

topography of the canyon walls.

There would be no visual impact for visitors to

the White Rock Overlook Park from the Montoso Peak Alternate. The

impact associated with Chino Mesa would be low due to the limited

visibility and intervening distance. For the Mortandad Alternate,

the visual impact would be high due to the proximity of the

alignment to the overlook, the height of the structure over the

river, and the change in the visual characteristics of the area.

A more moderate visual impact would occur with the Sandia Canyon
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Alternate since it is further removed from the overlook and has a

lower profile across the river.

c. Pinon Park

This park is located at the intersection of SR

4 and Sherwood Boulevard in White Rock. Park facilities include

athletic fields, tennis courts, picnic areas, restrooms, hiking

trails, and a community building. .A portion of the Mortandad

Alternate will be visible from the higher elevations of this local

park. The proposed interchange at SR 4 on the Mortandad alignment

as well as improvements along SR 4 would be visible. The proposed

interchange would be over 4,000 feet away from the park.

Currently, portions of SR 4, including commercial areas along the

road, as well as parts of White Rock, are visible from the park.

Because of the nature of ‘the activity at Pinon Park and the

existing visual environment, the visual impact of the Mortandad

Alternate would be low. None of the other build alternates would

impact this park.

d. Rio Grande Tract

This recreational area is located within White

Rock Canyon along the west of the Rio Grande. The property is

bounded on the north by the San Ildefonso Pueblo near the White

Rock Overlook and extends to the south to Water Canyon at the

southern end of the Pajarito Acres subdivision. The land was

granted to Los Alamos County as a park in the early 1970s by the

U.S. General Services Administration. Primary recreational

activities include hiking and horseback riding. Three designated

trails have been established through the area. The blue dot trail

begins in the White Rock Overlook Park and extends to the river.

The red dot trail begins in La Senda Park in the Pajarito Acres

subdivision and extends to the river. The river trail connects the

other two trails along the Rio Grande.

The Chino Mesa, Mortandad, and Sandia Canyon

Alternates would be visible from portions of the Rio Grande Tract.
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The bridge crossings over White Rock Canyon would represent the

greatest visual intrusion for users of the park. Portions of the

roadway alignments would also be visible. The extent of the

visibility would be dependent on the location of the viewer within

the park and the suiiounding terrain. The nearest view of the

Chino Mesa Alternate would be from the southern boundary of the

park and would be approximately 6,500 feet away from the bridge

crossing. For the Mortandad and Sandia Canyon Alternates, the

nearest view would be at the north end of the park, some 2,000 and

3,000 feet away, respectively.

There would be no visual impact for the Mortandad

Alternate from this park. The degree of impact from the remaining

three alternates would vary within the park area. For the closest

locations, the impact would be most pronounced. For the visitors

to these locations, the impact would be substantial because the

view toward the bridge crossings would be upwards from the canyon

resulting in sharp contrasts against the sky. However, the overall

impact of each alternate on the Rio Grande Tract would be moderate

because of the size of the recreation area, the location of the

designated trails away from the areas of greatest visual impact,

and the number of users of the area.

e. Pajarito Acres

The public has access to White Rock Canyon via

two access points in the Pajarito Acres Subdivision. Other than

these two locations, the canyon rim is private property and not

open to the public. A third park in the subdivision provides

access to Potrillo and Water Canyons along the southern boundary

of the development.

La Senda Park: La Senda Nature Park and Trail

Head provide canyon access near the northeast corner of the

development and close to Pajarito Canyon. Only portions of the

Mortandad, Sandia Canyon and Chino Mesa Alternates would be visible
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from this park and the extent of the view would be restricted due

to the distance from the alignment (13,000 feet, 14,000 feet, and

13,000 feet) and the surrounding terrain of the canyon. Therefore,

a low visual impact would result for these alternates at this

location. No impact is associated with the other alternate.

Water Canyon Park: This park is located at the

southern tip of the subdivision along the Water Canyon rim and

extends to White Rock Canyon. The Chino Mesa alternate would be

visible from this park and would be approximately 7,000 feet away.

This crossing of White Rock Canyon and adjacent Ancho Canyon is

depicted on Section II Exhibits for two different bridge types.

The Chino Mesa Alternate would involve a low visual impact since

the park is used by limited numbers of local residents for hiking,

jogging, and horse-back riding activities. None of the other

alternates would be visible from this park.

Pajarito Acres Park: This small park is located

within the Pajarito Acres subdivision near the junction of Potrillo

Canyon and Water Canyon, west of White Rock Canyon. The park is

northwest of Water Canyon Park and removed from White Rock Canyon.

Because of the location of this park and the surrounding terrain,

only a portion of the roadway alignment of the Chino Mesa Alternate

will be visible to park users. This view would be down Water

Canyon and the alignment would be approximately 15,000 feet away

from the park. The bridge over the Rio Grande would not be visible

form the park. The Chino Mesa Alternate would involve a low visual

impact since the park is used by limited numbers of local residents

and the alignment is removed from the park. No impact is

associated with the remaining build alternates.

f. Los Alamos National Laboratory

Some of the laboratory technical areas located

east of SR 4 are open to the public for hiking. As visitors to

these areas reach the rim of White Rock Canyon, they would be able

to see the Chino Mesa and Montoso Peak alignments. The extent of
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the visual impact is relative to the location of the viewer at any

given point in the area. Since the number of visitors to this area

is believed to be relatively small in comparison to other public

areas, the impact is considered low.

g. Caja del rio Plateau

The Chino Mesa and Montoso Peak Alternates cross

portions of the Santa Fe National Forest along the Caja del rio

Plateau. Because of these crossings, visitors to the National

Forest would view the roadway and bridge when they are in the

vicinity of these alignments. Generally, the roadway through this

area has been developed to follow the natural terrain, to the

extent possible, within design guidelines. Proposed cut and fill

slopes would be as flat as possible with rounded edges and would

be revegetated to blend with the surrounding terrain. As such, the

visual impacts would be low for Management Area G, the area

designated for wildlife habitat, forage production, and firewood

production with dispersed recreation.

Along much of the northern rim of the Plateau,

the Mortandad and Sandia Canyon Alternates would be visible from

the National Forest. However, due to the elevation differential,

alignment location, and the presence of other man-made intrusions

such as water tanks, transmission lines, and a power substation,

these alternates have also been assigned a low visual impact rating

for the dispersed recreational area.

The view from Management Area L, the

semi-private, non-motorized area of the National Forest along White

Rock Canyon would be altered by the presence of a bridge over the

Rio Grande. The extent of this impact depends on the proximity of

the viewer to the crossing and the magnitude of the crossing.

Because the number of viewers would be relatively small from this

area, the visual impact associated with the Montoso Peak, Chino

Mesa, and Mortandad Alternates would be moderate. The Sandia

Canyon Alternate would have a lesser impact due to its lower
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profile and more northern location.

h. Private Residences

Private residential areas which.would be affected

by the build alternates include Pajarito Acres Subdivision, along

the rim of White Rock Canyon: the homes in White Rock, along Joya

Loop, Isleta Drive, and Hacienda Drive which abut San Ildefonso

Pueblo lands; several subdivisions along Buckman Road, northeast

of the Caja del rio; and the Pinon Hills subdivision along CR 62.

Given such factors as the existing terrain, the limited viewer

exposure, the relatively small number of viewers, and the distance

between the viewer and the proposed alignments, visual impacts to

these residential areas would be considered low to non-existent.

4. MITIGATION MEASURES

Because all of the study corridors are generally

undeveloped natural areas, the construction of a new highway

facility on new location would have an impact on the overall visual

aesthetics of the land area. These visual impacts are unavoidable,

regardless of the alternate alignment. No changes in aesthetics

would be anticipated for the No-Build Alternative.

In general, the areas of the Caja del Rio, White Rock

Canyon, and the Pajarito Plateau are viewed by many as pristine,

historic, and extremely scenic. However, there are some modern

visual intrusions into the scenic views of the area. These include

existing highways, developed areas of White Rock, transmission

lines, water tanks, and facilities associated with the Los Alamos

National Laboratory. The impact of these other visual intrusions

is dependent on the nature and location of the viewer. In general

though, the existing visual intrusions do not appreciably alter the

aesthetics of the area due to the expanse of the vistas.

In order to minimize or eliminate some of the visual

impacts identified for the various alternates, the following

mitigation measures would be followed if a build alternate were
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selected:

National Park Service landscape architects would be

consulted throughout the design of any roadway features,

or structures whlch have been identified as having a

potential visual impact on National Park lands.

Final roadway design and engineering would attempt to

blend the new road into the existing topography and

natural landscape.

In areas where the alignment would follow an existing

road, trail, or utility corridor, the horizontal and

vertical alignment of the new road would match the

existing facility to the extent possible within the

design criteria.

Within sensitive viewsheds, the roadway would be

depressed, where feasible, and concealed by natural or

semi-natural barriers such as a contoured earthen/rock

berm. These barriers would be revegetated to blend into

the surrounding scenery.

Selective clearing of the right of way would be used to

minimize the loss of vegetation.

Beyond the edge of paving,

utilized to attempt to blend the facility with the

natural terrain and surrounding landscape.

rounded slopes would be

the use of flatter

These slopes would

In areas other than rugged terrain,

cut and fill slopes would be used.

be reseeded and landscaped with native plant material to

aid in revegetation.
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- In areas of rugged terrain, large rock cuts would be

evaluated for the best method of construction that

produces the least visual intrusion. Opportunities for

broken face blasting with staggered benches and flared

ends would be included where practicable.

- Construction of natural rock and/or vegetative barrier

screens would be used to impede the view of the facility

where possible. These barriers would be designed to

blend with the surroundings and appear as a natural

element in the viewshed.

- For all bridge crossings, particularly those over the Rio

Grande, architectural and aesthetic design considerations

would be included as part of the final bridge design.

- Bridge design features would be selected on the basis of

their ability to blend into the adjacent scenery. This

could include unobtrusive paint colors and coating

-materials or naturally weathering materials.

- Close coordination would be maintained during design with

National Park Service, U.S. Forest Service, Bureau of

Land Management, Department of Energy, New Mexico State

Land Office, Los Alamos National Laboratory, and all

interested property owners in the vicinity of any

selected alignment.

T. IMPACTS ON PUBLICLY-OWNED PARKLANDSI RECREATIONAL

AREASI AND WILDLIFE AND WATERFOWL REFUGES

Based on the information assembled for this study' and

previous studies, there would not be any use of land from known

existing publicly-owned parks, wildlife and

or any historic sites listed on the National

Register or State Register of Cultural Properties within the study

area of the Build Alternatives.

recreational areas,

waterfowl refuges,

Therefore, provisions of Section
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6(f) of the Land and Water Conservation Act of 1965 and Section

4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act as related to direct

use of land would not apply for this project.

Concerns have been expressed during the course of this

study related to impacts to Bandelier National Monument, Tsankawi,

and local parks in the vicinity of the build alternates. Primarily,

these concerns have focused on air quality impacts, visual

intrusions, noise impacts, and increased access for visitors at

Bandelier and Tsankawi. Each of these concerns are addressed in

this section of the SDEIS and the Section 4(f) Evaluation in the

following section.

1. BANDELIER NATIONAL MONUMNT

President Woodrow Wilson signed a proclamation in 1916

which created Bandelier National Monument. The proclamation stated

that "...certain prehistoric aboriginal ruins...are of such unusual

ethnologic, scientific, and educational interest...that the public

interest would be promoted by preserving these relics of a vanished

people, with as much land as may be necessary for the proper

protection thereof". The purpose of Bandelier was further

delineated in the National Park Service Organic Act of 1916 as

"...to conserve the scenery and the natural and historic objects

and the wildlife therein and to provide for the enjoyment of the

same in such manner and by such means as will leave them unimpaired

for the enjoyment of future generations". National Park Service

plans indicate that the major significance of Bandelier relates to

its combination of archaeological, natural-history, and wilderness

values.”

From the ‘beginning in 1916 until 1932, Bandelier

National Monument was administered by the U.S. Forest Service and

remained relatively inaccessible to the public. In 1932, President

Herbert Hoover signed a proclamation transferring responsibility

for the monument over to the National Park Service (NPS). One of

the first activities of the NPS was to construct an access road to

IV—106



the floor of Frijoles Canyon for automobile travel.” Since the mid

1930's through today, visitation at the monument has steadily

increased.

The creation of a large national park on Pajarito

Plateau has been a goal of the NPS for many years. Initially, the

NPS viewed the area as a prime location for an archaeological

national park. However efforts in the early 1930's failed to

produce the desired results. Following this effort, an attempt was

made to establish a national park based on the geological

significance of the area. This proposal also failed to achieve the

desired status. Beginning in the 1940's, the NPS began to take a

broader view of the attributes of the region. They began to

emphasize the natural-history, archaeological, and wilderness

aspects of the area in hopes of establishing a more comprehensive

national park focus. To date, the area remains as a national

monument and no concerted efforts are underway to achieve full

national park status for Bandelier.

The advent of the research and testing facility at Los

Alamos in the 1940's signified a change in the use and management

of Bandelier. As the laboratory expanded and new residents moved

to the area, park use began to shift toward a more local use for

purposes other than those begun for the monument. In response to

these changes the NPS initiated planning to make the monument more

accessible to visitors for a variety of uses. The net result has

been greater park utilization.

In 1976, 23,267 acres of the monument were designated

by Congress as wilderness under the provisions of the Wilderness

Act of 1964.” The NPS originally opposed this designation on the

grounds that it would limit their means of administrating the

back-country areas of the monument and would make archaeological

investigations more difficult. Since the mandate for Bandelier

made the monument an archaeological area, not a natural area, the

NPS believed it had to uphold its mandate and oppose the wilderness
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designation. In 1971, a public hearing was held in Los Alamos on

the subject and the wilderness concept was overwhelmingly supported

by those present and those providing written comments. In response

to public pressure, NPS reconsidered its position on the wilderness

issue and in 1972 recommended that the back-country area of

Bandelier be established as a wilderness area.“

The NPS has expressed concerns about air quality,

noise, visual, and access issues relative to the Montoso Peak and

Chino Mesa Alternates. (See Appendix C, Exhibit 1). Previous

portions of this section have indicated'that air quality will not

be adversely affected by any of the proposed alternates. Noise

evaluations were conducted within Bandelier National Monument at

its closest point to the Montoso Peak Alternate. Results of that

analysis indicate no substantial increase in noise levels and no

violations of current noise standards for this activity.

For portions of the wilderness area, the view toward

Montoso Peak would be substantially altered by the Montoso Peak

Alternate. Mitigation measures have been proposed to minimize this

impact to the extent possible.

The location of the Montoso Peak and Chino Mesa

Alternates would improve access to the monument for persons from

Santa Fe and points south. The National Park Service is concerned

that any of the Build Alternates could induce additional visitation

in Frijoles Canyon at Bandelier. The National Park Service

believes that increased visitation could result in deterioration

of sites featured at the Park.

2. TSANKAWI

Tsankawi is a detached section of Bandelier National

Monument located some 12 miles from the main unit along SR 4 near

East Jemez Road. This 800 acre tract was once part of the larger

Otowi Section of the national monument. In 1963, the NPS traded

3,925 acres of the Otowi Section to the Atomic Energy Commission
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for 2,882 acres that were contiguous with the main monument area.

The presidential proclamation indicated that land in the Otowi area

contained "...limited archaeological values which have been fully

researched and are not needed to complete the interpretive story

of the Bandelier National Monument...". The only portion of the

Otowi Section to be retained by the NPS was the Tsankawi area.“

The most important resource at Tsankawi remains the

unexcavated ruins on the top of the mesa. The NPS in its 1977

master plan for the monument indicated that excavation of the

Tsankawi Ruin was an objective to provide more effective

interpretation for the visitor. No substantial excavation

efforts have been undertaken during the past 13 years. Visitor

interpretation is limited to a self-guided tour along the marked

loop trail.

Operations at Tsankawi have been temporarily suspended

in recent years. Previously, this unit of the monument was open

to the public year round. However, due to the NPS's lack of staff

to properly protect the archaeological resources, Tsankawi was

closed to the public in December 1989. The facility was reopened

in May, 1990 for the summer months only. According to the NPS,

much of the use of Tsankawi is by local visitors for day usage.

The NPS has commented that the Mortandad and Sandia

Canyon Alternates would affect Tsankawi relative to air quality,

noise, and visual impact issues. Previous portions of this section

have indicated that air quality would not be affected by the

project. Noise evaluations were done at two sites at Tsankawi:

one near SR 4 at a: picnic area and the other along the trail

leading to the top of the mesa. Neither location's evaluation

resulted in substantial noise increases or violations of standards.

A visual intrusion occurs with the proposed interchange at SR 4 and

East Jemez Road for these two alternates as well as with portions

of the alignments of the proposed alternates. The Mortandad

interchange would be substantially more visible than the Sandia

Canyon interchange. Similarly the Mortandad alignment along
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existing SR 4 would be more visible than the Sandia Canyon

alignment because of the required elevation changes for SR 4.

However, due to the nature of the visitors‘ activity, the

sensitivity of the viewer, and the other "'"ual iétrusions in the

area, these visual intrusions are considered a moderate visual

impact.

3. LOCAL PARKS

Los Alamos county and local citizens maintain and

operate several parks in the White Rock area. The parks affected

by this project include Overlook Park in White Rock as well as La

Senda Park and White Rock Canyon Park in Pajarito Acres. All three

of these parks overlook White Rock Canyon and the Rio Grande.

A portion of White Rock Canyon below White Rock and

Pajarito Acres is owned by the Department of Energy but reserved

for recreational use. Primarily, this area is used for hiking

along trails that connect the Overlook Park in White Rock with La

Senda Park in Pajarito Acres through White Rock Canyon and along

the Rio Grande.

While none of these parks and recreation areas will

be directly impacted by any of the build alternates, certain

portions of these public areas will have a visual impact form some

of the alternates. The extent of this visual intrusion was

presented in the previous section.

U. HAZARDOUS WASTE AND MATERIALS

1. HAZARDOUS WASTE SITES

Hazardous waste sites are regulated by the Resource

Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) and the Comprehensive

Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA).

Coordination with the appropriate federal and state agencies was

undertaken to determine the location of permitted and non—regulated

hazardous waste sites potentially located within the corridors of

the build alternates. The evaluation of hazardous waste sites has
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been documented in the "Hazardous Materials Evaluation Report"

prepared for this project.”

The methodology for the hazardous materials evaluation

consisted of two steps. First, a letter of inquiry concerning the

existence of known hazardous materials or waste sites along any of

the project alternates was sent to each of the property managers

and regulatory authorities. Second, in conjunction with other

studies conducted during this project, such as the Archaeological

Survey and Biological Resources Survey, each alternate route was

visually searched in the field so that non- recorded hazardous

waste sites could be identified and recorded.

Responses were received from each of the property

managers of the federal, state, and Pueblo lands, as well as from

the state regulatory authorities. (See Appendix C, Exhibits 9

through 14). Each letter received contained a statement to the

effect that there would be no hazardous materials involvement with

the build alternates, except for the response received from the Los

Alamos National Laboratory. The response from LANL reported that

slightly radioactive shot-debris may exist at the bottom of Ancho

Canyon, potentially affecting the Chino Mesa Alternate. If this

alternate is selected, LANL would be required to remove this debris

prior to right-of-way acquisition.

In addition to coordination with federal and state

agencies and the San Ildefonso Pueblo authorities, the hazardous

materials evaluation also included a visual inspection of each

build alternate. During the visual field inspection, no hazardous

materials or hazardous waste sites were discovered on federal,

state, Indian, or private lands. Litter, such as empty bottles,

aluminum cans, and paper, was located throughout the project

corridor. Larger items, such as refrigerators and furniture, were

also located along existing roads.
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Although not located within the proposed right-of-way

of any of the alternate alignments, potential hazardous waste sites

were identified near the proposed right-of-way of the four build

alternates. These sites included the Santa Fe County Landfill, the

Caja del Rio Gun Club, an electric power substation, and a gas

station along SR 4.

The Santa Fe County Landfill and the Caja del Rio Gun

Club are both located near the southern end of the build

alternates. The landfill is located some 200 feet from any

proposed construction activity. The Build alternates would each

impact a small portion of gun club's buffer zone or overshoot area.

No potential hazardous waste sites were located in this buffer zone

area, however, litter in the form of gun shells and clay pigeons

was found throughout the property.

Norton Station, an electric power substation, is

located approximately 6000 feet north of the Mortandad and Sandia

Canyon Alternates. These alternates will not impact the site

through right-of-way acquisition or construction activities. The

site was not listed as having reported problems with hazardous

materials or wastes.

The gas station along SR 4 :hi White Rock will not

incur any impacts through the redesign of SR 4 or through property

acquisition or construction activities. There will be no

displacements of existing underground storage tanks on this

property.

Based on the information provided by the regulatory

authorities, property managers, and field surveys, it is reasonable

to assume that none of the build alternates would encounter

hazardous materials or waste sites, with the exception of the Chino

Mesa Alternate's crossing of Ancho Canyon on LANL property. If

this alternate is selected, the current property manager would be

responsible for the safe removal and disposal of this material
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prior to the New Mexico State Highway and Transportation

Department's acquisition of these lands.

2. TRANSPORT OF HAZARDOUS MATERIALS AND WASTE

One of the purposes of the proposed project is to

provide for the safer transport of hazardous materials to and from

Los Alamos. The means by which the proposed project would meet

this objective include designing a transportation facility which

meets or exceeds AASHTO roadway design standards and locating the

new highway to avoid the more populated portion of the metropolitan

Santa Fe area. Using desirable design standards (versus minimum

design standards) the safety of the highway will be maximized and

accident potential minimized.

Concern has been expressed over the potential for

hazardous materials accidents and resulting damages to areas and

the population in the vicinity of the proposed project. Previous

research efforts have been undertaken on the transport of hazardous

materials and the various mechanisms needed to ensure the safety

of hazardous waste transport. Documentation prepared for the

"Santa Fe Relief Route - Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI)"

included a discussion of the transport of these materials.”

Because the southern portion of the Santa Fe Relief Route, from the

intersection with the proposed Santa Fe — Los Alamos highway to the

intersection with I-25, is the southern terminus for this project,

it would accommodate the same hazardous materials. Consequently,

the findings of that study are directly applicable to the transport

of hazardous materials in this study area. The following

paragraphs summarize the key findings of that study.

The transport of hazardous materials, now is routed

on St. Francis Drive (US 84-285) through Santa Fe. Chemical

materials, especially flammable materials such as gasoline, make

up most of the hazardous material transport.
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In a one-month New Mexicosurvey done by the

Transportation Department in 1983, approximately 1200 vehicles

carrying hazardous materials passed through the Santa Fe. Six of

these vehicles carried radioactive materials.

From 1971 to 1983,

materials incidents on highways were reported in New Mexico

approximately 1300 hazardous

according to the U.S. Department of Transportation. Sixty-three

percent involved flammable liquids, 25 percent involved corrosives

and one incident involved radioactive material (.001 percent of

incidents). Two percent (29) of the incidents during this 12-year

period occurred in Santa Fe County.

Projected shipments of low-level radioactive waste

received at the WIPP site near Carlsbad will vary between four and

seven per day. Not all of these will be routed through Santa Fe

but at this time, the total number of trucks carrying radioactive

materials through Santa Fe is not known. Shipments of low-level

radioactive material from LANL to the WIPP site has been estimated

at two to three trucks per week.

A new route location in a rural area between Los

Alamos and Santa Fe which avoids the currently used urban street

system will minimize population exposure to the transport of

hazardous materials.

In order to further improve the safety of transporting

radioactive hazardous materials, double containment containers,

which will be used to transport low-level radioactive waste to the

WIPP site in southeastern New Mexico, are being redesigned and

tested for added safety.

to the WIPP site will have to be in these containers which meet the

Radioactive materials transported

criteria established. In addition, 49 CFR Section 178 requires by

law that transport containers for flammables, corrosives and

explosives meet established criteria. Transport containers are

inspected by manufacturers to insure containers meet
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specifications. In addition, the Transportation Division of the

Tax and Revenue Department employs inspectors who enforce safety

requirements by inspecting motor carriers. When a truck with

violations is found, the truck is ticketed and not allowed to

continue until the deficiency is corrected.

In the event that an incident involving hazardous

materials occurs, an adopted emergency response procedure would be

implemented. The New Mexico Emergency Management Act as amended,

which sets forth authority for comprehensive procedures which can

be applied statewide by persons responding to a hazardous materials

incident. The Hazardous Materials Emergency Response Plan and

Procedures Manual describes the "authority, responsibility and

organization for management of hazardous materials emergencies in

New Mexico" and details procedures for these emergencies.

Incidents are coordinated through the State Police and response may

involve various state agencies, such as the Environmental

Improvement Division, local response teams, private industry and

federal response teams.

of the incident.N

Involvement is dependent upon the nature

V. SECQNDARY IMPACTS

Highway improvements may cause indirect or secondary

impacts as a result of construction. Secondary impacts cannot be

precisely predicted in a quantitative way; however, the extent of

these impacts can be generalized from experience gained from

construction of similar facilities in similar areas.

The construction of a new highway between Santa Fe and Los

Alamos could have an impact on the future of the two communities

and the region as a whole. Currently, movement between Santa Fe

and Los Alamos via existing SR 4, SR 502, and US 84/285 is viewed

as inefficient, time consuming, and indirect. However,

implementation of the Build Alternative would substantially improve

this movement, thereby improving access to facilities, services,

and employment opportunities as well as improving the movement of
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goods and services between the two areas.

Based on public meetings held during the course of this

project and responses to project surveys, the prospect of improved

access in the area is generally supported by commuters coming to

Los Alamos from outside the area, by employers and residents of Los

Alamos that depend on resources beyond the local area, and by

emergency response planners. In contrast with these views, there

are those persons and groups that view improved access as the cause

for increased traffic volumes, additional development pressure,

expanded utilization of local and regional public facilities, and

a general loss of isolation for the area. The National Park Service

has expressed concern that improved access would generate higher

visitation at Bandelier National Monument, negatively impacting the

monument.

Increased growth and development as a major secondary

Almost all

of .2 land along the proposed routes is publicly held property.

impact of the project are not considered substantial.

The potential for development in these areas would be very

unlikely. In Los Alamos, the potential for this growth is limited

due to the lack of large quantities of available developable

privately owned land. Some potential exists on lands owned by the

In Santa Fe, the

areas west and southwest of the city are currently planned for

San Ildefonso Pueblo for growth and development.

growth over the next several years. Approximately 7,000 dwelling

units have been approved or construction but have yet to be built.

Actual construction will depend on market and financial conditions.

The implementation of this project may "celerate development but

planning controls are in place to manage Lhe growth in the area.

The potential for adverse secondary impacts would be least

with the No-Build Alternative.

under the Build Alternative and the overall secondary impacts would

This potential would be greater

be essentially equal among the build alternates.
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W. CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS

All of the build alternates under consideration would, for

the most part, have similar construction impacts. All of the

construction impacts listed below would be temporary in nature.

Construction activities for the proposed Santa Fe - Los Alamos

highway would have air, noise, water quality, traffic flow, and

visual impacts for those residents and travelers within the

immediate vicinity of the project.

The air quality impact would be temporary and would

primarily be in the form of emissions from diesel powered

construction equipment and dust from embankment and haul road

areas. Air pollution associated with the creation of airborne

particles would be effectively controlled through the use of

watering or other techniques in accordance with all local laws and

ordinances and regulations of the New Mexico State Implementation

Plans for Air Quality. In addition, all construction activities

would follow the Best Management Practices and NMSHTD Standard

Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction.

Noise and vibration impacts would be from the heavy

equipment movement and construction activities. 'General

construction noise impacts, such as temporary speech interference

for those individuals living, working, or passing near the project,

can be expected, particularly from paving operations and from the

earth moving equipment during grading operations. Overall,

construction noise impacts are expected to be minimal since all

alternate alignments generally traverse through low (population)

density areas. Considering the relatively short term nature of

construction noise, these impacts are not expected to be

substantial. To ensure minimal noise impact from highway

construction, NMSHTD stipulates in their Standard Specifications

for Road and Bridge Construction, specific noise abatement

procedures that are to be adhered to on all their construction

projects.
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A temporary increase in sedimentation and turbidity levels

in the waters of the Rio Grande may result from construction

activities. The degree of this impact would be relative to storm

frequency during construction and the proximity of surface waters

to construction activities. Comments received during the

coordination process indicate a concern for impacts from stormwater

runoff on the Rio Grande and Cochiti Reservoir, both during and

after construction. Concern was expressed that this runoff not

enter into the river and thereby reduce the quality of the surface

waters. Given the erosion and slope stability problems frequently

encountered in mountainous terrain, high priority would be given

to erosion and sediment control techniques during the final design

and construction of the project. Cuts and fills would be required

regardless of the build alternate selected. (See Section IV—X).

Erosion from out and fill slopes could potentially result in some

siltation into surface waters.

In order to minimize any potential adverse impact caused

by construction of the facility, construction of access roads, and

bridge construction activities, the contractor will be required to

devise an erosion control schedule before work is started. This

schedule, which the contractor would be required to follow, would

show the time relationship between phases of the work which must

be coordinated to reduce erosion and would describe construction

practices and temporary erosion control measures which would be

used to minimize erosion. In conjunction with the erosion control

schedule, the contractor would be required to follow those

provisions of the plans and specifications which pertain to erosion

and siltation. These contract provisions are in accordance with

the erosion control measures as outlined in FHPM 6-7-3-1.

Temporary erosion control measures such as the use of berms, dikes,

dams, silt basins, silt fences, etc., would be used as needed. The

contractor would also be required to comply with any state and

local ordinances governing pollution control. This would include

adherence to the New Mexico Water Quality Control Commission's

"General Standards", including sections 1-102 for A. Stream Bottom
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Deposits; B. Floating Solids, Oil, and Grease; E. Plant Nutrients;

F. Hazardous Substances; G. Radioactivity; H. Pathogens; and J.

Turbidity. Water quality impacts resulting from erosion and

sedimentation during construction would be controlled in accordance

with the NMSHTD Standard Specifications and through the use of

other appropriate Best Management Practices, as recommended by the

New Mexico State Water Quality Board, the New Mexico Department of

Game and Fish, and the Corps of Engineers.LS These agencies have

requested the following specific mitigation techniques for all

likely impactsLS (See Appendix A, Exhibit 7, and Appendix C,

Exhibit 12). These Best Management Practices would be considered

for incorporation into the construction phase of the proposed

project, as applicable to the final design of the project.

- Measurement of water quality above and below the

streamside construction areas would be taken, at

Contractor expense, by a trained, independent technician.

The results would be reported to the State Water Quality

Commission for determination of compliance with state

standards.

- No uncured concrete would be placed below the water level

and runoff from forms would be contained to prevent

contamination of surface water. If construction below the

water level is required, pre-cast concrete sections would

be used.

— Construction vehicles and motorized equipment would not be

serviced or washed at the construction site in the

vicinity of receiving surface waters.

— Access roads would be designed to minimize soil erosion

and resultant sedimentation of the Rio Grande. Up-slope

drainage ditches designed to direct surface runoff into

natural sediment settling basins would be constructed.
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— Vehicular traffic on temporary access roads would be

restricted to essential personnel. Public access would be

prohibited.

- No disposal of waste materials would be allowed in any

watercourse, perennial or ephemeral.

- All streamside fuel storage areas would be within a berm

capable of retaining spilled materials.

— All spills would be reported, as required by state

regulation.

- All dry concrete and paving materials would be contained

and covered to prevent their becoming airborne.

- Where practicable and feasible, to prevent massive soil

erosion along the entire length of the proposed project,

all cut-and-fill slopes would be shallow enough to

revegetate with a U.S. Forest Service approved

grass/herb/shrub mixture.

Maintenance of traffic and sequence of construction would

be planned and scheduled so as to minimize traffic delays

throughout the project. Signs would be used where appropriate to

provide notice of detours and other pertinent information to the

travelling public. The local news media would be notified in

advance of road closings (which would not be likely for this

project) and other construction related activities which could

excessively inconvenience the community so that motorists,

residents, and businesses could plan their day and travel routes

in advance.

Access to all businesses and residences would be maintained

to the extent practical through controlled construction scheduling.
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Traffic delays would be controlled to the extent possible where

many construction operations are in progress at the same time.

For the residents living near the proposed highway right

of way, some of the materials stored for the project may be

displeasing visually; however, this would be a temporary condition

and should pose no substantial problem in the short-term. The use

of temporary haul roads will require the removal of existing

vegetation. This road will be a visual impact during construction.

The contractor will be required to restore all haul roads to their

original shape and form along with revegetating these areas with

native plant species.

In the long-term, the cut and fill areas necessary for the

construction of any of the build alternates would permanently alter

the existing viewshed. Exhibit IV-l3 identifies the locations of

the large cut and/or fill sections along each build alternate. The

typical sections of these large cut and fill areas are shown on

Exhibit IV-l4. Under any of the build alternates, the area around

the White Rock Canyon crossing would require more extensive cut and

fill The Mortandad or Sandia Canyon

Alternate would require a greater number of cut and fill sections

than would either the Montoso or Chino Mesa Alternate.

construction activity.

These cut

and fill sections would be an unavoidable visual impact to the

existing landscape. In order to reduce the degree of impact, the

contractor will be required to gently blend in the cut and fill

areas with the existing topography, as well as re—vegetate the

areas with native plant species.

Construction of the roadway and bridges would require

excavation of unsuitable material, placement of embankments and use

of materials such as stone, asphaltic concrete, and portland cement

concrete. Disposal of debris and waste materials would be in

accordance with local and state regulation agencies permitting this

operation. The contractor would be responsible for the methods of

controlling pollution on haul roads, in borrow pits, and other
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materials pits. The NMSHTD will require the contractor to store

all petroleum products and any hazardous materials away from all

waterbodies and wetlands. No refueling of construction equipment

will be permitted in or near a waterbody or wetland area.

A preliminary evaluation of soils within the build

alternate corridors was undertaken and is documented in the various

geotechnical reports prepared for this project. The preliminary

evaluation indicates that these soils would be suitable for use as

roadway construction materials. Some soils, such as clayey soils,

may require additional treatment in order to be suitable

construction materials.‘ However, the additional cost associated

with special soils treatment would not be substantial enough to

negate the viability of any build alternate. Further soils testing

will be undertaken during final design.

Surplus excavation material will be available with the

Chino Mesa Alternate west of the Rio Grande. If this alternate is

selected, LANL has expressed interest in receiving this excess

material for use in leveling a site fer a proposed new test

facility. Should this not be practical the contractor would be

required to find a suitable off-site disposal area for the

material. The contractor would be required to grade and vegetate

the disposal site. The remaining three alternates do not involve

substantial surplus or borrow material.

A temporary work bridge would be required for the Sandia

Canyon and Mortandad Alternates. The Montoso Peak and Chino Mesa

Alternates, would be constructed from each side of White Rock

Canyon toward the midspan. Needed materials would be moved over

the partially completed span, so a work bridge would not be

required. For the Sandia Canyon and Mortandad Alternates, the work

bridge location would cross the river at the site of the previous

Buckman bridge, as shown on Exhibit IV-8. The one-half
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acre wetland impact at this site would be mitigated following

removal of the construction bridge by revegetating the area with

native plant species.

For the work bridge, the stringers typically would be

placed about three feet above normal high water and would span from

high watermark to high watermark. However, height of the stringers

would be controlled by the need for clearance by river pleasure

rafters. Piers will be required. below' the normal high. water

elevation. The bridge would be needed for approximately three

years while construction is taking place. The work bridge will be

constructed during river low-water conditions, to _minimize

turbidity and erosion.

An access road will be required to get to the construction

bridge. Temporary easements will be required from adjacent land

owners. All fill materials and temporary structures would be

removed following construction and all impacted areas would be

restored and revegetated.

Construction impacts on existing residential areas along

Buckman Road and CR 62 would be minimal. Some increase in traffic

along these routes could be anticipated until sufficient work is

completed along the highway corridor to permit construction access.

This impact would be minimized by requiring the contractor to

construct an access road along the highway corridor at the

beginning of the project and restricting construction traffic to

the access road.

The New Mexico State Highway and Transportation

Department's Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge

Construction are comprehensive with regard to authorized contractor

activities and the need for compliance with all applicable laws,

rules, and regulations. Proper enforcement of the specifications

would be provided to produce an environmentally sound construction

project.
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X. RELATIONSHIP OF LOCAL SHORT-TERM USES VERSUS LONG—TERM‘

PRODUCTIVITY

In general, the build alternates would have similar impacts

on the local short-term uses of resources and the maintenance and

enhancement of long-term productivity.

The construction phase of the project would cause limited

adverse effects on man's environment which are deemed to be of

short-term nature. There may be siltation of local surface waters

during construction; however, careful attention would be given to

these problems during design and current requirements for erosion

control, siltation, and pollution would be applied. These control

measures, both temporary and permanent, would minimize adverse

short-term effects and avoid any substantial long-term damage.

The proposed project would be classified as a long-term

productive facility. This project, with its desirable design

characteristics, would provide for safe and efficient vehicle

operation for future, as well as present, traffic volumes. The

benefits such as reduced operating costs, reduced travel time,

reduced accidents, and general economic Ahancement of the area

offered by the long-term productivity of this project should more

than offset the short-term inconvenience and adverse effects on the

human environment.

Y. IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMNT OF RESOURCES

Implementation of the proposed Build Alternative involves

a crrmitment of a range of natural, physical, human, and fiscal

r -urces. Land used in the construction of the proposed facility

is considered an irreversible commitment during the time period

that the land is used for a highway facility. However, if a

greater need arises for use of the land or if the highway facility

is no longer needed, the land can be converted to another use. At

present there is no reason to believe such a conversion will be

necessary or desirable.
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Considerable amounts of fossil fuels, labor, and highway

construction materials such as cement, aggregate, and bituminous

material would be expended. Additionally, large amounts of labor

and natural resources would be used in the fabrication and

preparation of construction materials. These materials are

generally not retrievable. They are not in short supply, and their

use would not have an adverse effect upon continued availability

of these resources. Any construction would also require a

substantial one-time expenditure of both state and federal funds

which are not retrievable.

The commitment of these resources is based on the concept

that residents in the immediate area, state, and region would

benefit by the improved quality of the transportation system. These

benefits would consist of improved accessibility and safety,

savings in time, fuel savings, and greater availability of quality

services which are anticipated to outweigh the commitment of these

resources.

Z. SUMARY OF MITIGATION MEASURES

The following summarizes the mitigation measures identified

throughout Section IV. More detailed mitigation measures would be

developed following the selection of a preferred alternative. The

contract plans will include specific mitigation measures that must

be followed by the contractor.

l. MITIGATION OF RELOCATION IMPACTS

Should either the Mortandad or Sandia Canyon Alternate

be selected, the NMSHTD would reimburse the owners of the Santa Fe

Ranch for the loss of their well and corral at Dead Dog well.

2. MITIGATION OF SOCIAL IMPACTS

Under either the Mortandad or Sandia Canyon Alternate,

increased access to Pueblo and public lands could result in

increased trespassing and vandalism. Access control features on

Pueblo and public lands will be designed to provide adequate
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protection to these lands. The roadway would be designed such that

either slopes or fencing would serve as a barrier. At the request

of land owners/managers, barrier fences would be provided at

selected locations.

3. MITIGATION OF WATER QUALITY IMPACTS

Given the erosion and slope stability problems

frequently encountered in mountainous terrain, high priority would

be given to erosion and sediment control techniques during the

final design and construction of the project. Cuts and fills would

be required regardless of the build alternate. Erosion from out

and fill slopes could potentially result in some siltation into

surface waters.

In order to minimize any potential adverse impact

caused by construction of access roads and bridge construction

activities, the contractor will be required to adhere to an erosion

control schedule during construction. This schedule would show the

time relationship between phases of the work which must be

coordinated to reduce erosion and, would describe construction

practices and temporary erosion control measures which would be

used to minimize erosion. In conjunction with the erosion control

schedule, the contractor would be required to follow those

provisions of the plans and specifications which pertain to erosion

and siltation. These contract provisions are in accordance with

the erosion control measures as outlined in FHPM 6-7-3-1.

Temporary erosion control measures such as the use of berms, dikes,

dams, silt basins, silt fences, etc., would be used as needed. The

contractor would also be required to comply with any state and

local ordinances governing pollution control. This would include

adherence to the New Mexico Water Quality Control Commission's

"General Standards", including sections 1-102 for A. Stream Bottom

Deposits; B. Floating Solids, Oil, and Grease; E. Plant nutrients;

F. Hazardous Substances; G. Radioactivity; H. Pathogens; and J.

Turbidity.

IV-13O



Both the New Mexico State Water Quality Board and the

New Mexico Department of Game and Fish have requested the following

specific mitigation techniques for all likely impacts (See

Appendix). These techniques would also be incorporated in the

construction phase of the proposed project.

- Measurement of water quality above and below the

streamside construction areas would be taken, at

Contractor expense, by a trained, independent technician.

The results would be reported to the State Water Quality

Commission for determination of compliance with state

standards.

- No uncured concrete would be placed below the water level

and runoff from-forms would be contained to prevent

contamination of surface water. If construction below the

water level is required, pre-cast concrete sections would

be used.

- Construction vehicles and motorized equipment would not be

serviced or washed at the construction site in the

vicinity of receiving surface waters.

— Access roads would be designed to minimize soil erosion

and resultant sedimentation of the Rio Grande. Up-slope

drainage ditches designed to direct surface runoff into

natural sediment settling basins would be constructed.

- Vehicular traffic on temporary access roads would be

restricted to essential personnel. Public access would be

prohibited.

- No disposal of waste materials would be allowed in any

watercourse, perennial or ephemeral.
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- All streamside fuel storage areas would be within a berm

capable of retaining spilled materials.

- All spills would be reported, as required by state

regulation.

— All dry concrete and paving materials would be contained

and covered to prevent their becoming airborne.

— To prevent soil erosion along the entire length of

the proposed project, all cut-and-fill slopes shallow

enough to revegetate with a U.S. Forest Service

approved grass/herb/shrub mixture will be revegetated.

4. MITIGATION OF WETLAND IMPACTS

Should the Mortandad or Sandia Canyon Alternate be

selected, a temporary construction bridge would disturb a 0.5 acre

wetland area. Mitigation measures would be to restore the wetland

by revegetating all wetland areas which were impacted for

construction purposes. All of the Tamarix, a non-native species,

would be removed from the work zone during construction and only

native plant species would be used for revegetation.

5. MITIGATION OF FLOODPLAIN IMPACTS

Potential impacts incurred with the temporary bridge

structure for either the Mortandad or Sandia Canyon Alternate would

be mitigated and enhanced through revegetation of native plant

species. Fill material placed in the floodplains for construction

purposes would be removed upon project completion.

6. MITIGATION OF WILDLIFE IMPACTS

Possible adverse impacts to the genetic viability of

the wild horse population, cattle grazing activities, and the

possible relocation of the Bighorn sheep would primarily result

under either the Montoso or Chino Mesa Alternate. However, under

any of the build alternates, these impacts would be mitigated by
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the provision of concrete box culvert stock passes at locations

designated by BLM, the Forest Service, and San Ildefonso Pueblo.

Where practicable and feasible, fencing of the right of way would

be designed to funnel animals toward the passages. The NMSHTD

would maintain the stock passes as part of the normal highway

maintenance program. Water sources would be provided to replace

those out off from current grazing activities. New water sources

would be provided in conjunction with the Forest Service to provide

for wild horse management needs.

Additional measures to minimize the terrestrial and

aquatic ecology impacts would include strict adherence to state

erosion and sedimentation controls, selective clearing and

grubbing, selective planting of native herb, shrub, and tree

species of the habitats impacted, and enhancement of habitat value

in the greenbelt.

7. MITIGATION OF THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES

IMPACTS

While avoidance of potential impacts is always

preferred to mitigation, it appears none of the build alternates

would completely avoid sensitive species.

Selection of the Sandia Canyon or Mortandad Alternates

would avoid impacts to the bald eagle and peregrine falcon, and

would reduce the potential for whooping cranes colliding with

structures. However, these alternates would potentially impact the

greatest number of Pediocactus papyracanthus and Mammillaria

wrightii, considered threatened under state guidelines.

Minor alignment shifts could be incorporated to avoid

the populations of Pediocactus papyrancanthus and Mammillaria

wrightii. However, if design shifts are not feasible, then

transplanting the species to a preservation area could be

warranted. Transplanting would require that a long-term monitoring

program be established to ensure the continued survival of the
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transplanted specimens.

If the Montoso Peak Alternate is selected, appropriate

mitigation of impacts to endangered species will be established

through consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

8. MITIGATION OF HISTORIC AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL

PRESERVATION IMPACTS

Further testing of identified sites impacted by the

build alternates will be required before appropriate mitigation can

be determined. At this time, preservati0n-in-place does not appear

to be warranted for any of the identified sites since they appear

to be important only for their information potential. Any

mitigation plans would be developed in accordance with SHPO and

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation guidelines. Compliance

with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act will be

maintained.

9. MITIGATION OF VISUAL IMPACTS

In order to minimize or eliminate some of the visual

impacts identified for the various alignments, the following

mitigation measures will be followed if a build alternate was

selected:

— National Park Service landscape architects would be

consulted throughout the design of any roadway features or

structures which have been identified as having a

potential visual impact on National Park lands.

- Final roadway design and engineering would attempt to

blend the new road into the existing topography and

natural landscape.

— In areas where the alignment would follow an existing

road, trail, or utility corridor, the horizonta- and

vertical alignment of the new road would match the
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existing facility to the extent possible within the design

criteria.

Within sensitive viewsheds, the roadway would be

depressed, where feasible, and concealed by natural or

semi-natural barriers. These barriers would be

revegetated to blend into the surrounding scenery.

Selective clearing of the right of way would be used to

minimize the loss of vegetation.

Beyond the edge of paving, rounded slopes would be

utilized to attempt to blend the facility with the natural

terrain and surrounding landscape.

In areas other than rugged terrain, the use of flatter cut

and fill slopes would be used. These slopes would be

reseeded and landscaped with native plant material to aid

in revegetation.

In areas of rugged terrain, large rock cuts would be

evaluated for the best method of construction that

produces the least visual intrusion. Opportunities for

broken face blasting with staggered benches_and flared

ends would be included where practicable.

Construction of natural rock and/or vegetative barrier

screens would be used to impede the view of the facility

where possible. These barriers would be designed to blend

with the surroundings and appear as a natural element in

the viewshed.

For all bridge crossings, particularly those over the Rio

Grande, architectural and aesthetic design considerations

would be included as part of the final bridge design.
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— Bridge design features would be selected on the basis of

their ability to blend into the adjacent scenery. This

could include unobtrusive paint colors and coating

materials or naturally weathering materials.

- Close coordination would be maintained during design with

National Park Service, U.S. Forest Service, Bureau of Land

Management, Department of Energy, New Mexico State Land

Office, Los Alamos National Laboratory, and all interested

property owners in the vicinity of any selected alignment.

l0. HAZARDOUS WASTE SITE MITIGATION

No hazardous waste sites or materials were identified

in any of the alignments field surveyed. Based on discussions with

LANL, some slightly radioactive shot-debris may exist in Ancho

Canyon, potentially affecting the Chino Mesa Alternate. Should any

sites be located within a selected alternate corridor on LANL

lands, the Department of Energy would be responsible for the safe

removal and disposal. This would occur prior to the NMSHTD's

acquisition of these lands.

11. MITIGATION 0F CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS

Measures to mitigate construction-related impacts

would be the same under any of the build alternates.

a. - Air Quality, Noise, and Water

The creation of airborne particles would be

effectively controlled through the use of watering or other

techniques in accordance with all local laws and ordinances and

regulations of the New Mexico State Implementation Plans for Air

Quality. In addition, all construction activities would follow the

Best Management Practices and NMSHTD Standard Specifications for

Road and Bridge Construction in order to minimize noise and water

quality impacts.
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b. Maintenance of Traffic and Access

Maintenance of traffic and sequence of

construction would be planned and scheduled so as to minimize

traffic delays throughout the project. Signs would be used where

appropriate to provide notice of. detours and other pertinent

information to the travelling public. The local news media would

be notified in advance of road closings (which would not be likely

with this project) and other construction related activities which

could excessively inconvenience the community so that motorists,

residents, and businesses could plan their day and travel routes

in advance.

Access to all businesses and residences would be

maintained to the extent practical through controlled construction

scheduling. Traffic delays would be controlled to the extent

possible where many construction operations are in progress at the

same time.

c. Visual

Temporary haul roads would require the removal

of existing vegetation. The contractor will be required to restore

all haul-roads to their original shape and form along with

revegetating these areas with native plant species.

d. Debris

Construction of the roadway and bridges would

require excavation of unsuitable material, placement of embankments

and use of materials such as stone, asphaltic concrete, and

portland cement concrete. Disposal of debris and waste materials

would be off-site in an approved landfill and no on-site disposal

or burial will be permitted. The removal of structures and debris

would be in accordance with local and state regulation agencies

permitting this operation. The contractor would be responsible for

the methods of controlling pollution on haul roads, in borrow pits,

and other materials pits. The NMSHTD will require the contractor

to store all petroleum products and any hazardous materials away
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from all waterbodies and wetlands. No refueling of construction

equipment will be permitted in or near a waterbody or wetland area.

Surplus excavation material will be available

with the Chino Mesa Alternate west of the Rio Grande. LANL has

expressed interest in receiving this excess material for use in

Should this not

be practical the contractor would be required to find a suitable

leveling a site for a proposed new test facility.

off-site disposal area for the material. The contractor would be

required to grade and revegetate the disposal site. The remaining

three alternates do not involve substantial surplus or borrow

material.

e. Temporary Bridge

A temporary work bridge would be required for the

Sandia Canyon and Mortandad alignments. The Montoso Peak and Chino

Mesa alignments would be constructed from each side of White Rock

Canyon toward the midspan. Needed materials would be moved over

the partially completed span, so a work bridge would not be

required. For the Sandia Canyon and Mortandad alignments, the work

bridge location would cross the river at the site of the previous

Buckman bridge as shown on Exhibit IV-8. The one-half acre wetland

impact at this site would be mitigated following removal of the

construction bridge by revegetating the area with native plant

species.

For the work bridge, the stringers typically

would be placed about three feet above normal high water and the

bridge would span from high watermark to high watermark. However,

height of the stringers would be controlled by the need for

clearance by river pleasure rafters. Piers will be required below

the normal high water elevation. The bridge would be needed for

approximately three years while construction is taking place. The

work bridge will be constructed during river low-water conditions,

to minimize turbidity and erosion.

An access road will be required to get to the
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construction bridge. Temporary easements will be required from

adjacent land owners. All fill materials and temporary structures

would be removed following construction and all impacted areas

would be restored and revegetated.

The New Mexico State Highway and Transportation

Department Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction

are comprehensive with regard to authorized contractor activities

and the need for compliance with all applicable laws, rules and

regulations. Proper enforcement of the specifications would be

provided to produce an environmentally sound construction project.
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V. SECTION 4(f) EVALUATION

23 U.S.C. 138 (Section 4(f) of the DOT Act), states that "no

Federal Highway Administration project. will use land from a

significant publicly owned park, recreation area, wildlife refuge,

or any significant historic site unless a determination is made

that:

a. There is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use of

land from the property, and

b. the proposed action includes all possible planning to

minimize harm to the property resulting from such use."

None of the Build Alternate alignments will require the

acquisition of land from any property covered by the provisions

of Section 4(f) of the Transportation Act. However, concerns have

been expressed during the course of this study related to impacts

to Bandelier National Monument, its separated Tsankawi Ruins Unit,

and cultural resources in the vicinity of the build alternates.

Primarily, these concerns have focused on air quality impacts,

visual intrusions, noise impacts, and impacts due to increased

visitation at Bandelier and Tsankawi. These potential proximity

impacts have been identified as areas of potential controversy in

the Summary section of this SDEIS.

Each of the four alignments being evaluated in this SDEIS has

the potential of impacting Bandelier National Monument, the

Tsankawi Ruins Unit, and other public parks or recreation areas.

Potential impacts to historic and archaeological resources are

discussed in Section IV-R of this SDEIS.

This section will 1) describe the proposed action, 2) describe

all of the properties in the project area which are, or could be,

covered under the provisions of Section 4(f) of the Transportation

Act, 3) discuss all of the possible impacts which each Build

Alternate may have on the properties, 4) discuss all possible

alternatives to avoid the properties, 5) list or
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reference feasible measures to minimize harm to the affected

properties, and 6) summarize coordination with all agencies having

jurisdiction over the properties.

In addition to the avoidance of all of the Section 4(f)

properties, none of the Build Alternates will cause a substantial

impairment to the value of any of the Section 4(f) properties, in

None of the

proximity impacts are so great that the purposes for which the

terms of their prior significance and/or enjoyment.

sites exist are substantially impaired.

A. PROPOSED ACTION

This proposed action is described in the Summary section of

this SDEIS. The purpose of, and need for the action is described

in Section I of this SDEIS.

B. SECTION 4(f) PROPERTIES (See Exhibit V-l)

l.v BANDELIER NATIONAL MONUMENT

Bandelier National Monument is located south and west of

‘the Montoso Peak Alternate in the southern half of Los A' mos

County (see Exhibit V-l). The main body of Bandelier consist :f

31,91l.2 acres, including the wilderness area, which makes up the

greatest portion of the land area. The property is bounded on the

north by SR 4, on the east by the Rio Grande, on the south by the

Canada de Cochiti Grant, and on the west by public lands under the

Vehicular access to

Although the

of the property is fenced, there are pedestrian access

management of the US Forest Service.

Bandelier National Monument is from SR 4. boundary

points in

the wilderness area.

Bandelier National Monument is administered by the

National Park Service. This property is listed in the National

Register of Historic Places. The Bandelier Visitor Center records

show that more than 300,000 people visit the monument annually.
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The central attraction at this location are the extensive

ruins with self-guided, interpretive tours. Other activities

include hiking, back packing, and picnicking. There are two

designated camp grounds on the property. Juniper Campground is

located near the intersection of the entrance road and SR 4. This

camp ground is developed for use by tenters as well as recreation

vehicles, and the usage was approximately 20,300 visitor-nights

in 1989. The other camp ground is Ponderosa Campground, and is

located near SR 4, 5.5 miles west of the entrance road. This camp

ground is designated for use by organized groups on a reservation

basis, and the usage was approximately 2,300 visitor-nights in

1989.

The Bandelier Wilderness Area offers hiking, horse pack

trips, and camping. Visitors to-the wilderness area are required

to register and obtain permits to use area. Approximately 3,570

visitors registered to enter and use the wilderness area in 1989.

2. TSANKAWI RUINS UNIT — BANDELIER NATIONAL MONUMENT

V The Tsankawi Ruins Unit of Bandelier Nati nal Monument

is located on SR 4, adjacent to the intersection of SR 4 and East

Jemez Road. The area consists of approximately 826 acres. The

property is bounded on the north by SR 4 and SR 502, on the west

by SR 4, and is bounded on the south and east by lands of the San

Ildefonso Pueblo. There is no vehicular access to the Tsankawi

Ruins Unit. Visitors currently park in the SR 4 right of way and

enter the property through a pedestrian gate.

The Tsankawi Ruins Unit is administered by the National

Park Service. This property is listed in the National Register

of Historic Places. The Bandelier Visitor Center records show

that 41,900 people visited the monument's Tsankawi Ruins Unit in

1989 (nine month figure, the unit was closed in October, November,

December).

The central attraction at this location are the

unexcavated ruins with self-guided, interpretive tours. There is



a developed trail leading to the Tsankawi Ruins on the top of a

central mesa, with the trail returning along the southern aspect

of the mesa. The hiking trail is approximately 1.5 miles in

length, and permanent ladders are installed in two locations where

the trail is steep. The entire unit is open to the public for

hiking, however there is only the one developed trail.

Other activities include hiking, back packing, and

picnicking. The Tsankawi Ruins Unit closes at dark, and is not

available for overnight camping.

3. WHITE ROCK OVERLOOK PARK

The White Rock Overlook Park is located on the northeast

corner of the community of White Rock. The area of the park is

156.129 acres, and was granted to Los Alamos County by the Atomic

Energy Commission in July of 1967. Vehicular access to the site

is by Grand Canyon Drive. The park is administered by Los Alamos

County, and features baseball parks, picnicking and an observation

platform on the northeast point.

The observation platform at the White Rock Overlook Park

is a local and area-wide attraction. From the observation

platform and the canyon rim, visitors are afforded a view of the

White Rock Canyon of the Rio Grande. The area of the platform is

only a few hundred square feet, and it is estimated that the

average visit is completed in less than one half hour.

There are no estimates of the number of visitors to the

park.

4. LA SENDA NATURE PARK AND TRAIL HEAD

The La Senda Nature Park and Trail Head is located in

Pajarito Acres Subdivision No. 2. The area is dedicated for use

as a park area. The park is bounded on the north by residential

properties along Mariposa Court, on the west by Piedra Loop, on

the east by the rim of White Rock Canyon, and on the south by

residential properties on Piedra Loop and Bajada Way. The park
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area is 6.29 acres. There is no vehicular access to the park.

Pedestrians and equestrians enter from Piedra Loop.

There is no estimate of visitor use to this park area.

La Senda Nature Park and Trail Head provides pedestrian

and equestrian canyon access near the northeast corner of the

subdivision. There are no developed recreational facilities in

this area.

5. WATER CANYON PARK

The area known as Water Canyon Park is located at the

southern tip of the Pajarito Acres Subdivision No. 2 along the

Water Canyon rim and extends to White Rock Canyon. The property

is bounded on the north and east by residential properties on

Estante Way, Hopi Lane, and Dakota Lane, and on the west and south

by the rim of Water Canyon. The area of the property is

approximately 18.603 acres. This area was dedicated to public use

by the developers of the subdivision in 1965. There is no

vehicular access to the property. Pedestrians access the property

via an easement between two residential properties from Estante

Way.

There is no estimate of visitor use to this park area.

There are no developed recreational facilities in this

area.

6. RIO GRANDE TRACT

This property is located east of White Rock and Pajarito

Acres Subdivision, and consists of the area below the rim of the

White Rock Canyon of the Rio Grande to the west bank of the Rio

Grande. The area was granted to Los Alamos County by the United

States of America for use as a park in 1972. The park is bounded

on the north by the Santa Fe county line, on the west by the

canyon rim, on the east by the Rio Grande, and on the south by the

bottom of Water Canyon. The park area is 1,120.94 acres. There
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is no vehicular access to the park. Pedestrians and equestrians

enter from various places along the canyon rim, or from access

points elsewhere along the Rio Grande.

There is no estimate of visitor use to this park area.

There are no developed recreational facilities in this

area.

7. OTHER PARKS

The following are descriptions of other parks and/or

recreation areas in the White Rock or Pajarito Acres area. All

of the areas are owned by Los Alamos County.

a. Shirlane Place

~r This is a small, unimproved park located northwest of

108 Shirlane Place, in the White Rock No. 2 Subdivision. The area

of the park is 0.0974 acre.

b. Pinon Park

This is a developed park located at the intersection

of SR 4 and Sherwood, in White Rock. The area of the park is

19.532 acres.

c. Rover Park

This is a developed park located on Rover Boulevard

west of Kimberly Lane, in White Rock. The area of the park is

6.235 acres.

d. La Senda Road

This is an unimproved park located on La Senda Road,

between 105 and 107 La Senda Road, in the La Senda Subdivision.

The area of the park is 0.70 acre. '

e. Piedra Loop

This is an unimproved park located at the intersection

of Piedra Loop and Sherwood, in the La Senda Subdivision. The area
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of the park is 0.80 acre.

f. Pajarito Acres

This is an unimproved park located at the end of

The areaBacabi Lane, in the Pajarito Acres No. 1 Subdivision.

of the park is 5.084 acres.

g. Mountain Meadows Playlot

This is a playground lot located on Meadow Lane

adjacent to Chamisa Elementary School, in the Mountain Meadows No.

2 Subdivision. The area of the playground is 3.30 acres.

h. White Rock Canyon Playlot

This is a playground lot located north of Jeffrey Lane

in the White Rock Canyon Subdivision. The area of the playground

is 1.595 acres. <

C. IMPACTS ON THE SECTION 4 F ROP TIES

None of the Build Alternate alignments will require the

acquisition of land from any Section 4(f) property.

In the

environmental qualities such as noise impacts and air quality

course of an environmental there arestudy,

which can be modeled and quantified. These modeling exercises

give planners, engineers, and resource managers information with

which to make decisions. There are other environmental qualities

such as visual intrusions or impacts, the perception of how a new

affect thefacility will demand on existing recreational

facilities, social programs, and the economy which cannot be

quantified.

Impacts on the Section 4(f) properties in the study area fall

into both of these categories, the quantifiable and the not

quantifiable.

Air quality impacts have been modeled for this study, and

therefore are quantifiable. Air quality impacts in the project
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area are discussed in Section IV-H. There are no areas in any of

the Section 4(f) properties which are closer to any of the Build

Alternates than several of the air quality analysis sites, nor are

there any topographical features which would contribute to CO

concentrations that would exceed the National Ambient Air Quality

Standards.

Noise impacts have also been modeled and quantified for this

study. The construction of any one of the Build Alternates will

introduce minor impacts to some of the listed properties. Noise

evaluations were conducted within Bandelier National Monument and

the Tsankawi Ruins Unit, as well as the White Rock Overlook Park

and several properties along SR 4 in White Rock. Results of that

evaluation and subsequent analysis indicate that there would be

no substantial increase in noise levels at any of the evaluation

points for any of the Build Alternates, and Noise Abatement

Criteria for Activity Category B would not be equaled or exceeded.

See Section IV-I for a discussion of noise impacts.

An assessment of the visual impacts of the various Build

Alternates has been made, and is presented in Section IV-T of this

SDEIS. Because the perception of visual impacts is dependent upon

the viewer's attitudes toward the resource and the viewer's

activities while visiting the resource, visual impacts are not as

quantifiable as other engineering and environmental data. Further

study of the visibility of the four Build Alternates from the

listed Section 4(f) properties was performed.

This study consisted of study of topographic mapping to

determine areas of the Build Alternate alignments which may be

visible from the various Section 4(f) properties, and visits to the

properties to verify the visibility of the alignments. The

results of this study are described, by Build Alternate, in this

section.

The perception of the National Park Service that 1) the

construction of either the Chino Mesa Alternate or the Montoso
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Peak Alternate will increase demamd on the Bandelier National

Monument, 2) that the construction of the Sandia Canyon Alternate

will increase incidents of vandalism and looting in the Tsankawi

and 3)

develop their lands in such a way as to increase the visual and

Ruins Unit, that the neighboring property owner will

noise impacts to Tsankawi are not impacts that can be quantified.

The identified potential impacts are described, by Build

Alternate, in this section.

The following is a discussion of each Build Alternate and its

anticipated or identified potential impacts on the listed Section

4(f) properties:

1. MONTOSO PEAK ALTERNATE

Visual Impacts: For portions of the Bandelier Wilderness

Area, the view toward Montoso Peak would be altered by the Montoso

Peak Alternate. The visibility of the Montoso Peak Alternate is

1) the

of the alignment south of Montoso Peak, 2) the eastern portion of

limited to three areas of the alignment; tangent section

the bridge, and 3) the portion of the route crossing Chaquehui

Canyon. The visibility of the bridge from the lower portion of

Frijoles Canyon is discussed in Section IV-T.

The areas of the wilderness from which the alignment could be

visible are the high portions of the mesas between White Rock

Canyon and Alamo Canyon, similar areas between Alamo Canyon and

Capulin Canyon and the higher areas west of Capulin Canyon. See

Exhibit III-1 for location of these natural features. The

distances to the visible portions of the alignment vary from 0.35

miles to 8 miles.

The visibility of the alignment is limited by the local

topography and the vegetative cover, which ranges from low brush

to large pine and juniper trees. Generally, east-facing slopes

above 7000 feet in elevation afford a view which will include

these portions of the Montoso Peak alignment. From these same
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areas, the distant view shed includes portions of the cities of

Santa Fe, Los Alamos, and White Rock. Cochiti Dam, the village

of Cochiti Lake, and the lights of Albuquerque can be seen from

some of the higher areas in the wilderness area where the view

opens to the south and southwest.

Increased Visitation Impacts: Increased visitation is a stated

concern of National Park Service officials. On frequent occasions

during summer months, the number of visitors exceed the capacity

of the park.

The location of the Montoso Peak Alternate would improve access

to the monument for persons from Santa Fe and points south. This

improved access could result in increased attendance at Bandelier

National Monument. The added number of visitors attributable to

the improved access is difficult to predict, and the increase may

be more heavily influenced by the accommodations at the park than

by the ease of access. The National Park Service anticipates a

7% yearly increase under the No Build Alternate. By the time that

any of the Build Alternates would be open to the public, the

capacity of the Bandelier National Monument will have been

exceeded. The management agency will have, of necessity, devised

capability to accommodate the demand on the facility.

2. CHINO MESA ALTERNATE

Visual Impacts: For limited portions of the Bandelier

Wilderness Area, the view toward the east would be altered by the

Chino Mesa Alternate. The visibility of the Chino Mesa Alternate

is limited to two areas of the alignment; 1) the bridge, and 2)

the portion of the route on the north wall of Ancho Canyon. The

areas of the wilderness from which the alignment could be visible

are the rim of White Rock Canyon south of Frijoles Canyon and the

higher areas west of Capulin Canyon. See Exhibit III-1 for

location of these natural features. The distances to the visible

portions of the alignment vary from 2.3 miles to 6.6 miles.
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The visibility of the alignment is limited by the local

topography and the vegetative cover, which ranges from low brush

east-facing slopesto large pine and juniper trees. Generally,

above 7000 feet in elevation afford a view which will inc_4de

these portions of the Chino Mesa alignment. From these same

the distant view shed includes portions of the cities of

and White Rock.

and the lights of Albuquerque can be seen from

areas,

Santa Fe, Los Alamos, Cochiti Dam, the village

of Cochiti Lake,

some of the higher areas in the wilderness area where the view

opens to the south and southwest.

Portions of the Chino Mesa Alternate alignment would be

visible from the following listed properties:

Water Canyon Park - A portion of the bridge crossing Ancho

Canyon, the entire bridge crossing White Rock Canyon, and

approximately 2.2 miles of the alignment on the east side

of the

The nearest view would be that of the Ancho Canyon bridge

the farthest view would be to the

Peak at 2.7 miles.

Rio Grande would be visible from this park area.

at 1.2 miles, and

alignment northeast of Montoso

Pajarito Acres — Approximately 1.2 miles of the

alignment east of the Rio Grande would be visible from this

park and thearea. The nearest view is 2.7 miles,

farthest view is 3.8 miles.

Rio Grande Tract - From portions of this park area, the

entire length of both bridges would be visible, as well as

0.75

Grande.

mile of the alignment on the east side of the Rio

From the southern portion of the park area, the

nearest view is of the Ancho Canyon bridge at 1.2 miles and
the farthest view of the alignment is 2 miles. I

White Rock Overlook Park — From the observation

platform, the eastern half of the White Rock Canyon bridge

and 2.3 miles of the alignment east of the Rio Grande
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would be visible. The nearest view is that of the bridgeat

4.6 miles, and the farthest view is that of the alignment

to the northeast of Montoso Peak at 4.9 miles.

La Senda Nature Park and Trail Head — A small length of

the alignment on the north face of Montoso Peak would be

visible from the rim of the canyon in this park area. The

distance to the visible portion of the alignment is 2.5

miles.

Tsankawi Ruins Unit — From the south face and rim of the

northern mesa, and from the south rim of the Tsankawi Ruins

Mesa, a portion of the Chino Mesa Alternate alignment would

be visible. The alignment to the northeast of Montoso

Peak would be visible from a distance of 7.4 miles.

Increased Visitation Impacts: Increased visitation is a

concern of National Park Service officials for the Chino Mesa

Alternate as well as for the Montoso Peak Alternate. See the

discussion under the Montoso Alternate.

3. MORTANDAD ALTERNATE

Visual Impacts: Portions of the Mortandad Alternate

alignment would be visible from the following listed properties:

Rio Grande Tract — From portions of this park area, the

entire length of the bridge would be visible. From the

northern portion of the park area, the nearest view of the

bridge is 0.4 mile.

White Rock Overlook Park - From the observation

platform, the entire White Rock Canyon bridge and

approximately 0.2 mile of the alignment west of the Rio

Grande would be visible. The distances to the bridge and

the distance to the visible portion of the alignment are

0.75 mile.



La Senda Nature Park and Trail Head — The Mortandad

Alternate bridge would be visible from the La Senda Nature

Park and Trail Head. The distance to the bridge from this

park area is 2.5 miles.

Tsankawi Ruins Unit - From the south face and rim of the

northern mesa, a portion of the Mortandad Alternate

alignment would be visible. The alignment crossing the

Canada Ancha would be visible from a distance of 4.2 miles.

The proposed interchange at SR 4 and East Jemez Road would

be adjacent to the Tsankawi Ruins Unit boundary and would

be visible from the western face. and portions of the

southern face of the Tsankawi Ruins mesa. This interchange

would also be visible from the northern and western faces

.of the small mesa in the southwestern corner of the park

area. The relocated parking in the northwest corner of the

interchange for the Tsankawi Unit would also be visible

from this area.

From the developed hiking trail, only a small portion of

the alignment would be visible south of the park boundary, as well

as the westernmost portion of the interchange. The relocated

parking in the northwest corner of the interchange for the

Tsankawi Unit would also be visible from the developed trail.

Pinon Park - The intersection with SR 4 would be visible from

the higher elevations of this park area. The distance to the

intersection is 0.75 mile.

State Road 4 Impacts: The National Park Service has

expressed concern that the expansion, or widening of SR 4 will

require that the Tsankawi Ruins Unit find an alternate parking

area, either within their boundaries or elsewhere. Currently,

visitors to the Tsankawi Ruins Unit park on the SR 4 right of way

and enter the property through a pedestrian gate.
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4. SANDIA CANYON ALTERNATE

Visual Impacts: Portions of the Sandia Canyon Alternate

alignment would be visible from the following listed properties:

Rio Grande Tract — From portions of this park area, the

entire length of the bridge would be visible. From the

northern portion of the park area, the nearest view of the

bridge is 0.5 mile.

White Rock Overlook Park — From the observation

platform, the entire White Rock Canyon bridge would be

visible. The distance to the bridge from the observation

platform is 0.85 mile.

La Senda Nature Park and Trail Head - The Sandia Canyon

Alternate bridge would be visible from the La Senda Nature

Park and Trail Head. The distance to the bridge from this

park area is 2.6 miles.

Tsankawi Ruins Unit — The proposed interchange at SR 4

and East Jemez Road would be adjacent to the Tsankawi Ruins

Unit boundary and would be visible from the western face

and portions of the southern face of the Tsankawi Ruins

mesa. This interchange would also be visible from the

northern and western faces of the small mesa in the

southwestern corner of the park~area. The alignment of the

Sandia Canyon Alternate would also be visible by hikers

along the top of the mesa in the southwestern corner of the

park area, the next small mesa immediately east, and to

hikers climbing on the western face of the third mesa east

of the western boundary. The separated grade crossing of

SR 4 would also be visible from these areas.

From the developed hiking trail, only a small portion of

the alignment would be visible south of the park boundary, as well

as the westernmost portion of the interchange. The relocated

parking in the northwest corner of the interchange for the

Tsankawi Unit would also be visible from the developed trail.
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Vandalism Impacts: The National Park Service has indicated

that the increased highway frontage will result in increased

vandalism, looting, and damage to cultural and historical

resources at the Tsankawi Ruins Unit.

Adjacent Development: The National Park Service has

indicated their concern that possible development activities on

property adjacent to the Tsankawi Ruins Unit, increasing the

visual and noise impacts.

State Road 4 Impacts: The National Park Service has

expressed concern that the expansion, or widening of SR 4 will

require that the Tsankawi Ruins Unit find an alternate parking

area, either within their boundaries or elsewhere. Currently,

visitors to the Tsankawi Ruins Unit park on the SR 4 right of way

and enter the property through a pedestrian gate.

D. AVOIDANCE A

All of the Build Alternates under consideration in this SDEIS

avoid the acquisition of land from properties which fall under the

provisions of Section 4(f) of the Transportation Act.

The Potrillo Alternate, which was studied in the DEIS,

required the taking of land from a Section 4(f) property, and

therefore was eliminated from consideration in this SDEIS.

In order to construct any Build Alternate that would meet the

criteria set out in Section I, the route will have to pass

between, and in some cases, in close proximity to Section 4(f)

properties (see Exhibit V-l). Because of the topography, the

requirement for a large bridge (or several bridges), the extremely

clear air and attendant uninhibited visibility, there is virtually

no way to construct any of the build alternates without some minor

impacts to a Section 4(f) resource. '

In addition to the avoidance of all of the Section 4(f)

properties, none of the Build Alternates will cause a substantial

impairment to the value to any of the Section 4(f) properties, in
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terms of their prior significance and/or enjoyment. None of the

proximity impacts are so great that the purposes for which the

sites exist are substantially impaired.

E. MEASURES TO MINIMIZE HARM

Mitigation measures are addressed in Section IV of this

document.

Site specific measures will be developed through coordination

with the National Park Service and Los Alamos County. Locations

of impact will be identified and measures to mitigate the impact

will be developed. Such measures will include design or alignment

adjustments, construction of earth berms, establishment of

vegetative screens, utilization of colored and/or textured

concrete, establishment of natural revegetation on slopes, rough

cut rock slopes, and retaining walls to minimize visible cut slope

areas. Replacement parking for the Tsankawi Ruins Unit will be

developed, as well as other design features required to improve

the operations of Section 4(f) properties impacted.

F. COORDINATION

Coordination with public officials having jurisdiction over

the Section 4(f) properties has taken place throughout the study.

The location study team has as one of its members the Director of

Public Works for Los Alamos County. The National Park Service,

as a cooperating federal agency, has been represented at location

study team meetings throughout the study. Los Alamos County has

given no indication of concern about environmental impacts to the

Los Alamos County parks and recreation properties during the

course of the location study.

There has been significant expression of concern from the

National Park Service, the administration of the Bandelier

National Monument, and the U.S. Department of the Interior, Office

of Environmental Project Review about the possible impacts to

Section 4(f) properties under their jurisdiction.
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A summary of the written correspondence received from

these agencies follows:

National Park Service,

This letter appears in the

1. U.S. Department of the Interior,

Southwest Region, August 19, 1987.

SDEIS as Appendix A, Exhibit 3.

2. U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service Bandelier

National Monument, March 1, 1988. This letter appears in

this SDEIS as Appendix A, Exhibit 1.

3. U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service,Southwest

Region, March 15, 1988. This letter appears in this SDEIS as

Appendix C, Exhibit 1

4. U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service,

Southwest Region, June 23, 1988. This letter documents

meetings between the location team members and the National

Park Service personnel in which a new location for parking

at the Tsankawi Ruins Unit was discussed.

Services concern over- the potential loss of parking

(currently on the SR 4 right of way) was recognized, and a

possible replacement area was identified. This letter is

located in the project files.

5. U.S. Department of the Interior,

Southwest Region, July 7, 1988.

SDEIS as Appendix C, Exhibit 1.

National Park Service,

This letter appears in this

6. U.S. Department of the Interior, Office of Environmental

Project Review, November 17, 1988. This letter appears in

this SDEIS as Appendix B, Exhibit 8.

7. U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service,

Southwest Region, December 20, 1988. This letter appears in

this SDEIS as Appendix C, Exhibit 1.

8. U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service,

Bandelier National Monument, July 24, 1989. This letter

appears in this SDEIS as Appendix C, Exhibit 1.

9. U.S. Department of the Interior,

Southwest Region, May 25, 1990.

SDEIS as Appendix C, Exhibit 1.

National Park Service,

This letter appears in this

10. U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service,

Southwest Region, June 20, 1990. This letter appears in this

SDEIS as Appendix C, Exhibit 17.

In addition to coordination with the managing agencies, this

Section 4(f) Evaluation has been sent to the State Historic

Preservation Office, for their review and comments.

The National Park~
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VI. LIST OF PREPARERS

This document was prepared by the U.S. Department of Transpor

tation, Federal Highway Administration and the New Mexico State

Highway and Transportation Department with assistance from H. W.

Lochner, Inc., consulting engineers and planners, in cooperation

with Andersen Bjornstad Kane Jacobs, Inc.; Sergent, Hauskins, &

Beckwith; Cross-Cultural Research Systems; Yomi Enterprises; and

Patricia Barlow.

FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATLON (FHWA)

Mr. Jack Petring B.S. degree in Civil Engineering

Area Engineer with 26 years experience with

FHWA/Bureau of Public Roads.

NEW MEXICO STATE HIGHWAY AND TRAN§PORTATION DEPARTMENT (NMSHTD)

Mr. W. L. (Bill) Taylor M.S. degree Biology and 17 years

Environmentalist experience with NMSHTD as an

environmentalist.

Mr. David G. Brauer, PE B.S. degrees in Forestry and

Project Development Agricultural Engineering and

Engineer 15 years in civil engineering.

H. W. LOCHNERl INC.

Mr. Roy P. Burns, PELS B.S. degree in Civil Engineering

Project Manager with 35 years in highway design

and planning.

Mr. Raymond S. Busch, PELS 28 years in highway and bridge

Highway and Structural design.

Project Engineer

Mr. Herschel C. Conner, Jr. M.S. degree in Urban and

Chief Environmental Planner Regional Planning and 17 years

in environmental analysis and

document preparation.
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Mr. Roy D. Bruce, PE

Transportation Engineer

Ms. Susan Manes-Harrison

Environmental Planner

Mr. David F. Zawada, PE

Environmental Engineer

Mr. Bernard F. Guentner, PE

Traffic Engineer

Mr. Karl R. Kratzer

Environmental Scientist

Mr. Jeffrey J. Schlotter

Environmental Planner

Mr. Kenneth M. Brewer, PE

Drainage Engineer

Mr. Robert J. Montoya

Hic 1 Designer

Mr. Thomas S. Scanlon, Jr.

Environmentalist

Mr. Bruce Poster

Economist

M.S. degree in Civil Engineering

and 13 years in highway design

and environmental analysis and

document preparation.

M.S. degree in Natural Resouces

Management and 3 years in

environmental analysis and

document preparation.

M.S. degree in Civil Engineering

and 22 years experience in

environmental analysis and

document preparation.

8.8. degree in Civil Engineering

and 31 years experience in

transportation engineering and

plannning.

3.3. degree in Biology and 4

years in environmental analysis

and document preparation.

M.A. in Anthropology and 3 years

in environmental planning.

32 years in drainage design

and construction engineering.

32 years in highway design_and

drafting.

M.A. degree in Public

Administration and 28 years in

meteorology and 12 years in

environmental planning.

B.A. Degree in Economics and 19

years in economics and planning.

ANDERSEN BJORNSTAD KANE JACOBSI INC.

Mr. John H. Clark, PE

Chief Bridge Engineer

SERGENTI HAUSKINSI & BECKWITH

Mr. Nicholas Korecki, PE

Geotechnical Engineer

Ph.D. in Civil Engineering and

34 years in structures and

bridge design.

8.8. in Civil Engineering and

14 years in geotechnical

engineering.

-*_-——h—_'—_
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CROSS-CULTURAL RESEARCH SYSTEMS

Mr. David H. Snow M.A. degree in Archaeology and

Archaeologist 27 years in archaeology.

YOMI ENTERPRISES

Mr. Terrell H. Johnson M.S. in Physics and 12 years in

Ornothologist endangered species habitat

consultation.

PATRICIA L. BARLOW

Ms. Patricia L. Barlow 8.5. degree in Science Education

Biologist and 4 years in biological survey

and assessment.
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VII. DISTRIBUTION

Copies of the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement

have been distributed to the following agencies and

organizations:

A. FEDERAL AGENCIES:

1. Bureau of Land Management

2. Bureau of Reclamation

3. National Park Service

4. United States Bureau of Mines

5. United States Fish and Wildlife Service

6. United States Geological Survey

7. Bureau of Indian Affairs

8. United States Army Corps of Engineers

9. United States Department of the Interior

10. United States Forest Service

11. United States Environmental Protection Agency

12. President's Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

13. Rural Electrification Administration

14. United States Department of Energy

15. Los Alamos National Laboratory

16. United States Soil Conservation Service

17. United States Department of Transportation

18. Council on Environmental Quality

B. STATE OF NEW MEXICO:

1. Department of Game and Fish

2. Environmental Improvement Division

3. Governor's Clearing House

4. State Historic Preservation Officer

5. Historic Preservation Division

6. Economic Development and Tourism Department

7. Energy, Minerals and Natural Resources Department

8. State Engineer Office

9. State Land Office

10. State Library

11. Interstate Stream Commission
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C. LOCAL AGENCIES:

1. Santa Fe County

2. Los Alamos County

3. Rio Arriba County

4. Sandoval County

5. Middle Rio Grande Council of Governments

6. San Juan Pueblo

7. San Ildefonso Pueblo

8. Santa Clara Pueblo

9. Pojoaque Pueblo

10. Jemez Pueblo

11. Tesuque Pueblo

12. Santo Domingo Pueblo

13. Cochiti Pueblo

14. City of Santa Fe

15. City of Espanola

D. UTILITIES:

1.. Public Service Company of New Mexico

2. Plains Electric Generation and Transmission

Cooperative, Inc.

3. Gas Company of New Mexico

4. Mountain Bell Telephone Company

E. PRIVATE ORGANIZATIONS:

1. Sierra Club, Rio Grande Chapter

2. Southwestern Research and Information Center

3. New Mexico Archaeological Council

4. Save the Jemez

5. Caja del Rio Gun Club

6. Road Runners Cycling Club

7. Audubon Society

8. New Mexico Trout Association

F. CONGRESSIONAL DELEGATES:

1. Senator Pete V. Domenici

2. Senator Jeff Bingaman

3. Congressman Bill Richardson
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VIII. COHMNTS AND COORDINATION

A Public Involvement Progranx has been developed and is being

carried out as an integral part of this project. The purpose of

this program is to establish and maintain communication with the

public-at-large and individuals and agencies concerned with the

project and its potential impacts. To ensure open communication

and agency and public input, and provide a substantial issue

identification/problem solving effort, the New Mexico State Highway

and Transportation Department (NMSHTD) has carried out a scoping

process as required by the Council ‘of Environmental Quality

Guidelines.

In an effort to resolve all issues identified, NMSHTD has conducted

an extensive interagency coordination and consultation effort, and

public participation process. This section of thé document details

NMSHTD's program to fully identify, address, and resolve all

project-related issues identified through the public involvement

program.

A. PRE-DEIS EARLY INTERAGENCY COORDINATION

Prior to the circulation of the Draft Environmental Impact

Statement (DEIS) on July 26, 1988, considerable coordination with

local, state, and federal agencies occurred.

1. SCOPING PROCESS

The scoping process for this project consisted of a formal

scoping meeting, 21 general solicitation of comments through a

Notice of Intent, requests for comments from individual agencies,

two early public involvement meetings held in the project area, and

formation of a Location Study Team to provide input throughout the

study process.

A formal scoping meeting was conducted on June 16, 1987 at

the New Mexico State Highway and Transportation Department's

District 5 Conference Room in Santa Fe. The following agencies

were invited and attended the scoping meeting.
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U.S. Department of Energy, Los Alamos Area Office

(*) U.S. Department of Army, Corps of Engineers

U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Indian Affairs and

Bureau of ‘and Management

(*) U.S. Departmen- of Agriculture, Forest Service, Santa Fe

National -orest

(*) Indicates written comments provided during the scoping

process .

An informal scoping meeting was conducted with a project

overview presented to the agencies in attendance. Their

identification of issues occurred through written statements found

in Appendix A.

A Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS was published in the

Federal Register on July 9, 1987. In response to this Notice,

several agencies responded in writing identifying major issues and

concerns regarding the project. Additionally, comments were

solicited directly from several federal, state, and local agencies

having an interest in the project.

The coordination and cooperation of these federal, state,

and other agencies throughout the study process-is gratefully

acknowledged. comments were solicited directly from the following

agencies:

Federal Agencies:

(*) U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Bureau of Reclamation

(*) U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

(*) Los Alamos National Laboratory

(*) U.S. Soil Conservation Service

U.S. Geological Survey

(*) U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service

U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Land

Management
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U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Indian Affairs

(*) U.S. Army, Corps of Engineers

(*) U.S. Department of Interior, National Park Service

State Agencies:

Economic Development and Tourism Department

Energy, Minerals and Natural Resources Department

(*) Environmental Improvement Division

(*) Department of Game and Fish

(*) State Historic Preservation Officer

State Land Office

New Mexico National Guard

(*) New Mexico Interstate Stream Commission

State Engineer

Department of Commerce and Industry

City and County:

(*) City of Santa Fe

(*) County of Santa Fe

(*) County of Los Alamos

Indian Pueblos:

(*) Pueblo de San Ildefonso

New Mexico Area Agencies:

Office of Commissioner of Pueblo Lands

North Central New Mexico Economic Development

District

Tri-Area Association for Economic Development

(*) Indicates written comments provided during scoping

process.

Further identification of major issues and public concerns

occurred at two early public involvement meetings held in Santa Fe

and White Rock on June 30, 1987 and July 9, 1987, respectively (See

Section VII-B). Finally, a Location Study Team was formed to
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provide input to the study process on a continuing basis (See

Section IV-A.3). The following paragraphs describe in more detail

the participants in and results of the various elements of the

scoping process.

2. COOPERATING AGENCIES

The Federal Highway Administration is preparing this SDEIS

in cooperation with the following federal agencies:

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service

U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Land Management

U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Indian Affairs

U.S. Army, Corps of Engineers

U.S. Department of Interior, National Park Service

U.S. Department of Energy

3. LOCATION STUDY TEAM

A Location Study Team (LST) consisting of representatives

from FHWA, the Department, local governments, LANL, San Ildefonso

Pueblo, and the consultant was established to assist in the

identification of major issues and public concerns and facilitate

the exchange of information on a continuing basis throughout the

study.

Location Study Team Members:

Name Agency

Jack Petring Federal Highway Administration

David Brauer NM State Highway and Transportation Dept.

Bill Taylor NM State Highway and Transportation Dept.

Charles Barbee NM State Highway and Transportation Dept.

John Balling Santa Fe County

David Mauthe Los Alamos County

Chuck Lange City of Santa Fe

Ed Sitzberger Los Alamos National Laboratory

Joseph Calabasa San Ildefonso Pueblo

Janet Stephens NM State Land Office

R.P. Burns H.W. Lochner, Inc.
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The LST met on the following dates, which extend from the

Pre-DEIS coordination period to the present.

February 14, 1985

March 1, 1985

March 25, 1985

April 22, 1985

May 20, 1985

June 17, 1985

July 30, 1985

September 10, 1985

October 17, 1985

November 21, 1985

January 14, 1986 January 23, 1990

March 4, 1986 March 8, 1990

April 27, 1987 May 3, 1990

June 16, 1987 May 16, 1990

July 22, 1987 June 14, 1990

August 19, 1987 August 2, 1990

October 7, 1987

November 18, 1987

January 7, 1988

February 18, 1988

April 21, 1983

October, 1988

November 3, 1988

January 11, 1989

June 29, 1989

August 3, 1989

4. TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMITTEE

The Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) also estab

lished an informal Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), which

usually met on a monthly basis. Attendance was open to anyone

interested in exchanging information regarding the study and

usually consisted of local government technical staff,

representatives of homeowner associations, and other local interest

groups. Members of the LST frequently attended TAC meetings. The

TAC met on the following dates, which extend from the Pre-DEIS

coordination period to the present.

November 10, 1988

December 15, 1988

January 17, 1989

February 16, 1989

March 16, 1989

April 20, 1989

October 19, 1989

November 16, 1989 ‘

January 18, 1990

February 15, 1990

March 15, 1990

April 19, 1990
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May 18, 1989 May 17, 1990

June 15, 1989 June 21, 1990

July 13, 1989 July 19, 1990

August 17, 1989 August 16, 1990

5. RESPONSE TO EARLY COMMNTS

The following written comments on project-specific issues

and concerns were received as a result of the early coordination

achieved through the scoping process and prior to circulation of

the DEIS. The numbered comments below summarize the correspondence

contained in Appendix A.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

(Appendix A, Exhibits 1 and 3)

COMMENTS #1 and 4: Visual, air quality, noise, and other proximity

impacts upon the Bandelier National Monument, including the

Tsankawi Unit, are principal concerns.

RESPONSE: Air quality, noise, and visual impacts are discussed in

Section IV-H, I, and. T, respectively. Noise and air' quality

impacts will be minimal. Visual impacts will vary depending upon

the alternate and visual resource considered, as discussed in

Section IV—T. Proximity impacts upon Bandelier National Monument

are described in Section IV-S.

COMMENT #2: The NPS had no objection to the Potrillo Alternate

from the standpoint of impacts to Bandelier National Monument.

RESPONSE: This Alternate is no longer under consideration, because

of direct impacts to other public parkland in the study area.

COMMENTS #3 AND 6: Archaeological sites outside the Tsankawi

Unit's present boundaries are a concern. Coordination with the

SHPO to insure consideration of historical and archaeological
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services should be accomplished.

RESPONSE: Historic and archaeological resources have been

considered in the study process (See Section IV—R). Coordination

with the SHPO is documented in Appendix A, Exhibit 17 and Appendix

C, Exhibit 16.

COMMENT #5: Potential impacts to Bandelier National Monument,

including the Tsankawi Unit, should be analyzed, alternatives

discussed, and mitigation recommended.

RESPONSE: The DEIS and this SDEIS comparatively evaluate alternate

route locations in terms of their impacts on these properties.

Section II describes the build alternates under consideration.

Although potential impacts are described throughout Section IV,

proximity impacts to Bandelier are summarized in Section IV-S.

COMMENT #7: The EIS should include consideration of impacts on

state and local recreation resources.

RESPONSE: Section IVrD, S, and T describes the impact of the

proposed action on publicly owned parks and recreation facilities.

Coordination with the State Liaison Officer for the Land and Water

Conservation Fund and local recreation officials was initiated at

the same time as with the National Parks Service. No Section 6(f)

land will be used for the proposed

improvements.

COMMENT #8: NPS suggests that the State Natural Heritage Program

of the New Mexico Natural Resources Department could be helpful in

identifying natural resources in the project area.

RESPONSE: All existing data sources, including the Natural

Heritage Program were utilized in determining the affected

environment.
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LOS ALAMOS NATIONAL LABORATORY

(Appendix A, Exhibit 2)

COMMENT: Although the northern alternates are preferred, no

problems are anticipated with the Montoso Peak Alternate.

RESPONSE: Comment noted.

PUEBLO OF SAN ILDEFONSO

(Appendix A, Exhibit 4)

COMMENT: Tribal attorneys state that some alternates cross Pueblo

aboriginal Indian title lands (not presently within the Pueblo) and

that it will be necessary to consider these lands as if they were

located within Indian reservation boundaries.

RESPONSE: There is disagreement regarding this claim (See Appendix

A, Exhibit 5). The Forest Service maintains that the courts have

ruled that title to the lands has been extinguished by actions of

the United States, but recognizes that compensation claims,

however, have not been settled.

CITY OF SANTA FE

(Appendix A, Exhibits 6 and 11)

COMMENT: The City's resolution endorsed a connection of the Los

Alamos Route to the Northwest Santa Fe Relief Route west of the

South Meadow Road Extension.

RESPONSE: The location of the proposed Santa Fe - Los Alamos

Route's interchange with the Northwest Santa Fe Relief Route will

be developed consistent with the resolutions of the City and the

County, and will be coordinated with the New Mexico State Land

Office.
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NEW MEXICO DEPARTMENT OF GAME AND FISH

(Appendix A, Exhibits 7 and 15)

COMMENT #1: The proposed action involves a bridge structure 4,000

feet long supported by 400-foot high piers. It will require a

temporary work bridge and access roads parallel to the Rio Grande.

RESPONSE: Alternate bridge structures over the Rio Grande range

from 2,790 feet to 4,562 feet in length and 290 feet to 1,020 feet

in height. Only the Mortandad and Sandia Canyon Alternates will

require a work bridge with access roads:

COMMENT #2: The Rio Grande in the project area is classified as

a "marginal coldwater fishery and warmwater fishery" and has

associated water quality criteria.

RESPONSE: Water quality impacts are addressed in Section IV-J.

COMMENT # 3: Concern is expressed regarding possible habitat

destruction for the Mississippi Silvery Minnow (Hybognathus

nuchalis), which is a state endangered species, and other native

fauna.

RESPONSE: The only construction in the Rio Grande will involve a

temporary work bridge, if either the Sandia or Mortandad Alternates

are selected, in an area well up-stream from the Cochiti dam and

reservoir, where the Silvery Minnow is most likely to be found.

No permanent loss of habitat will occur. Minimization and

mitigation of construction impacts associated with the temporary

bridge are found in Section IV-W. An analysis of faunal impacts

is found in Sections IvéP and Q.

COMMENT #4: There is concern regarding construction impacts and

several measures to minimize impacts to fishes and their habitat

are suggested.
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RESPONSE: Construction impacts are discussed in Section IV-W.

These impacts will be minimized by strict adherence to the New

Mexico State Highway and Transportation Department's Standard

Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction.

COMMENT #5: Impacts on fish and wildlife including threatened and

endangered should be identified and mitigation measures

recommended.

RESPONSE: See Sections IV - P and Q.

COMENT #6: White Rock Canyon is a potential area for

transplanting bighorn sheep, which require wilderness conditions.

The proposed project may conflict with this plan.

RESPONSE. Cattle crossing structures and other mitigation measures

to be determined through coordination with the Department of Game

and Fish will be incorporated into the project's final design, if

this proposal to transplant. bighorn sheep is implemented (See

Section IV—P, Q, and Z).

NEW MEXICO INTERSTATE STREAM COMMISSION

(Appendix A, Exhibit 8)

COMMENT #1: All bridges, especially Mortandad, should be designed

to accommodate the operation of Cochiti Reservoir.

RESPONSE: All of the proposed bridge alternates would clear the

maximum water surface elevation of the Reservoir.

COMMENT #2: The Federal Water Pollution Control Act should be

considered in the design and construction of the facility. '

RESPONSE:

strict adherence to the New Mexico State Highway and Transportation

Potential water quality impacts will be minimized by

Department's Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge

--‘IMI----I.‘IIIIIIIII‘IIIIIIIIIIII.
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Construction.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, CORPS OF ENGINEERS

(Appendix A, Exhibit 9)

COMMENT: The requirements for an individual Section 404 permit

involve temporary or permanent discharges of dredge or fill

material into the Rio Grande.

RESPONSE: None of the alternate bridge structures will require 404

permits. At this time it is anticipated that the temporary work

bridge and all the crossings of minor drainages can be constructed

under a nationwide permit. However, if the fill requirements and

acreage exceed the maximum allowed under the Nationwide Permit, a

404 permit application will be prepared during final design of the

selected alternate.

 

SANTA FE COUNTY

(Appendix A, Exhibit 10)

COMMENT: The County's resolution deals with the City and County's

application to BLM for lease of land for recreation and other

purposes.

RESPONSE: The location of the proposed Santa Fe — Los Alamos Route

has been coordinated with these land use intentions of the City and

County.

NEW MEXICO ENVIRONMENTAL IMPROVEMENT DIVISION

(Appendix A, Exhibit 12)

COMMENT: More information regarding the proposed project is

required before comments are provided.
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RESPONSE:

regarding project alternatives and their impacts.

The DEIS and SDEIS provides more detailed information

U.S. SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE

(Appendix A, Exhibit 13)

COMENT: The proposed project will not impact lands designated by

the Farmland Protection Policy Act.

RESPONSE: Comment noted.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

7 (Appendix A, Exhibit 14)

COMENT #1: The Fish and Wildlife Service has requested that

consultation be initiated if the project may affect the federally

endangered bald eagle, peregrine falcon, or whooping crane.

RESPONSE: Potential impacts on these species have been studied and

the results of this biological assessment have been coordinated

with the Fish and Wildlife Service (See Section IV — Q and Appendix

C, Exhibit 15. It has been determined that the whooping crane will

not be affected by any of the alternates under consideration. Only

the Montoso Peak Alternate may impact the bald eagle at a confirmed

roost site. The peregrine falcon, however, may be affected by both

the Montoso Peak and Chino Mesa alternates. Pursuant to Section

7 of the Endangered Species Act, formal consultation has been

initiated for the peregrine falcon, with respect to the Montoso

Peak and Chino Mesa Alternates, and for the bald eagle for the

Montoso Peak Alternate (See Appendix C, Exhibit 15.

COMMENT #2:

utilizing the Cochiti's reservoir area.

Concern was expressed regarding other migratory birds
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RESPONSE: As discussed in Sections IV-P and Q, migratory patterns

carry birds well above White Rock Canyon. All alternates would

build bridges at or below the canyon rim and consequently would not

interfere with migratory patterns. The upper reaches of the

reservoir are currently south of all bridge crossings. None of the

bridge alternates would involve permanent construction in the Rio

Grande or its adjacent wetlands.

COMMENT #3: Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 permits may be

required.

RESPONSE: See Response to Army Corps of Engineers above in this

section of the document.

COMMENT #4: Erosion and sedimentation in the Rio Grande is a

concern.

RESPONSE: Erosion and sedimentation will be controlled through

strict adherence to New Mexico State Highway and Transportation

Department's Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge

Construction. In addition, special measures will be required of

the contractors for any temporary bridges and access roads in the

vicinity of the Rio grande (See Section IV-J and W).

U.S. FOREST SERVICE — SANTA FE NATIONAL FOREST

(Appendix A, Exhibits 5 and 16)

COMMENT #1: As noted in Exhibit 5, the Forest Service disagrees

with the Tribal Attorneys for the San Ildefonso Pueblo regarding

their claim of aboriginal rights to lands within the Santa Fe

National Forest.

RESPONSE: Comment noted.

COMMENT #2: The Forest Service is concerned about alternatives

which bisect the Caja area, particularly wild horse areas. A new
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road would also increase public access to the Forest and result in

increased wildlife harassment, off-road vehicle use, and associated

impacts.

RESPONSE:

being considered and will not split the Santa Fe National Forest.

The Sandia Canyon and Mortandad Alternates are also

All alternates will be limited access, with access to Forest

Service land in the form of locked gates only where desired by the

Forest Service. There will be cattle passes for wild horses as

necessary on the Montoso Peak and Chino Mesa Alternates (See

Sections II-C, and IV-Q.3.

COMMENT #3:

should be addressed.

Threatened and Endangered plant and animal species

RESPONSE: See Section IV-Q.

COMENT #4:

land must be obtained.

Permits for archaeological surveys on Forest Service

RESPONSE: Comment noted.

COMMENT #5: All right-of-way should be fenced.

RESPONSE: The proposed right-of-way will be fenced.

COMMENT #6: Access to National Forest lands should be controlled.

RESPONSE: The facility will be limited access.

STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER

(Appendix A, Exhibit 17)

COMMENT #1: Surveys of the preferred alternate will be required

to more precisely determine impacts on Cultural Resources.
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RESPONSE: As described in Section IV-R, archaeological surveys

have been performed for all of the alternates being considered.

B. 0 ME INGS

As part of the public involvement process for the Santa Fe -

Los Alamos Corridor Study, two informational meetings were held

with the general public. The first such meeting was held in Santa

Fe on June 30, 1987, at the National Guard Headquarters auditorium.

Approximately 105 persons attended, of which twenty- one percent

were Hispanic. No other minorities were present. The second

informational meeting was held in the community of White Rock on

July 9, 1987, at the Pinon Elementary School gymnasium.

Approximately 100 persons attended, of which three percent were

Hispanic. No other minorities were present.

Both meetings began with introductory remarks given by NMSHTD

representatives, followed by presentations made by NMSHTD

consultants concerning the engineering and environmental aspects

of the study. Once the presentations were completed, the audience

was invited to make comments and ask questions about the material

presented. The substantive comments generated as a result of both

information meetings are listed below, along with responses to

those comments.

COMMENT: The location of the connection with the Santa Fe Relief

Route (the southern project terminus) should be moved west of the

Pinon Hills subdivision.

RESPONSE: The southern project terminus and roadway alignment has

been moved west, away from the Pinon Hills subdivision, to a

location endorsed by the City and County of Santa Fe. Further

alignment shifts may be possible within the highway corridor during

final design of the project. '

COMMENT: A detailed noise analysis should be conducted.
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RESPONSE: A detailed noise analysis has been undertaken as part

of this SDEIS (See Section IV-I).

COMMENT: The economic benefits and adverse effects of the proposed

project should be described.

RESPONSE: The economic effects, both positive and negative, of the

proposed project are described in detail in Section IV- G. Other

adverse effects are described in detail throughout Section IV.

COMMENT: The proposed project may not be necessary once the

scheduled improvements are made to State Road 4.

RESPONSE: Even with improvements to State Road 4, the need for an

additional route remains (See Section I).

COMMENT: The Mortandad Alignment should be extended southwesterly,

to I-25. The impact on State Road 14 should be described, as

should the relationship of the proposed project to Richards Avenue

and the Santa Fe Relief Route.

RESPONSE: The southern terminus of the studies prepared for the

proposed project, i.e., I-25 and the Santa Fe Relief Route, was

chosen because it would, in effect, function as a continuation of

the project, allowing distribution and collection of traffic from

several key areas in Santa Fe (See Summary and Section I-B and

IV—A). The intersection of the Santa Fe Relief Route and the Santa

Fe - Los Alamos highway has been shifted away from the proposed

Richards Avenue route. SR 14 impacts are outside of the study

area .

COMMENT: The benefit of access to the proposed route by

individuals living north of it should be described.

RESPONSE: The primary benefit is in shorter trip lengths and thus

reduced travel times (See Section I).
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COMMENT: The impact of the Potrillo Alternate on Pajarito Acres

should be described.

RESPONSE: The Potrillo Alternate has been eliminated from the

study.

COMENT: The cost of the various bridges under consideration

should be compared.

RESPONSE: Such a comparison is presented in Section II and in the

Phase C Engineering Report.

COMENT: The possibility that the project could be designed as a

toll facility should be discussed.

RESPONSE: The primary funding source is Federal Aid, which

precludes a toll facility (See Section I-A).

COMMENT: Detailed and exact traffic counts are necessary.

RESPONSE: Such counts have been made and are analyzed in the

\

traffic study prepared for use in this SDEIS (See Section IV-A).

COMMENT: An air pollution study should be undertaken and the

impact of the transportation of hazardous waste should be analyzed.

\I

RESPONSE: Both air quality and hazardous waste transport have been

analyzed and are described in Section IV-H and Section IV—U,

respectively.

COMENT: The traffic impact to Camino La Tierra/Buckman Road

should be analyzed.

RESPONSE: Such an analysis has been undertaken and is found in

Section IV—A.5.
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COMMENT: The impact on the Caja del Rio Gun Club's shooting range

should be described.

RESPONSE: Although the Montoso and Chino Mesa Alternates would not

directly impact the shooting range, the road will pass through its

buffer zone.

COMMENT: An estimate of truck traffic is required.

RESPONSE: Truck traffic data are reported in Section IV—A.1.

COMMENT: The use of Bureau of Land Management and Forest Service

land should be described.

RESPONSE: Such a discussion is included in Section IV—D and IV?

T. ‘

COMMENT: An analysis of the project's impact on property values

should be included.

RESPONSE: The impact of the project on individual property values

cannot be determined: however, a general discussion of this issue

is found in Section IV-L, F, and G.

COMMENT: Negotiations with Native Americans should be discussed.

RESPONSE: Discussions relating to the involvement of Native

American groups are found in Sections IV—D and IV—F.

COMMENT: The safety benefits of the new road should be spelled

out.

RESPONSE: Safety issues are addressed in Section I-G.

COMMENT: The impact of the project on the use of the Santa Fe

Airport should be discussed.
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RESPONSE: Modal interrelationships are discussed in Section I-F.

COMMENT: The potential for residential development along the route

should be analyzed.

RESPONSE: Because the project would be a limited—access facility,

and because it would be located primarily on Federal lands, the

potential for inducement of residential development along the route

is slight (See Section IV-D).

C. RESPONSE TO AGENCY COMENTS ON DEIS

The following written comments from federal, state, and local

agencies were received during the circulation of the DEIS. The

numbered comments below summarize the substantive comments

contained in the correspondence found in Appendix 5. Editorial

comments are ’not discussed below, but have been utilized in

preparing this SDEIS.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

(Appendix B, Exhibit 1)

COMMENT #1: The status of proposed improvements in Los Alamos

west of the junction of SR 4 and the proposed facility should be

clarified, and impacts addressed.

RESPONSE: The Status of required improvements to sideroads,

including East Jemez Road and Pajarito Road in the Los Alamos area

are discussed in Section II-C. Impacts associated with these

sideroads are described in Section IV-A.5. The environmental

impacts of the Santa Fe Relief Route have been identified and

evaluated in a separate EA/FONSI for that project.

COMMENT #2: The Final EIS should include more detailed discussion

of the preferred alternative's impacts and mitigation
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recommendations.

RESPONSE: This Supplemental DEIS does not contain an

identification of a preferred alternative, but does provide more

information regarding impacts of all the alternatives on 4(f)

resources, endangered species, visual resources, and archaeological

sites (See Section IV-Q, R, S, T, and Z).

U.S. FOREST SERVICE - SANTA FE NATIONAL FOREST

(Appendix B, Exhibit 2)

COMMENT #1: The Mortandad Alternate is preferred. Visual and

wildlife impacts are a concern with the other alternates.

RESPONSE: The Potrillo Alternate is no longer under consideration.

The visual impacts of all alternates are discussed in Section IV-T.

The impact of alternates on wild horse herds is described in

Section IV—P.

COMMENT #2: The No—Build Alternate will have no visual impact.

RESPONSE: Comment noted.

COMMENT #3: The discussion of vegetation and soils in the

Affected Environment chapter should be based on the latest soils

mapping done by the Forest Service.

RESPONSE: This information has been utilized in preparing this

SDEIS. Also, a preliminary geotechnical study has been performed

and was utilized as input.

COMMENT #4: Impact on soil resources should be addressed,

including amount of disturbance, and cut-and-fill impacts.

RESPONSE: Soil would be disturbed for pavement for each alternate.

The relative amount of soil disturbance for each alternate can be
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estimated by considering the relative right-of- way requirements

for each Alternate, which are summarized in Table IV-2. Impacts

on soil resources will be minimal regardless of the alternate

selected (See Section IV-E and W). Cut-and-fill impacts are also

described in Section IV-W.

COMMENTS #5, 9, AND 12: Concern is expressed with alternates

crossing the Santa Fe National Forest's "L" area, identified by the

Forest for semi-primitive, non-motorized uses which would

potentially impact wild horse herds.

RESPONSE: The Potrillo Alternate is no longer under consideration.

Montoso and Chino Mesa Alternates would cross the "L" area and

would require continued coordination with the Forest Service during

subsequent stages of project development to incorporate all

practical measures to minimize harm to wild horses.

COMMENT #6: The gramma grass cactus (Tgumeya papyracantha) is a

concern because it is a candidate species for federal protection.

RESPONSE: As discussed in Section IV-Q, each alternate was field

surveyed for this species. Locations of colonies have been

identified and the Mortandad and Sandia Alternates would have the

greatest impact on these species.

COMMENT #7: Concern is expressed regarding federally listed

endangered fauna: bald eagle, peregrine falcon, and whooping

crane.

RESPONSE: The concerns raised relative to each of these birds has

been addressed in Section IV-Q.

COMMENT #8: The project area is being considered for the

introduction of Bighorn Sheep. The Mortandad Alternate would

have the least impact, if this proposal is implemented.
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RESPONSE: Comment noted. If this proposal is enacted,

coordination with the Forest Service will be continued to develop

appropriate design features in order to minimize harm to the

Bighorn Sheep.

COMMENT #10: Estimates of the number of historic and

archaeological sites potentially impacted by each alternate are

questioned.

RESPONSE: Field surveys for each alternate were performed as part

of the preparation of this SDEIS (See Section IV-R).

COMMENT #11: Concern is expressed with visual impacts associated

with cut construction techniques.

RESPONSE: As noted in Sections IV-T and W, during final design,

minimization of cut-and-fill impacts will be accomplished by

incorporating broken face blasting with staggered benches and

flared ends where practical.

COMMENT #12: In addition to box culvert stock passes, mitigation

measures should include consideration of fencing changes, water

developments, erosion control, revegetation, etc.

RESPONSE: Coordination with the Forest Service will continue

during subsequent stages of project development to minimize impacts

on wild horses and livestock grazing. The only water development

potentially impacted is Dead Dog Well, which is addressed in

Section IV—C. New Mexico Standard Specifications for Road and

Bridge Construction will minimize erosion impacts, require

revegetation, and other techniques to minimize and mitigate

construction impacts (See Section IV—W).
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U.S. FOREST SERVICE - SOUTHWEST REGION

(Appendix B, Exhibit 3)

COMMENT #1: A biological evaluation of threatened, endangered, and

sensitive species on National Forest property should be conducted

and coordinated with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

RESPONSE: Threatened, endangered, and sensitive species in the

project area are identified in Section III—A.5. The biological

evaluation undertaken as part of this Supplemental DEIS is

described in Section IV—P and Q.

COMMENT #2: Mitigation measures should be identified in the FEIS.

RESPONSE: Mitigation measures are proposed in this SDEIS and are

summarized in Section IV-Z.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ARMY — CORPS OF ENGINEERS

1 (Appendix B, Exhibit 4)

COMMENT #1: Impacts and permits for the temporary work bridge (for

Mortandad and Sandia Canyon Alternates only) should be addressed.

RESPONSE: Impacts and permits required for the temporary work

bridge cannot be precisely determined at this time, because the

contractor will ultimately be responsible. However, as discussed

in Section IV-K, L, M, N, and W, maximum impacts of the temporary

work bridge and associated access roads have been estimated.

Commitments to minimize these impacts have been made. If an

individual Section 404 permit is required, the contractor will be

responsible for obtaining the permit.

COMMENT #2: Discharges of dredge and fill material outside the

ordinary high water mark are not regulated under Section 404.

RESPONSE: Comment noted.
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

LOS ALAMOS AREA OFFICE

(Appendix B, Exhibit 5)

COMMENT #1: Safety analysis should include type of containers used

to transport transuranic waste.

RESPONSE: The proposed action is a highway facility. The safety

analysis incorporated into this SDEIS is related to the design of

this facility, not containers, Safe-Service Vehicles and Trailers,

or other issues related to the safe transport of special nuclear

materials. DOT regulations (49 CFR 171-178) deal with packaging

requirements for safe transport of radioactive materials. The

Nuclear Regulatory Commission has completed a final EIS on the

Transportation of Radioactive Material by Air and Other Modes.

Sections I—G and IV-U discuss the proposed highway facility's role

in the safe transport of transuranic wastes.

COMMENT #2: Distinctions between hazardous wastes, hazardous ma

terials, transuranic waste, and nuclear materials should be made.

RESPONSE: This SDEIS has been written with the noted distinctions

made. Hazardous wastes and materials are inclusive terms, which

can refer to transuranic wastes and nuclear materials,

respectively.

COMMENT #3: Hazardous materials are in most cases more hazardous

to human health than chemical hazardous waste.

RESPONSE: Comment noted.

COMMENT #4: Impact on public health of transporting transuranic

waste is not addressed.

RESPONSE: Refer to the response to Comment #1. All of the Build

Alternates will have a beneficial impact in terms of limiting

exposure of existing population centers to the transport of
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transuranic waste, when compared to the existing condition. (See

Section I-G). There is no substantial difference among the Build

Alternates in terms of their impact on public health.

COMMENT #5: Purpose and Need for Action needs clarification of

project justification, and airport issues.

RESPONSE: Section I has been greatly expanded in this SDEIS. The

reference to the Los Alamos airport relates to expansion potential

and not cost-efficiency.

COMENT #6: References should be cited in this document.

RESPONSE: References for each Section have been added.

COMMENT #7: Clarify the use of the term "relatively clean air and

water" in Affected Environment section.

RESPONSE: More quantitative information relating existing air and

water quality to applicable standards has been added to the SDEIS

(See Sections III-A.6, and IV-H and J).

COMMENT #8: Environmental Consequences section should address

potential environmental contamination and public exposure issues.

RESPONSE: See response to Comment #1.

COMMENT #9: LANL-related terminology should be clarified.

RESPONSE: Comments noted.

COMENT #10: What is meant by "White Rock could be avoided at the

discretion of DOE"? -

RESPONSE: There is an alternative to shipping through White Rock.

COMMENT #11: Is a wetland/floodplain notification needed?
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RESPONSE: The Final EIS will contain wetland and floodplain

findings.

COMMENT #12: What is justification for statement that the project

will reduce the present risks associated with hazardous material

transport?

RESPONSE: See Section IV-U.

COMMENT #13: Significance/non-significance of environmental

consequences is made by agency decision-maker on the basis of

information in environmental document.

RESPONSE: Comment noted. -

COMMENT #14:‘ Clarification of discussion in summary regarding

degree of impact requiring mitigation is needed.

RESPONSE: It is not contradictory to minimize effects of both

severe and minor impacts.

COMENT #15: Quality of Property Ownership Map should be improved.

RESPONSE: The graphics in the SDEIS have been revised. It should

be noted, however, that the scale of these maps does not permit

great detail in depicting all boundaries. The conceptual design

drawings (plan and profile sheets of the alternatives) at the

scales of 1" = 200' and l" = 500' depict more precise depiction of

boundaries.

COMMENT #16: The Floodplain analysis should include base

floodplain mapping, address natural and beneficial values of

floodplains, and generally comply with E.O. 11988 and E.O. 11990.

RESPONSE: Section IV-N has been revised to include mapping of all

floodplain encroachments. Because of the general lack of

vegetation in the arroyos which constitute most of the floodplain

VIII-26



encroachments, impacts to natural and beneficial values beyond

their hydrologic functions will be minimal. All of the Build

Alternatesl crossings of the Rio Grande completely span the

floodplain, except, as noted in Section IV-L, N, and W, the

temporary work bridge required for the Mortandad and Sandia Canyon

Alternates.

COMMENT #17: Potrillo Alternate would not qualify for COE's

Nationwide Permit.

RESPONSE: This alternate is no longer under consideration.

COMENT #18: Alternate alignments should be overlain on LANL Site

Development Plan.

RESPONSE: In as much as LANL is a member of the Location Study

Team and extensive ongoing coordination with LANL has been

established, this is not necessary.

LOS ALAMOS NATIONAL LABORATORY

(Appendix B, Exhibits 6 and 7)

COMMENT #1: LANL supports the need for and construction of the

proposed facility.

RESPONSE: Comment noted.

COMMENT #2: The Salva Tierra Homeowners Association opposes the

improvement and connection of Buckman Road to the Mortandad

Alternative.

RESPONSE: The options of not paving and/or not connecting Buckman

Road to the proposed facility are evaluated in this SDEIS (See

Sections IV-A.5 and IV-I).
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COMMENT #3: LANL does not favor any particular alternative.

RESPONSE: Comment noted.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION REVIEW

(Appendix B, Exhibit 8)

COMMENT #1: Visual and noise impacts associated with the Mortandad

Alternate may constitute a constructive use of the Tsankawi Unit

of the Bandelier National Monument (BNM).

RESPONSE: Visual and noise impacts on the Tsankawi Unit are

discussed in Sections IV—S and I, respectively. Although some

visual impacts may occur, no noise impacts are anticipated. The

degree of impairment of the function of this BNM unit is not

severe, as discussed in Section IV-S, and IV-T and Section V of the

SDEIS. Evaluation of these impacts has been coordinated with the

National Park Service.

COMMENT #2: ‘The Mortandad Alternate should be redesigned to route

the majority of traffic to Pajarito Road.

RESPONSE: This design concept is not viable because Pajarito Road

is a LANL facility, which is subject to closure on a periodic

basis. The Location Study Team is working closely with the

National Park Service Regional Office to minimize any impacts to

National Park lands.

COMMENT #3: The Montoso Peak Alternate's bridge over White Rock

Canyon would visually impact most users of Frijoles Canyon, and

introduce noise impacts into BNM.

RESPONSE: As discussed in Section IV-I, although there would be

increases in noise levels, there will be no noise impacts on BNM.

As discussed in Section IV-S.2, 90 percent of BNM's visitors use
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Frijoles Canyon, but the Montoso Bridge will not be visible from

the Visitor's Center. Only the very small number of hikers who

take the Falls Trail to the Rio Grande will be able to see this

bridge.

COMMENT #4: The Wilderness Area of BNM will be negatively impacted

by the Montoso Peak Alternate in terms of visual and noise impacts.

RESPONSE: No noise impacts or air quality impacts as defined by

FHWA and NMSHTD will occur (See Sections IV-H and IV-I). Visual

impacts may occur in some portions of the Wilderness Area, but will

not be experienced throughout the entire portion of BNM devoted to

wilderness activities (See Section IV-S).

COMMENT #5: Clean scenic vista are the most vulnerable to new

increments of pollution.

RESPONSE: Comment noted. Air quality impacts are discussed in

Section IV—4.

COMMENT #6: Montoso Peak Alternate would increase visitation to

BNM and significantly impact all park operations and the quality

of the visitor experience.

RESPONSE: The impacts to BNM are discussed in Section IV—T.1 and

Section V.

COMMENT #7: Concern is expressed about accidents involving

hazardous materials and their potential to impact park visitors and

employees.

RESPONSE: See Section IV-U for a discussion of the transport of

hazardous materials.

COMMENT #8: The Montoso Peak Alternate would constitute

constructive use of BNM.
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RESPONSE: As described in Section IV-I, S, and T, puoximity

impacts will not significantly impair the function and purpose of

BNM, if the Montoso Peak Alternate were constructed.

COMENT #9: The Potrillo Alternate would have Section 4(f)

involvement.

RESPONSE: For this reason and because of other impacts, this

Alternate has been dismissed from further consideration.

COMMENT #10: Several specific comments'on the DEIS were attached

to DOI's letter.

RESPONSE: Most of those comments were of an editorial nature. All

substantive specific comments were summarized in the DOI letter

(Appendix B, Exhibit 8). All of the specific editorial comments

were utilized in developing this SDEIS.

COMENT #11: Cultural Resource Surveys should be completed before

alternative selection and site significance is coordinated with the

SHPO and ACHP.

RESPONSE: As described in Section IV-R, surveys of cultural

resources for each alternates have been completed and are being

coordinated with the SHPO.

COMMENT #12: Consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

(FWS) under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act may be required

for the Montoso and Potrillo Alternates, and appropriate mitigation

incorporated into the project.

RESPONSE: The Potrillo Alternate is no longer under consideration.

Coordination with FWS regarding all alternates currently under

consideration has been initiated (See Appendix C, Exhibit 15).

Mitigation measures are addressed in Section IV—Q.3.
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COMMENT #13: Section 404 permits may be necessary for the

temporary work bridge, and FWS would require several conditions for

permit approval.

RESPONSE: As discussed in Section IV-K, if a Section 404 permit

is required for the temporary bridge, it will be the responsibility

of the contractor to obtain it. As discussed in Section IV-L and

X, several mitigation measures will be stipulated in the contract

plans by NMSHTD. The contractor would, of course, be required to

meet all conditions of the permit required by COE and FWS.

COMMENT #14: The Department of Interior feels that all alternates

would have 4(f) impacts, but would approve the Mortandad Alternate,

if measures to minimize harm were incorporated.

“RESPONSE: The Potrillo Alternate has been dismissed. The

proximity impacts of Montoso and Mortandad are not severe, as

documented in Section IV-I, IV-S, IV-T, and Section V. The Noise

Study indicates that, although increases in noise levels will

occur, no noise impacts to BNM would occur. The visual assessments

revealed that, although some impacts would occur within the

wilderness area, at the end of Falls Trail and at Tsankawi, these

impacts will not severely impair the function of these areas (See

Section IV-S, IV-T, and Section V).

COMMENT #15: The transport of hazardous materials in the vicinity

of Bandelier National Monument is a concern and emergency response

procedures should be established.

RESPONSE: The transport of hazardous materials and emergency

response procedures are addressed in Section IV—V.2.
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U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

(Appendix B, Exhibit 9)

COMMENT #1: With the incorporation of the mitigation measures_

described in the DEIS, EPA has no objection (Lack of Objection

(LO)) to this project.

RESPONSE: Comment noted.

NEW MEXICO STATE CLEARINGHOUSE

REVIEW CERTIFICATION

(Appendix B, Exhibit 10)

COMMENT #1: The proposed. action is supported and is not in

conflict with state, areawide, or local plans.

RESPONSE: Comment noted.

NEW MEXICO ENERGY, MINERALS AND NATURAL RESOURCES DEPARTMENT

(Appendix B, Exhibit 11)

COMENT #1: Concern is expressed about impacts to the Gramma Grass

Cactus.

RESPONSE: As described in Section IV-Q, each alternate alignment

was surveyed for this plant species. The results of the survey did

indicate that the Mortandad and Sandia Canyon Alternates would

impact this species west of the Rio Grande. Mitigation is proposed

if one of these alternates is selected, in the form of alignment

shifts and/or transplanting to the greenbelt area.

VIII-32



""""""'""""""'"$

3
NEW MEXICO HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENT DEPARTMENT

(Appendix B, Exhibit 12)

COMMENT #1:

action is supported.

State clearinghouse form indicates that proposed

RESPONSE: Comment noted.

COMMENT #2:

addressed in the DEIS.

Noise impacts and mitigation are not adequately

.

RESPONSE:

documents did evaluate the noise

Both

sensitive sites that would be

The SDEIS has expanded the noise analysis.

impacted by all of the alternates under consideration. The noise

study was conducted in accordance with FHWA and NMSHTD procedures,

including-consideration of abatement measures (See Section IV—I).

COMMENT.#3:

vehicular pollutants and salt and foreign soils and sands used in

The discussion of water quality impacts should include

winter maintenance.

RESPONSE:

project will be designed in accordance with federal and state

‘The stormwater management system for the proposed

standards for long and short term pollution control (See Section

IV-J.2).

COMMENT #4:

parameter addressed in the DEIS.

Carbon monoxide (CO) was the only air quality

RESPONSE:

in accordance with FHWA procedures.

CO is the air quality indicator quantitatively modeled

COMMENT #5:

detail.

Construction impacts should be described in more

RESPONSE:

activities and their impacts.

Section IV-W expands the DEIS discussion of construction

This discussion must be general at
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this time, because, ultimately the contractor will determine how

gravel pit operations and other specific construction activities

are conducted.

COMMENT #6: The EIS should address

increased housing demand.

impacts associated with

RESPONSE: This SDEIS addresses impacts of the proposed highway

facility.

COMMENT #7: Non-lead bearing primers and paints should be used for

bridges.

RESPONSE: NMSHTD Specifications do not allow lead bearing primers

and paints.

2

COMMENT #8: State Water Quality Standards have been amended.

RESPONSE: Comment noted.

COMMENT #9:

identified and requirements for-minimization are recommended. These

Several construction impacts on water quality are

impacts include sedimentation, fuel storage, waste material

disposal, and spills.

RESPONSE:

Standard Specification for Road and Bridge Construction (See

Sections IV-J and W).

These items are usually controlled by the New Mexico

COMMENT #10:

revegetation of cut-and-fill slopes should be required.

To prevent soil erosion in the construction zone,

RESPONSE: Where suitable habitat exists, revegetation will be

required (See Section IV—T and W).
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NEW MEXICO DEPARTMENT OF GAME AND FISH

(Appendix B, Exhibit 13)

COMMENT #1: Biological field surveys should be conducted for the

preferred alternate.

RESPONSE: Biological field surveys, as described in Section IV

Q, were conducted for each of the alternates under consideration

in the SDEIS.

NEW MEXICO INTERSTATE STREAM COMMISSION

(Appendix B, Exhibit 14)

COMMENT #1: Comment in addition to those made in July 27, 1987

correspondence (See Appendix A, Exhibit 8).

RESPONSE: Comment noted.

NEW MEXICO OFFICE OF CULTURAL AFFAIRS

HISTORIC PRESERVATION DIVISION

STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER

(Appendix B, Exhibit 15)

COMENT: The SHPO will review the project after an inventory of

the routes has been completed.

RESPONSE: As part of the preparation of the SDEIS, a field survey

of each alternate was conducted. the results of this cultural

resources inventory, which is summarized in Section IV— R, was

submitted to the SHPO for review. This review is documented in

Appendix C, Exhibit 16 (pending). -
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D. PUBLIC HEARINGS

Two public hearings were held for the Santa Fe - Los Alamos

Corridor Study. The first was held on August 23, 1988, at the

Pinon Elementary School gymnasium in White Rock. The second was

held on August 25, 1988, at the National Guard Headquarters

auditorium in Santa Fe. The purpose of the hearings was to ensure

that interested. persons were provided a public forum for the

presentation of views regarding the social, economic, and

environmental effects of the proposed alternatives.

Approximately 110 persons attended'the White Rock hearings;

except for one individual who was Native American, no minorities

were present. Approximately 135 persons attended the Santa Fe

hearing: minority involvement was limited to one Native American

individual and eight Hispanic individuals.

The two hearings followed the same format, beginning with

opening remarks which included an introduction of the'speakers, the

objective of the hearing, and the procedure for making official

statements. Next, a discussion of the history of the Santa Fe -

Los Alamos Study was presented, followed by presentations

(augmented with slides) explaining the engineering and

environmental aspects of the current corridor study. The

engineering presentation focused on alternative alignment

locations, bridge types, and costs. The environmental presentation

focused on visual impacts, the transport of hazardous materials,

cultural resources, and social, economic, and biological resources.

The presentation portion of the hearings concluded with a brief

statement regarding the right-of- way acquisition process, whereby,

upon conclusion, the floor was opened for comments. A summary of

the substantive comments made at both hearings, as well as

responses to those comments, are presented below.

COMMENT: The Mortandad Alternate is undesirable because its

connection with Buckman Road would adversely impact Las Tierras.
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RESPONSE: The Location Study Team has voted to eliminate the

Buckman Road connection; however, because the County of Santa Fe,

who has jurisdiction over Buckman Road, has not endorsed the LST's

recommendation, this SDEIS analyzes conditions with and without_

this connection (See Section IV-A and I).

COMMENT: The Mortandad Alternate is undesirable because it is the

most expensive, is the longest, is the only alternative that passes

near a growing residential area, and would require a land exchange.

RESPONSE: The Mortandad Alternate is neither the most expensive

nor is it the longest (See Section II). While it does pass near

a residential area, the impacts of this proximity are minimal (See

Section IV—A, I, and T). A land exchange is only one option for

right-of-way acquisition through Pueblo lands. Purchase of

right-of-way is another option.

COMMENT: The Mortandad Alternate has been pre-selected.

RESPONSE: Although the Mortandad Alternate received the largest

number of endorsements prior to the release of the DEIS, a

preferred alternate has not been recognized (See Section II) and

all alternates presented in this SDEIS are under equal

consideration including the No-Build Alternative.

COMMENT: A Buckman Road/Mortandad interchange may be beneficial

in handling future traffic volumes.

RESPONSE: A connection to the Mortandad Alternate at Buckman Road

is evaluated in this SDEIS (See Section II-C, IV—A, and I).

COMMENT: Meetings should be held between NMSHTD representatives

and Las Tierras community groups to discuss the Buckman interchange

issue.

RESPONSE: Such meetings took place in October, 1988 (See Section

VII-F).
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COMENT: The Potrillo Alternate has several adverse impacts.

RESPONSE: The Potrillo Alternate has been eliminated from further

analysis (See Section II-C).

COMMENT: The DEIS does not adequately address the assessment of

impacts to the Las Tierras community.

RESPONSE: Impacts on Las Tierras are discussed in Sections IV-A,

F, I, and S of this SDEIS.

COMMENT: The Mortandad Alternative should be re-routed to utilize

a lower and_shorter bridge over the Rio Grande.

RESPONSE: A number of other alignments were studied (See Section

II-C). Topographic considerations and the desires of the San

Ildefonso Pueblo preclude construction of a low bridge in the

Mortandad region. The Sandia Canyon Alternate includes a shorter

and lower bridge than would be used for the Mortandad Alternative

(See Section II-C).

COMMENT: No matter which alternate is chosen, a new road is not

justified because:

1) environmental impacts are too severe.

2) traffic projections are inaccurate.

3) travel time reductions are minimal.

4) improvements to SR 4 and SR 502 will negate the need

for a new road.

5) employment at Los Alamos National Lab will decline.

6) scenic areas will be destroyed.

RESPONSE: (1) The environmental impacts of the proposed

alternatives have been found to be generally minor (See Section

IV-H through Q); (2) The traffic forecast for 2015 is based on the

best available data and is considered accurate within the allowable

margin of error; (3) Although reducing travel time is not the sole

or even primary reason for the project, travel times and distances
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will indeed be reduced with the build alternates (See Sections I-B

and C, and II); (4) Improvements to SR 4 and to SR 502 have been

assumed in analyzing the alternatives under consideration. Such

improvements, while improving traffic conditions in the short run,

cannot provide the capacity anticipated to be needed in the more

distant future (See Section I-C): (5) Los Alamos National

Laboratory's employment projections show while future rates of

growth in employment will be less than historical rates, total

employment will remain at high levels: (6) Visual impacts have been

thoroughly analyzed (See Section IV- 5). Other aspects of project

need are discussed in Section I.

COMMENT: Public transportation should be considered.

RESPONSE: Alternate modes of transportation were evaluated and do

not meet the purpose and need for this project (See Section

II—B.2).

COMMENT: Trading national forest land for tribal land is

unacceptable.

RESPONSE: Acquisition of tribal lands, if required, will be in

accordance with all state and federal regulations.

COMMENT: The Montoso Peak Alternate will visually and audibly

intrude upon Bandelier National Monument.

RESPONSE: Visual and Noise Impacts of the Montoso Peak Alternate

are discussed in Sections IV-I and IV-S. In the event the Montoso

Peak Alternate is chosen as the preferred, appropriate measures to

minimize harm will be established through coordination and

agreement with the National Park Service. Section IV-Z summarizes

currently proposed mitigation measures.

COMMENT: There is concern about the potential visual, noise, and

air pollution impacts at the southwest portion of the Pinon Hills

subdivision.
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RESPONSE: Since the roadway would be built behind a low ridge

southwest of the houses, it would not create a visual intrusion.

A computer modelling exercise undertaken for the projected traffic

volumes in the Pinon Hills area indicated that minimal noise levels

can be expected (See Section IV-I). Air quality impacts would be

insignificant (See Section IV-H).

COMMENT: The impact on land values, traffic congestion, and the

quality of life in Santa Fe has not been addressed.

RESPONSE: The impact on land uses has‘been fully addressed (See

Section IV-D); it is not within the purview of this SDEIS to

predict possible changes in land values. Likewise, traffic impacts

which are pertinent to the Santa Fe - Los Alamos route have been

addressed (See Section IV-A), the SDEIS is not meant to‘include an

urban area network analysis. Finally, the impacts upon the quality

of life, while not explicitly stated, are incorporated into Section

IV—F, "Social Impacts".

COMMENT: Provisions should be made for pedestrian, bicycle, and

equestrian use of the road, regardless of the chosen alternate.

RESPONSE: Where an urban cross section through White Rock is used,

bicycle lanes adjacent to the outside travel lanes will be

provided. Use by pedestrian, equestrian, and bicycle traffic on

the remainder of the facility will conform to state regulations.

COMMENT: Money for this road should be spent on schools and

education instead of a new road through a pristine area.

RESPONSE: Federal funds have been allocated by the U.S. Congress

specifically for the Santa Fe — Los Alamos project and are not

available for schools. '

COMMENT: Impacts on feeder traffic should be addressed.
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RESPONSE: Traffic impacts which are pertinent to the Santa Fe -

Los Alamos route have been addressed (See Section IV—A); the SDEIS

is not meant to include a complete urban area network analysis.

COMMENT: What guarantee is there from the Department of Energy

that Pajarito Road will be kept open?

RESPONSE: There is no guarantee; Pajarito Road is subject to

closing at any time, therefore, no project alternates are based on

its remaining open.

COMMENT: How imminent is the Santa Fe Relief Route?

RESPONSE: A portion of the Relief Route is under construction, the

remainder is in the right-of-way acquisition phase (See Section I).

COMMENT: The alignment should be relocated to the west of the

Pinon Hills subdivision.

RESPONSE: The alignment has been relocated west of Pinon Hills

(See Appendix A, City of Santa Fe Resolution).

COMMENT: ‘The Montoso Peak .Alternate will have many wildlife

impacts.

RESPONSE: Each alternate has some potential impact on wildlife.

A complete biological assessment has been prepared addressing each

alternate (See Section IV-P and 0).

COMMENT: The southern alternates are more circuitous than the

northern alternates.

RESPONSE: It is true that the Montoso Peak Alternate is more

circuitous than the northern alternates; however, all the

alternates, including Montoso, are shorter than the existing route.
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COMMENT: If the Mortandad Alternate is selected, it should connect

to East Jemez Road instead of at White Rock.

RESPONSE: The Sandia Canyon Alternate, which is similar to

Mortandad, does connect to East Jemez Road (See Section II—C).

COMMENT: Noise impacts at Mountain Meadows and White Rock should

be analyzed.

RESPONSE: Worst-case noise receptor locations have been analyzed

for each alternate (See Section IV-I).

COMMENT: The housing costs referenced in the DEIS are misleading.

RESPONSE: The housing data presented were based on the most

current information available from the State Economic Development

Department and from the Tourism Department for Los Alamos, Santa

Fe, and for Espanola. This information is not included in this

SDEIS.

COMMENT: The DEIS lacks back-up data for the points that were

made.

RESPONSE: The environmental and engineering studies have been

undertaken in accordance with all appropriate regulations and

procedures. Technical support documents are available at the New

Mexico State Highway and Transportation Department offices, in

Santa Fe.

COMMENT: One of the stated primary purposes of the project is to

avoid populated areas; the Mortandad route clearly does not do

this.

RESPONSE: It is true that a portion of the Mortandad Alternate

would be near a residential area; direct impact is avoided,

however.
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COMMENT: There is no mention of how much hazardous material will

be involved with the road, or how dangerous it is, or where and how

it will be stored. _Also, there is no mention of how many shipments

of hazardous materials will be made or of alternate methods of

transport.

RESPONSE: The issue of the transport of hazardous materials is

addressed in Section IV—U.

The comments listed above represent an aggregation of both the

oral comments made at the two public hearings, and of the over one

hundred written comments received in the period after the hearings.

In addition to the comments presented above, several comments were

received which express support for the project. These were not

presented in this section because they require no response.

E. POST-HEARING PUBLIC INVOLVEMNT ACTIVITIES

As a result of the public hearings held for the corridor study,

the Pajarito Acres Homeowners‘ Association -and La Tierra

Homeowners‘ Association each requested that the Highway Department

make a presentation to their members to further discuss the

proposed Santa Fe - Los Alamos road.

On October 2, 1988, the Highway Department met with

approximately 50 members of the Pajarito Acres Homeowners‘

Association. The meeting was held at the White Rock municipal

building in White Rock. At the meeting, representatives of the

Department made a brief presentation which summarized the corridor

study and described its conclusions. Following the presentation,

the floor was opened for comments and questions. Several questions

and concerns were raised.

Several days before the meeting, the Pajarito Acres Association

canvassed its members for their opinions regarding the proposed

project via a questionnaire. In addition to the comments made at

the meeting, the association submitted the results of the
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questionnaire to the Department. Of the forty-nine responses

received, forty favored improving existing routes and opposed the

construction of a new route from Santa Fe to Los Alamos.

On October 18, 1988, the Highway Department met with members

of La Tierra Homeowners‘ Association at the Sheraton Santa Fe Inn

Ballroom. Registered attendance was 114 persons, of which two were

Hispanic. No other minorities were present. At the meeting, the

Department gave a brief presentation concerning proposed options

for a Buckman Road connection of the Mortandad Alternate and the

results of a traffic analysis for the area. Several comments and

concerns were raised at the meeting. In addition, a questionnaire

was distributed at the meeting and return was requested by October

25, 1988. A total of 105 responses were received, 57 of which were

received by the requested return date. Of the total received, 94

percent expressed opposition to the Mortandad Alternate.

The volume and variety of the comments, questions, and concerns

expressed both orally and in writing as a result of the two

homeowner association meetings were a strong indication that the

public hearings held for the proposed project did not

satisfactorily resolve the project's issues for some members of the

public.

F. PRE-SDEIS EARLY INTERAGENCY COORDINATION

Subsequent to the decision to develop a Supplemental Draft EIS

to address new alternates and other issues raised after the public

hearing, federal, state, and local agencies were again directly

contacted to solicit their concerns. On May 16, 1990, a special

meeting of the LST was held in the NMSHTD's District 5 Conference

Room for the purpose of initiating informal dialogue with federal,

state, and local agencies who will be commenting on the SDEIS in

order to clarify each agency's concerns prior to circulation of

this SDEIS. The following agencies and groups actively

participated in this meeting.
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Los Alamos National Laboratories

New Mexico State Highway & Transportation Dept.

U.S. Forest Service

Federal Highway Administration (Region & Division

Offices)

Santa Fe County

City of Santa Fe

Los Alamos County

New Mexico State Land Office

National Park Service

H.W. Lochner, Inc.

As a result of the early interagency coordination conducted as

part of the preparation of this SDEIS, several written comments

were received. The following numbered comments summarize the

substantive comments received and contained in the correspondence

in Appendix C.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR, NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

SOUTHWEST REGION

(Appendix C, Exhibit 1)

COMMENT #1: Noise studies should include receptors at Bandelier

National Monument (BNM) and its Tsankawi Unit. Predicted noise

levels should be compared to ambient levels.

RESPONSE: As described in Section IV-I, these receptors have been

included in the analysis, which compared ambient noise levels to

predicted levels.

COMMENT #2: The NPS is opposed to the Sandia Canyon Alternate

because of visual and noise impacts. These proximity impacts may

constitute an adverse effect on the Ruins, which are listed on the

National Register of Historic Places, and may also represent a

constructive use of the Tsankawi Unit.
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RESPONSE: The noise and visual impacts associated with the Sandia

Canyon Alternate are discussed in Section IV—I and IV-S.

COMMENT #3: The Sandia Canyon Alternate would increase public

access and the likelihood of vandalism at Tsankawi.

RESPONSE: Tsankawi currently has direct access to SR 4. Any

increase in visitors will follow from increased traffic volumes in

the Santa Fe - Los Alamos corridor, which are a function of the

geographical distribution of employment and residential growth in

the region and will not vary greatly with any of the Build

Alternates. Vandalism is an enforcement and park management issue.

COMMENT #4: San Ildefonso Pueblo may allow land uses in the

Sandia/SR 4 interchange area which would be incompatible with the

Tsankawi Unit.

RESPONSE: Lari development on the Pueblo is not subject to other

local land development regulations. Pueblo land development would

likely be similar with either Mortandad or Sandia Canyon

Alternates.

COMMENT #5: Planning studies involving parking alternatives for

the Tsankawi Unit have been postponed by NPS.

RESPONSE: FHWA and NMSHTD will continue to coordinate this highway

project with the NPS parking needs at Tsankawi.

COMMENT #6: The SDEIS should include an evaluation of the Chino

Mesa Alternate's impacts on BNM, including the DOE/BNM Joint

Management Area, and the Wilderness Area.

RESPONSE: Impacts on the BNM, including the Joint Management Area,

and the Wilderness Area are discussed in Sections IV—D, I, S, and

T.
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COMMENT #7: A Mortandad alignment which would place a ridge

between White Rock and the proposed highway should be evaluated.

Mortandad should also utilize Pajarito Road in lieu of E. Jemez

Road.

RESPONSE: This alternate alignment was evaluated during the Phase

A engineering design studies for this project (See Section II).

It was dismissed at the request of San Ildefonso Pueblo because it

would impact planned development areas within the Pueblo. Pajarito

Road is under LANL's jurisdiction and is subject to periodic

closure. Consequently, direct connections to it were not

developed.

COMENT #8: Boundaries for BNM should be corrected.

RESPONSE: Corrections have been made.

COMENT #9: The Chino Mesa Alternate is not compatible with the

Santa Fe National Forest Management Plan. BLM and Bandelier

National Monument impacts should be considered separately.

RESPONSE: The relationship of all build alternates to the Santa

Fe National Forest Management Plan is discussed in Section IV—D.l,

to BLM lands in Section IV-D.2, and Bandelier National Monument in

Section IV—D.3 and IV-T.

COMMENT #10: Visual impacts to the Bandelier Wilderness Area needs

to be addressed.

RESPONSE: See Section IV-S.3.a.

COMMENT #11: A more detailed social impact evaluation is needed

than was contained in the Chino Mesa Phase A report.

RESPONSE: Social impacts, including community cohesion, travel

patterns and accessibility, community facilities and services,

public safety, and minority and ethnic groups are discussed in
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Section IV—F.

COMMENT #12: The impact of the project on Class I air quality

values of Bandelier Wilderness should be discussed.

RESPONSE: The worst case analysis of air quality impacts (See

Section IV—H) demonstrated that the highest traffic-generated

one-hour CO levels would be 1.0 ppm at a receptor along SR 4 in

White Rock, well within the 35 ppm National Ambient Air Quality

Standards. The Wilderness Area is removed far enough from this

location that no appreciable increase in CO levels are projected.

COMENT #13: A greatly expanded noise analysis is needed.

‘ RESPONSE: See Section IV-I.

COMMENT #14: The impact of accident-related spills on water

quality should be addressed.

RESPONSE: See Sections IV-J.2 and IV—U.2.

COMMENT #15: Springs located on the west side of lower White Rock

Canyon support unique wetlands.

RESPONSE: This area would not be impacted by any of the build

alternates.

COMMENT #16: Several specific comments on a pre-draft version of

the DEIS are made. Most of them are of an editorial nature.

RESPONSE: These comments were considered in developing the DEIS,

which was circulated on September 15, 1988.
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, FOREST SERVICE

ESPANOLA RANGER DISTRICT

(Appendix C, Exhibit 2)

COMMENT #1: Visual and wildlife impacts are of concern. Mortandad

and Sandia Canyon Alternates are favored by the Forest Service.

RESPONSE: Refer to Section IV-P, Q.1, and T. Alternate prefer

ences noted.

COMMENT #2: Sandia Canyon Alternate would have the least impact

on the "L" Management Area, designated for semi-primitive non

motorized recreation.

RESPONSE: Comment noted.

COMMENT #3: Both the Sandia Canyon and Mortandad Alternates will

impact several utilities and isolate an approximately 400-acre

portion of the Santa Fe National Forest, including a planned (1996)

Picnic Ground.

RESPONSE: Potential utility impacts to the Buckman Water

Management Unit, powerlines, and buried cables (fiber optics) are

discussed in Sections III-B, and IV—F). See Section IV-D.1 for a

discussion of impacts on the National Forest.

COMMENT #4 & 5: The Chino Mesa and Montoso Peak Alternates would

split the "L" management area and would have the greatest impact

on wild horse management in the Santa Fe National Forest.

RESPONSE: If one of these alternates is selected, FHWA and NMSHTD

would continue to coordinate with the Forest Service in minimizing

the facility's impacts on the "L" management area and on wild horse

habitat (See Sections IV-Q, S, and Z).

COMENT #6: All alternates would require adjustments in range

allotment management plans, but Mortandad and Sandia Canyon
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Alternates would have the least impact.

RESPONSE: Comment noted.

COMENT #7: The gramma grass cactus may be impacted by the Sandia

Canyon Alternate.

RESPONSE: Biological surveys accomplished as part of this SDEIS

identified locations of colonies of gramma grass cactus for each

alternate, as described in Section IV-Q.2.

COMMENT #8: Impacts on Endangered and Threatened fauna should be

evaluated for each alternate. Also, the White Rock Canyon area is

being considered by the Forest Service for introduction of the

Rocky Mountain Bighorn Sheep.

Y

RESPONSE: Wildlife impacts are discussed in Section IV-P and 0.1.

COMENT #9: It appears the Sandia Canyon Alternate would have the

least visual impact. A visual resource analysis should be

conducted for each alternate to determine degree of impact.

RESPONSE: The visual impact analysis is described in Section IV

S. In contrast to the Forest Service's assessment.of the Sandia

Canyon Alternate's visual impacts, the National Park Service feels

that it would negatively impact BNM's Tsankawi Unit (See

Appendix C, Exhibit 1).

NEW MEXICO COMMISSIONER OF PUBLIC LANDS

(Appendix C, Exhibit 3)

COMMENT #1: Discrepancy on Santa Fe County mapping may affect

location of the proposed facility's interchange with the Santa Fe

Relief Route.
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RESPONSE: This discrepancy has been resolved and final design of

the proposed facility will indicate any required boundary

adjustments.

COMMENT #2: The development potential of state lands in the

project area is being evaluated and will be provided.

RESPONSE: This information was utilized in Sections III-8.2 and

IV-D.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE

(Appendix C, Exhibit 4)

COMMENT: No prime, unique, statewide, or locally important

farmlands would be impacted with any of the alternates being

considered.

RESPONSE: Comment noted.

NEW MEXICO INTERSTATE STREAM COMMISSION

(Appendix C, Exhibit 5)

COMMENT #1: Water Quality data for a location on the Rio Grande

is available.

RESPONSE: This information was utilized in preparing Section IV

J.

COMMENT #2: There are no designated groundwater recharge or sole

source aquifers in the study area. I

RESPONSE: Comment noted.
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NEW MEXICO HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENT DEPARTMENT

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPROVEMENT DIVISION

(Appendix C, Exhibit 6)

COMMENT #1: The study area is classified as being in attainment

under the State Implementation Plan for ozone, hydrocarbons, and

nitrous oxides.

RESPONSE: Comment noted.

COMMENT #2: Applicable standards for carbon monoxide and

particulates is provided.

RESPONSE: This information was used in assessing the project's

potential impact on air quality. As discussed in Section IV-H, air

quality impacts associated with any of the alternates will be

negligible.

NEW MEXICO ENERGY, MINERALS, AND NATURAL RESOURCES DEPARTMENT

(Appendix C, Exhibit 7)

COMMENT: All Build Alternates should be surveyed for the gramma

grass cactus and Wright's pincushion cactus.

RESPONSE: These surveys have been accomplished and are documented

in Section IV—Q.2.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR, BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT,

NEW MEXICO STATE OFFICE

(Appendix C, Exhibit 8)

COMMENT: Access to BLM grazing lands should be accommodated in the

design of this facility. Dead Dog Well and Corral would be
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impacted by the Sandia Canyon and Mortandad Alternates.

RESPONSE: Access needs will be accommodated during final design.

Although the facililty' is being developed as a limited-access

highway, locked gates will be provided to accommodate agricultural

needs. Relocation of the well and corral is addressed in Section

IV-C.

LOS ALAMOS NATIONAL LABORATORY

(Appendix C, Exhibit 9)

COMMENT #1: The Chino Mesa Alternate would encounter radioactive

shot debris in Ancho Canyon on LANL property.

RESPONSE: Hazardous waste management programs currently being

undertaken by LANL will be responsible for clean-up at this

location. If this alternate is selected, FHWA and NMSHTD would

request LANL to accomplish this clean-up prior to the initiation

of construction.

COMMENT #2: An origin-destination survey was distributed to

several Los Alamos area employers. Approximately 10,000 LANL

employees and 2,500 other Los Alamos area employees received these

surveys: of which 5,303 were returned.

RESPONSE: The survey was tabulated and analyzed as part of the

preparation. of this SDEIS. The survey results confirmed the

assumptions used in developing the project traffic reported in the

DEIS and this SDEIS.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT

(Appendix C, Exhibit 10)

COMMENT: The BLM has no known permitted or non-regulated hazardous

waste sites along the routes being studied for the Santa Fe — Los
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Alamos Highway.

RESPONSE: This information has been utilized in Section IV—U.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, FOREST SERVICE

(Appendix C, Exhibit 11)

COMMENT: There are no known hazardous waste sites along any of

the Santa Fe - Los Alamos alternative routes on the National Forest

Land.

RESPONSE: This information has been utilized in Section IV—U.

STATE OF NEW MEXICO

COMMISSIONER OF PUBLIC LANDS

(Appendix C, Exhibit 12)

COMMENT: To the best of our knowledge, there are no hazardous

waste sites on the [state] property.

RESPONSE: This information has been utilized in Section IV—U.

STATE OF NEW MEXICO,

HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENT DEPARTMENT

(Appendix C, Exhibit 13)

COMMENT: Based on the information known to the Hazardous Waste

Bureau and what was discerned from the map, it was concluded there

are no known hazardous waste sites along any of the proposed

routes.

RESPONSE: This information has been utilized in Section IV—U.
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SAN ILDEFONSO PUEBLO,

TRIBAL REALTY OFFICER

(Appendix C, Exhibit 14)

COMMENT: There are no known hazardous waste sites on the alignment

under study.

RESPONSE: This information has been utilized in Section IV—U.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR, FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

(Appendix C, Exhibit 15)

COMMENT #1: The greatest potential for impacts to fish and

wildlife would occur at the White Rock Canyon crossing. The

Montoso Peak and Chino Mesa Alternates would have the gretest

potential for impacts to roost sites for the endangered bald eagle

and habitat for the endangered peregrine falcon.

RESPONSE: Section IV-Q contains a discussion of threatened and

endangered species for each build alternate.

COMMENT #2: Along the Mortandad and Sandia Canyon Alternates at

the river a cottonwood and Russian olive riparian gallery has

developed and could be impacted by construction activities.

RESPONSE: This area is discussed in Section IV-L. Temporary

impacts could result from the construction of a temporary bridge

near these two alternates.

COMMENT #3: Formal consultation will be required for the Montoso

Peak and Chino Mesa Alternates. No formal consultation will be

required for the Mortandad and Sandia Canyon Alternates.

RESPONSE: Comment noted.
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, FOREST SERVICE

SANTA FE NATIONAL FOREST

COMMENT: The Spotted Bat, Mexican Spotted Owl, Flammulated Owl,

and Goshawk should be addressed.

RESPONSE: These species are not listed as threatened, endangered,

or sensitive by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. However, they

are addressed in Section IV-Q.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR, NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

SOUTHWEST REGION

(Appendix C, Exhibit 17)

COMMENT #1: The discussion of project need should be expanded to

include more than savings in travel time and distance, should

concentrate on the infeasibility of upgrading existing systems and

should demonstrate that natural resource impacts are outweighed by

public welfare.

RESPONSE: Section 12 provides a greatly expanded Project Need

discussion, including project history, system linkage, capacity

analysis, transportation demand, social demands, economic

development, modal interrelationships, roadway deficiencies, and

safety considerations. The benefits of the proposed project

derives from its satisfaction of the identified needs. Section IV

describes the environmental impacts associated with the build

alternates. The weighing of the public welfare benefits against

the environmental impacts is left to the reviewer of this document.

COMMENT #2: The Sandia Canyon Alternate would have a "high"

visual impact on the Tsankawi Unit.

RESPONSE: As discussed in Section IV-T.3, the visual impact

assessment performed for this project determined that this impact

would be "low", because the roadway is partially hidden in the

Canyon, and by intervening hills, because the interchange at SR 4
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and East Jemez Road is less complex than Mortandad's, and the

existing viewshed is already impacted by SR 4, and other man-made

structures.

COMMENT #3: The Mortandad Alternate will have a "high" visual

impact on Tsankawi.

RESPONSE: As discussed in Section IV—T.3, although the Mortandad

Alternate would have more of an impact than the Sandia Canyon

Alternate because of its more complex SR 4/East Jemez Road

interchange, it is considered a "moderate" impact, due to more

outside visual intrusions in the existing viewshed.

COMENT #4: The Chino Mesa Alternate will have a "high" visual

impact on the Falls Trail/Rio-Grande and Wilderness Areas.

RESPONSE: The Chino Mesa Alternate would not be visible from the

Falls Trail/Rio Grande area. It is also highly unlikely that it

would be_visible from the Wilderness Area.

COMENT #5: The Montoso Peak Alternate would have a "high" visual

impact on the Falls Trail/Rio Grande and Wilderness Areas.

RESPONSE: As noted in Section IV—T.3, the Montoso Peak Alternate

is not visible from the Falls Trail. However, for the few hikers

who do leave the trail and hike along Rio Grande to a point, which

is not located in the Bandelier National Monument, the bridge would

be visible and have a high impact for them. Because the number of

viewers is small, the overall impact is considered "moderate". The

Montoso Peak Alternate would not be visible throughout the entire

Wilderness Area. Where it does occur, it will be an additional

visual intrusion (LANL facilities and residential areas are visible

from some areas now), which can be considered a "high" impact, due

to the viewers sensitivity and the nature of the viewer's activity.

COMMENT #6: All visual impacts are "high", because protection and

interpretation of prehistoric aboriginal ruins and preservation of
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the natural setting is the purpose of Bandelier National Monument,

and because of substantial viewer sensitivity.

RESPONSE: None of the Alternates would directly utilize land from

the National Monument. The visual impacts have been assessed for

a variety of user activities, (Section IV—T) and for the most part

are not considered "high". Over 90 percent of the 322,000 annual

visitors do not go beyond the Visitor Center/Frijoles Canyon area,

where the alternates are not visible at all.

COMMENT #7: Potential impacts to the National Monument, including

the Tsankawi Unit, should be considered "adverse effects" according

to 36 CFR 800.9(6)(3).

RESPONSE: Visual, noise, and air quality impacts are discussed in

Sections IV—T, I, and H, respectively.

COMMENT #8: Photographs from strategic points should be used in

the visual impact assessment.

RESPONSE: Several photographs from strategic vantage points were

used in the' visual impact assessment, several of which are

contained in this document (Exhibits II-6 through II-l2).

COMMENT #9: The Mortandad Alternate would increase noise levels

at Tsankawi.

RESPONSE: As shown in Table IV—9, noise levels are not projected

to increase at Tsankawi with the Mortandad Alternate. The mainline

of the proposed facility interchanges with SR 4 two miles south of

Tsankawi. The associated SR 4/East Jemez Road interchange will

spread the increased traffic, placing several movements further

away from Tsankawi's boundary.

COMMENT #10: The Sandia Canyon Alternate would have significant

noise impacts on Tsankawi, because the modelled future year value

of 55 dBA is 12 dBA higher than the ambient reading.
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I RESPONSE: NMSHTD defines substantial noise impact as situations

where increases of at least 10 dBA result in noise levels of more

y than 57 dBA.

COMMENT #ll: LANL and NPS would like to revise the design of the

Sandia Canyon Alternate's SR 4/East Jemez Road interchange.

RESPONSE: During final design, modifications will be coordinated

with LANL and NPS.

COMMENT #12: Cost estimates should include the acquisition of a

Pueblo lands where applicable.

RESPONSE: Table IV—4 contains a breakdown of the cost estimate for

each build alternate. Right-of-way costs for Mortandad and Sandia

Canyon Alternates include the current estimate for acquisition of

Pueblo lands.

COMMENT #13: A combination of the Sandia Canyon Alternate west of

SR 4 with the Mortandad alignment east of SR 4 should be

considered.

RESPONSE: This is not a feasible concept, because the traffic

volumes and directional movements associated with the two

alternates differ in the SR 4/East Jemez Road area, requiring

different interchange designs.

COMMENT #14: Access points to the new highway should be restricted

in the vicinity of Tsankawi.

RESPONSE: The facility is proposed as a limited access facility.

The San Ildefonso Pueblo has requested access to the Sandia Canyon

Alternate's mainline comparable to the proposed lodge access

provided on the Mortandad Alternate.

COMMENT #15: Cumulative impacts to Bandelier National Monument

should be evaluated.
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RESPONSE: Specific impacts are addressed in Sections IV-A through

IV-R, and IV—S through IV—W. Cumulative impacts are discussed in

Sections IV-T, IV—X, and IV—Y.

G. PRE-SDEIS PUBLIC INFORMATIONAL OPEN HOUSES

As part of the public involvement process for the Supplemental

Draft EIS, the informational public open houses were held for the

purpose of informing the public of the progress made in the study

of the proposed Santa Fe - Los Alamos corridor and to provide a

forum for the public to ask questions about the project.

The first open house was held on July 10, 1990, at the Pinon

Elementary School gymnasium in White Rock. The second was held on

July 12, 1990, in Santa Fe, at the Agua Fria Elementary School

gymnasium. Approximately 100 persons attended each open house.

Information regarding the project was presented through the use of

a continuously-running slide presentation, display graphics,

handouts, and one-on-one communication between the public and

representatives of the New Mexico State Highway and Transportation

Department.
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APPENDIX A

PRE-DEIS EARLY COORDINATION CORRESPONDENCE

EXHIBIT 1 — U.S.Department of Interior, National Park Service,

Bandelier National Monument, March 1, 1988.

EXHIBIT 2 — Los Alamos National Laboratory, September 23, 1987.

EXHIBIT 3 — U.S. Department of Interior, National Park Service,

Southwest Region, August 19, 1987.

EXHIBIT 4 - Leubben and Hughes, Tribal Attorneys for Pueblo of

San Ildefonso, March 31, 1988.

EXHIBIT 5 — U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Santa

Fe National Forest, July 21, 1988.

EXHIBIT 6 - City of Santa Fe, Resolution No. 1987-52, July 8,

1987.

EXHIBIT 7 — New Mexico Department of Game and Fish, November 23,

1987.

EXHIBIT 8 — New Mexico Interstate Stream Commission, July 27,

1987.

EXHIBIT 9 -IJ.S. Department 0 the Army, Albuquerque District

Corps of Engineers, February 10, 1986.

EXHIBIT 10 - Santa Fe County Resolution 1987-88, November, 1987.

EXHIBIT 11 - City of Santa Fe, Proposed Amendment to Resolution

NO. 1987-52, July 8, 1987.



EXHIBIT l2 — New Mexico Department of Health and Environment,

Environmental Improvement Division, March 11, 1985.

EXHIBIT l3 - U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation

Service, February 5, 1983.

EXHIBFFIA - U.S. Department of Interior, Fish and Wildlife

Service, August 17, 1987.

EXHIBIT 15 — New Mexico Department of Game and Fish, August 18,

1987. "

EXHIBPYJB - U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service,

Santa Fe National Forest, June 14, 1985.

EXHIBIT 17 - New Mexico Office of Cultural Affairs, Iiistoric

Preservation Division, State Historic Preservation

Officer, July 16, 1987.



United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

EANDELIER NATIONAL PIEIETBVT

LOS ALAMOS, NEW MEXICO 87544-9701

  

1N REPLY REFER TO:

L7619

March 1, 1988

H.W. Lochner, Inc.

30140 Cielo Court

P.O. Box 15205

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87506—5205

Gentlemen:

It is the National Park Service's position that the Montoso road

alignment, with an arched bridge, for the proposed of a new road between

Los Alamos and Santa Fe is unacceptable. The visual impact is only one

of many concerns that this agency has with this alignment.

Sincerely,

@4218. 14%
'lohn D. Hunter

superintendent

  

Appendix A

Exhibit 1



 

'0

:30“

C 'MUQL

ECBJECY

LosAlamos

L05 Alamos National Laboratpn/

Los AlamosNew Mexico 81545 memorandum

.-. . . DYE

.=str1bution ‘ September 23. i987

:obert H Turner uhkyomtfiamm"a
M70l/7-T447ENG-Z -

PROPOSED ALTERNATE ROUTE TO LCS AL HOS NATIONAL LAB

EWG-Z-87-l37

In response to my memo to Dr. Hade, HRAO. ENG-Z-87-l22 regarding the

grobosed alternate route to Los Alamos National Laboratory, 1 have

"eceived feedback that NRAO coes not anticipate any problem with the

Montoso Peak route other than the possibility of interference from radio;

and welders during constructicn of the road only. This does not present

great difficulty since NRAO can work around the problem by rescheduling

2?!‘
_~_. NRAO does prefer, however. that the more northerly routes be
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Umted States Department of the Intenot strum

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE mus-......

sourwwtsraamou ' "i: '1

P.O.BOX 728

SANTA FE. NEW MEXICO 87504-0728

1 REPLY mu. TO:

L7 619 (SR-PE]

3dr. A. S. Hall

Program Development Engineer

Federal Highway Administration

; Post Office Box 1088

Santa Fe, N w Mexico 87504-1088

{ Dear Mr. Ball:

This responds to the Notice of Intent to prepare an environental impact

statement for Santa Fe-Los Alanos Corridor, Santa Fe and Los Alamos Counties,

I New Mexico (ER 87/933 . The following coments are provided on a technical

assistance basis.

The proposed project will not impact any present, proposed, or potential unit

of the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System or the National Trails System.

The proposal is, however, in the vicinity of Bandelier National Monument.

Project sponsors and their consultants have initiated the consultation process

with the park and should continue to do so with Superintendent John D. Hunter,

Bandelier National Monument, Los Alamos, New Mexico 87544, telephone 505-672-3861.

The southernmost alignment, Montoso Peak, would be almost adjacent to the main

entrance road of Bandelier National Monument and to Frijoles Canyon which is the

most popular visitor use area in the park. It is also in close proximity to

the Bandelier Wilderness which was created in 1976 and is designated a Class I I

air quality area.- The Montoso Peak route would have significant visual, noise

and air pollution impacts upon park values and would interfere with day-to-day

operations, including potential increases in park visitation which would exceed

capacity. At present, capacity is exceeded almost daily during the summer season.

The central alignment, Potrillo, does not appear to impact Bandelier National :1 22

Monument, and we have no objection to it from that standpoint.

The northernmost alignment, Mortandad, would be situated between white Rock

and the Tsankawi Unit of Bandelier National Monument. A previously proposed

I segment of this route could significantly impact archeological sites known as :5

Cave Kiva and Animal Pit/Trap. These sites were once a part of the park but were '

transferred to the Atomic Energy Comission in the 60's. The park's Master Plan

I recommends the reacquisition of these significant sites and the National Park

Service is on record with the Department of Energy concerning this matter. Also,

the SOD-acre Tsankawi Unit of Bandelier_National Monument could be significantly 4}_
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impacted by this ali -uent. This unit alreadv has roads on two sides; a road on

a third side, with the volume of traffi anticipated we" d surround tae :_at

with noise, visual and air pollution impacts. However, adoption of appropriate

mit‘gation measures an' incorporation of some alignment changes could rake a _

alternative acceptable to the National Park Servi e, as long as the National Parr

Service was involved in and approved of such p

We are also concerned with possible expansion of 5 Road 4 where

abuts Bandelier National Monument and its Tsankawi Unit.

LL:

u-Z-v ICE-I1

Therefore, the draft statement should thoroughly analyze potential impacts to

Bandelier National Monuzent and the Tsankawi Unit, discuss alterna ayes, and

recorrend mitigation plans to reduce or eliminate irpacts. Appropriate large

scale maps and visuals should be provided.

Planning for the proposed project should include appropriate consideration of

historical and archeological resources, as required by the National Envircnaental

Policy Act of 1969 and implemented by the Council on Environmental Quality

Regulations, and in accordance with historic preservation laws and regulations.

To comply with these requirements, please contact the fate Historic Preservation

Officer (SHED) to detennine if any cultural resources of local significance and

any cultural resources which may be listed on or eligible for *.e National Register

of Historic Places are located within the affected area. In addition, You should
- I

obtain the opinion or the SHPO on the adeqlacy or present knowledge of cultural

b

resources in the areas to be affected, as well as the type and level of resource

inventory that ray be needed. If the SEPJ irdica es ‘hat a survey is needed, it

- at! .

- l

should be undertaken early in the planning ;rocess .‘ results reported in the

draft statement. The statement should also include determinations of e "

the fiacional Register of Historic Places, suan: :3 36 CFR 1204 (fOTZ

for any resources which might be affected. .1- in New Mexico is as.

Harlan, Historic Preserrati n Division, Cff‘ce of I""ltural Affairs Villa Rivera,

Room 101, 226 E. Palace Avenue,
_

Santa re,

-“
.ru

. \_l:\..'|,-.-. o

~-~..-\_~.-
'

  

The draft stareaent should include conside ~v'

  

TZZIOH o: aotential iroacts on

recreation resources. The Land an? Water Conservation Fund (LGECF) Ac: of 1955,

as,a:ended, established a grant program which provides states with furds to acquire

and develop public outdoor recreation lands and water The L5H F is acsinisterei

in each state by the State Liaison Officer SLO , arpointed by the Governor. I“

New Mexico, the SL0 is Hr. Thomas Eahr, Cabinet Se: =“1ry, Natural Rescurces

Departzent, 119 Villagra Building, icon 13L, New Mexico 87503. The SLO

should be contacts‘ for information concern:~ trpacts on recreation

resources on a statewide basis. In addition, rks derartrent officials

should be contacted concerning irpacts to s:eci-lc _L.ks. '

Appendix A

Exhibit 3, 0.2



LII

It shculd be noted that the LéhCF Act, Section 6(f), states that no property'

acquired or developed with assistance fro the LGhCF shall be converted to other

than public outdoor recreation uses without the approval of the Secretary or the

Interior. If such conversion is anticipated, the SL0 should be contacted to

initiate the process for obtaining the Secretary's approval. Coordination efforts

,relared to conversion should be indicated in the statement. 75

The SLO is also responsible for preparing and maintaining a Statewide Comprehensive

tdcer Recreation Plan which analyzes existing recreation supply, demand and need,

and projects future needs and deficiencies. This plan would be helpful in preparing

the recreation analysis for the draft statesent.

125 State Natual Heritage Program, a systematic statewide natural resource

.inventory, should be a useful tool in identifying possible impacts to significant 23

natural resources. Mr. William Isaacs, Chief, Resource bbnagement and Development '

'Division, Natural Resources Departzent, Villagra Building, Santa Fe, New Mexico 87503,

could assist in the identification of natural resources in the project area.

we appreciate the opportunity to provide this technical assistance. The National

Parr_iervice, through the Southwest Regional Office and Bandelier National Monument,

woulc be pleased to coordinate further with you during your planning process.

Sincerely,

.Is/ ELDON G. RE‘TER

Associate R gional Director,

Cultural Resources,

'0Qr. I.
,Y

a,-
(U

rt ‘)3
(D U'J

on

cc

"H: n L. Taylor

Envzrzzzental Section

Jew “exico State Highway and

IT‘ESDOTIEIIOH Department

Post Gffice Box 1149

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87504-1149

. Scanlon, Jr.

I . 2‘, Inc.

Box 15205

-; Mexico 87506-5205
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Luebifcn Hughes, PC.
LII Attorneys '7 _

“I Thonw3E.Luebben _ _ Pl)-;°x23~”2

"2,1: Richard \1/_ Hughes Albuquerque, :\ew Mexico 8712:

U

T) 5C0" 5 Borg ' 809 Copper, NW - Suite 200

Mi Lynn Cianci Eb). Albuquerque, New Mexico 87102

D, Efizabeth E.Shnpson (5O5)842,6123

j/\

‘m’ Affiliated with:

Carol Vigil

a!’ 214 McKenzie

{/ MEMORANDUM Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501

T§ri;iC3

To: John Gonzales, Director of Special Projects,

Pueblo of San Ildefonso

*1 From: Luebben and Hughes, Tribal Attorneys

.1

:{J' _ F

1/ Re: Santa Fe/Los Alamos Alternate Relief Route

H

11‘

{C Date: March 31, 1988

n)

7 This memorandum 1S intended to provide textual material

required by H.W. Lochner, Inc. for inclusion in the Santa Fe/

Los Alamos Alternate Relief Route Environmental Impact Study

regarding the impact of the proposed new Los Alamos highway on

San Ildefonso Pueblo land rights and Pueblo religious interests.

oosed Routes on the Land Richts and ReligiousImpact of Pro

5 the Pueblo of San IldefonsoInterests 0

All of the proposed routes for the Los Alamos Alternate

Relief Route cross either lands that are presently within the

recognized San .Ildefonso Pueblo Indian Reservation, or lands

,m3subjectyto the aboriginal Indian title land rights of the Pueblo.

- .The latter ‘category of alands'liel-outside of the recognized San

Ildefonso Pueblo Reservation and are the subject of litigation in

Pueblo of San Ildefonso v. United States, Docket 354 before the

Indian Claims Commission and the United States Claims Court. It

is the position of the Pueblo that these aboriginal title lands

still belong to the Pueblo despite the fact that the United

States government claims ownership of these lands and has placed

them under the administration of the Bureau of Land Management.

 

Aboriginal Indian title has long been

protected by American law, and can only

express action of the United States Congress. United States v.

Santa Fe Pacific RR Co., 314 U.S. 339 (1941). Administrative

application of the public land laws does not have the effect of

extinguishing aboriginal title. United States v. Dann (Dann II),

706 F.2d 919 (9th Cir. 1983), rev‘d on other grounds, 470 U.S. 39

(1985). Consequently, the aboriginal land rights alleged by the

recognized and

be extinguished by
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John Gonzales

March 31, 1988

Page Two

Pueblo of San Ildefonso must be taken into account in routing

decisions and right-of-way acquisition plans. Both the Potrillo

Alternate and the Montoso Peak Alternate cross Pueblo aboriginal

Indian title lands. For purposes of right-of-way acquisition, i“
\

will be necessary to treat these lands in all respects the same

as lands within recognized Indian reservation boundaries.

The free exercise clause of the First Amendment to the

United- States Constitution and the American Indian Religious

Freedom Act, 42 U.S.C. 51996, provide prbtection to Native

American sacred sites and religious activities. The requirement

of privacy and solitude for certain Native American religious

practices can impose restrictions on possible highway routing.

See, Northwest Indian Cemeterv Protective Association v.

Peterson, 795 F.2d 688 (9th Cir. 1986). Neither the New Mexico

State Highway Department nor the Federal Highway Administration

are currently aware of the presence of any Native American sacred

sites along any of the three proposed route alternatives. The

Pueblo of San Ildefonso has indicated that none of the three

routes being considered is expected to have any impact on Pueblo

religious interests.
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lja‘j United States Forest S; ta FE HF P.O. 33x 1689

x. Departzent of Service Santa Pu, “H

J' Agriculture 8750“

Reply To: 1950, SE50

Date: July-2i, 1988

R. P. Burns

H. W. Lochner, Inc.

301" D Cielo Court

Santa Fe, NM 87506

Dear Hr; Burns:

The Following statement is quoted from a preliminary draft of the Santa

Fe-Los Alamos Corridor Study DEIS:

It should be noted that the [San Ildefonso] Pueblo also

has asserted aboriginal rights to lands traversed by the

other routes and asserts that "for purposes of

right-of-way acquisition, it will be necessary to treat

these lands in all respects the same as lands within

recognized Indian reservation boundaries." (page 50)

This statement concerns us. There seems to be the implication that there is

a remaining question regarding the San Ildefonso Pueblo's title ownership to

public (National Forest) lands outside their recognized reservation/Pueblo

Grant area. Such is not the case.

The stated position appears to be contrary to the stipulations already

agreed to in the United States Claims Court Docket Nos. 35“, 355, and 356,

involving the Pueblos of San Ildefonso, Santo Domingo, and Santa Clara,

respectively. The stipulations acknowledge that title to the identified

land in each case was extinguished by actions of the United States.

Although the compensation due the Pueblos has yet to be settled, the

procedure for such settlement by cash payment rather than conveyance of land

has been well established in appropriate, current law.

While the Pueblo claims are yet to be settled, as far as the amount of cash

compensation is concerned, we feel that ownership of the land and the right

to utilize or dispose of the land should not be at question. Accepting any

other position implies that the Pueblos‘ interest in the land title has not

been extinguished and that the United States (and State of New Mexico) do

not have the rights to utilize the land for its numerous resources (e.g.,

timber, forage, minerals), to authorize third-party interests (permits,

licenses, easements, etc.), or to otherwise dispose of the land by exchanges

or sales that are in the overall public interest.
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/’

/V MAYNARD T. ROST

///;\ Forest Supervisor

'0 (U
U?)

(D
I\)F. P. Burns

L

"rug .;
-..cJ c is a somewhat similar situation that provides additional support for

the Forest Service's position. This situation regards the right and/or

propriety of the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) to issue oil and gas leases

on National Forest land included in the adjacent Pueblo of Santa Clara

claim. The U.S.D.I Office of Solicitor addressed this in a letter of

December 20, 1985, from the Associate Solicitor, Energy and Resources, to

the Field Solicitor, Santa Fe (New Hexico).' Some of the key comments from

this letter are: (a) "... tribal title to the ... acres was extinguished I

..."; (o) "... As far as Justice Department is concerned, all that remains '

is the trial to determine the Untied States‘ liability for that taking

..."; (c) "... neither the leasing of the land now nor any subsequent

lessees‘ discoveries and operations should affect the trial ..."; (d) ";..

ELH is free to treat this land just as it would any land, title to which is

in the United States and that is available for oil and gas leasing ...."

Please consider this position in developing'tne final draft of the DEIS.

T‘ ’nank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

//
4Z;ZZ-¢QP"ILV§1

Regional Forester

Governor, Pueblo of San Ildefonso

77 a

CC:
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INTRODUCED

  

\ A

~'\ h I‘)SOLUTION

REQUESTING A SPECIFIC LCCIF-‘TZCH FOR THE IH'I'SRSSCTION OF THE NORTFn'I-IST SANTA FE‘.

RELIEF ROUTE AND THE LQS ALF-HOS FeLTElE-‘ATZ ROUTE.

f l- _ 3

WHEREAS, the City of: Santa Fe is actively engaged in the~development of

the Northwest Sint: ?2 Relief Route; and

,

WHEREAS, the Concave-it)’ of Los Alamos has expressed a desire forwesternmost connection for the Los Alamos Alternate Route to the Northwes‘

Santa Fe Relief Route; and

the proposed Los Alamos Alternate Route is:

recoonized as an integral part: of the North-“2st Santa I-‘e Relief Route for the

purpose of transporting hazardous materials around the developed areas of the

City of Santa Fe; and

WHEREAS, it is the express intent of the governing body of the City of

Santa Fe to prohibit the Irensport of such materials through the City of S632:
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\A

i

C!)

  

Fe at out!‘ tire that both routes are constructee; an _

'~'F.E..EAS, the connection of the Los .‘-.la..cs Alternate Route to t..e

‘iortnwest Santa Fe ..e1ief Route should be locate: in an area that '-'ill

encourage the use of those routes rate: than Cit tarot-gh 5': its.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE I’? RESOLVED that the governing body of the City of

Santa Fe desires that the connection of the Los Alamos Alternate Route to

the No thwest Santa Fe Relief Route be- located at a point no further east than

the proposed South Meadows Road Extension and that efforts to keep the study,

. 0

 

 

 

  

\‘7

planning, design and construction of the connection ‘to recognized as a

‘ entities involved in the development or this project.

PASSED, APPROVED and .~‘~.IIOP'I'£D this 8th day of J "'y, 1957.

ITY OF SANTA FE:

./j/ j /
-./‘;".I// ///7,/__,//I

\>_ ._ tam Pick, ‘iyor

I T‘ : r '- \1
Q ~: L2..." 1 .

:u A. A___! : ‘f

16‘ "'; p

arrssr §§3 ;

411?. A?’ l . I

if: ...'0ooo... .QT)

APPROVED AS TO FORM
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GO‘JEFL‘HJR STATE GAP-iECOff-FMSSION

’7*RF5’*:*“;“7“5‘3 ZEFALSPAAESTAS,CPA EVAN

ESPANOLA

RICHARD A ALLGOOO

)lRECTOR AND SECRETARY SILVER ClT‘r

To THE-cordhussioii :smsnueocaeccao

"JROLQ F "LEG-‘1 GALLUP

  

THOMAS P. ARVAS. O D.

ALBUQUERQUE

DEPARTMENT OF GAME AND FlSH eoa JONES

DELL CITY, TX

VILLAGRA BUILQIP‘G

SANTA FE

9.7503

November 23, 1987

Mr. Tom Scanlon

Lochner Engineering Inc.

P. O. Box 15205

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87506-5205

Dear Mr. Scanlon:

This letter is in response to your request for information

regarding potential impacts to the fishery resource in the

Rio Grande resulting from bridge construction activities in

White Rock Canyon. The proposed action involves the l

construction of a non-suspension bridge, approximately 1,220 '

m (4,000 ft) long, supported by concrete piers 120 m (400 ft)

high. A temporary work bridge and access roads parallel to

the Rio Grande are also proposed.

The Rio Grande in the project area is classified as a

"marginal coldwater fishery and warmwater fishery" use stream

by the New Mexico Water Quality Control Commission. Marginal

coldwater fishery means a stream reach, lake or impoundment

known to support a coldwater fish population during at least

some portion of the year, even though historical dataindicates that the mgximum gemperature in the stream may I

frequently exceed 20 C (68 F). Warmwater fishery means

a stream reach, lake or impoundment where the water

temperature and other characteris ics are suitable for the

support of warmwater fishes, e.g., channel catfish (Ictalurus

punctatus), largemouth bass (Microoterus salmoides), white

Crappie (Pomoxis annularis), etc. Associated with this use

are stringent numeric criteria designed to protect the water

quality of this valuable resource.
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November 23, 1987

Although the data base is limited, a total of 24 species of

fish is known to occur in White Rock Canyon of the Rio

Grande. The Mississippi silvery minnow (Hvbognathus

nuchalis), state endangered (Group 2), is likely to occur

this segment of the Rio Grande (Table 1). Habitat

destruction has been largely responsible for the decline of

the species in New Mexico. This is by no means a complete

listing of the fishes that occur in the project site, nor a

listing of only those species that would be adversely

impacted by bridge construction activities. Further

ichthyofaunal surveys are needed to ascertain the occurrence

and distribution of fishes in this area.

in

we are concerned about impacts on water'guality and

conditions in downstream areas resulting from the

construction of access roads and bridge construction

activities. Suspended and settleable solids, uncured

concrete, petroleum fuels, lubricants and other toxic

substances that could enter the surface water regime may have

r\—_\-\~'$-=&
.“e.~._......t.

-significant negative impacts on recreational uses of this

segment of the Rio Grande, including Cochiti Lake immediately

downstream. Such impacts could also negatively impact

wildlife, including fish-eating species such as the bald

eagle (Haliaeetus leucoceohalus).

In view of these concerns, the Department of Game and Fish

recommends the following measures to minimize impacts to

fishes and its habitat:

1. Removal or destruction of riparian vegetation,

especially mature trees and shrubs, should be avoided

during construction of access roads to the project site

and during project operations.

2. Unavoidable losses of riparian vegetation should be

replaced with an equivalent or greater acreage of

cottonwood and willow poles or rooted nursery stock.

3. No uncured concrete should be placed below the water

level, and runoff from forms should be contained to

prevent contamination of surface water. If construction

below the water level is required, pre—cast concrete

sections should be used.

4. Construction vehicles and motorized equipment should

not be fueled, serviced or washed at the construction

site.

5. Material stockpiles should not be placed within the

riparian zone and in those areas supporting woody

vegetation.
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6. Access roads should be designed to minimize soil

erosion and resultant sedimentation of the Rio Grande.

Up-slope drainage ditches designed to direct surface

runoff into natural sediment settling basins should be

constructed.

7. Vehicular traffic should be restricted to essential

personnel and public access should be prohibited.

8. After project completion, access roads should be

obliterated and revegetated with a mixture of grasses,

forbs, and shrubs indigenous to the project area.

Thank you for affording the Department of Game and Fish he

opportunity to comment on this project. Please contact

Andrew Sandoval (827-7997) of this department for further

coordination.

Sincerely,

Harold F. Olson

Director

HFO/avs

Att. 1

cc: John Peterson (Ecological Services, USFwS)

William Taylor (Environmental Program Manager, SHTD)

Dan Pursley (NW Area Supervisor, NMGF)

William Baltosser (Biological Services Div. Chief, NMGF)

Dick McCleskey (Fisheries Division Chief, NMGF)

John Hubbard (Endangered Species Section Chief, NMGF)
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Table 1.

Mexico.

Species

NATIVE TAXA

Cyprinidae

Rio Grande chub

Mississipi silvery minnnow

flathead chub

red shine:

fathead minnow

longnose dace

Gila pandora

Hybognathus nuchalis *

Hyboosis oracilis

Notropis lutrensis

Pimeohales promelas

Rhinichthvs cataractae

 

Catostomidae

river carpsucker Carpiodes carpio

Rio Grande sucker Catostomus olebeius

Poeciliidae

mosquitofish Gambusia affinis

Centrarchidae

bluegill Leoomis macrochirus

NONNATIV'E TAXA

Salmonidae

rainbow trout Salmo gairdneri

brown trout Salmo trutta

Esocidae

.northern pike Esox lucius 

Cyprinidae

carp Cyorinus carpio

Castostomidae

white sucker Catostomus commersoni

Ictaluridae

Appendix A

The occurrence and status of species of fish in the

Rio Grande in vicinity of white Rock Canyon, New
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Est

Est

Est

Est
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black bullhead

channel catfish

Percichthyidae

white bass

Centrarchidae

green sunfish

smallmouth bass

largemouth bass

white crappie

Percidae

yellow perch

walleve

Native taxa: E = expanding,

Nonnative taxa:

L = localized, Rep =

Ictalurus melas

Ictalurus punctatus

Morone chrvsops

Lepomis cvanellus

Microoterus dolomieui

Micrcotegus salmoides

Pomoxis annularis

Perca flavescens

Stizostedion vitreun

R = rare, S = stable.

Est = established, R = rare,

reported.

* State endangered species.
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COMMISSION MEMBERS 255A‘. 4‘
T R l - I \ '- "\ l

ALBERT i UTTOIL Chairman ,ubuquemue :HII‘AIJ McMOnlAL BUILDING

S. E. REYNOLDS. Secretary. Santa Fe STATE CAPITOL

J. PHELPS wI-IITE III, Roswell July 27 , 1987 SANTA FE. NEW MEXICO 87503

GEORGE BRANTLEY. Carlsbad

EGEEUUXEGHBQK

‘GROVE BURNETT, Gloriela

EGM%OME§EXEQKX

TRACY SEIDMAN, Wagon Mound

EEEQXEGEHXEGQXK

Smmy SU@h,LabEsa

PeumrA. Cm§mbs, San.Ixu1Pueblo

Richard C. Johnson, Silver City

Mr. Anthony L. Alonzo

Division Administrator

U. S. Department of Transportation

Federal Highway Administration '

P. O. Box 1088

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87504-1088

Dear Mr. Alonzo:

This is in response to the July 8, 1987, notice issued by

your office regarding an Environmental Impact Statement

for the Los Alamos to Santa Fe route, New Mexico Project

LASF 86(1) /NWTD(1) .

All of the three proposed routes would cross the Rio Grande

within the upper reaches of Cochiti Reservoir. It is likely

that neither of the three proposed river crossings would be

materially affected by operation of the reservoir, but the |_

Mortandad alignment (low bridge), if selected, should be

designed taking into account operation-of Cochiti Reservoir

to its maximum water surface elevation.

The Federal Water Pollution Control Act should, of course, 2

be taken into consideration in the design and construction

of any route selected.

Thank you for the opportunity to present this information.

Sin
  

fely, /7

PBMzpt
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Construction-Operations Division

Regulatory Branch

Mr. R. 2. Burns

8. 9. Lochner, Inc.

P.O. Box 15205

Santa Fe, New Mexico -87506—5205

Dear Mr. Burns: '

Reference is made to your letter dated January 29, 1986,

regarding the proposed highway from Santa Fe to Los Alamos which

would cross the Rio Grande and several minor drainages in Santa Fe

and Los Alamos counties. New Mexico.

we have studied the project description. other records, and

documents available to us. The proposed project is regulated

under the provisions of Section 604 of the Clean Water Act if

there will be a discharge of dredged or fill material into waters

of the United States. This determination was made because two of

the three Rio Grande crossings involve piers or approachways which

may require fills in the waterway. Also, all of the proposed

routes will involve numerous crossings of minor drainages. If

there will not be any temporary or permanent discharges of dredged

or fill material into the Rio Grande. then an individual Section

40h permit will not be required.

The crossings of minor drainages are located above the

headwaters and can be constructed under authority of the

nationwide, permit for work in certain waters provided all

conditions of the permit are met. A summary of the provisions of

-this permit and a brochure describing the Corps regulatory program

‘are enclosed for your information. Please note particularly the

acreage restrictions regarding loss or substantial adverse

modification of waters of the United States.

If an individual permit is required

should submit a permit application three to six months prior to

construction to insure that your schedule is not delayed by permit

processing. Copies of the application for: and a copy of

for the bridge, you
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two kiormational brochures are enclosed for your use. Also,

please submit with your application a copy of any environmental

analysis or Environmental Impact Statement that may have been

prepared for the project.

Should you have any questions regarding this determination

please feel free :0 write or call Ms. Jean Hanger or Mr. Andrew

Rosenau at (505) 766-2776.

Sincerely,

' I

@LHZ. "Tm-.24.)
_

Robert E. Heehan, P.;.

Chief, Construction-Operations Division

5 Enclosures

1. Nationwide permit-Certain Waters

2. Brochure

3. Applicant’s Guide

A. Application forms

5. “Q Cert. Appl.
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SANTA FE COUNTY
BOARD OF CQUNIW COMF‘ISSIOFI' “.5

RESOLUTION NO.l98FE8

A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE SUBHITTAL OF A JOINT

CITY AND COUNTY APPLICATION TO THE BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT FOR

LLfiSE OF BLH LANDS WITHIN THE_CONTEXT OF THE FEDERAL RECREATION

AND PUBLIC PURPOSES ACT.

WHEREAS, the Bureau of Land Management has designated in the Taos

Resource Management Plan certain lands in the Santa Fe

area as a disposal zone;

WHEREAS. these Bureau of Land Management lands are available to

local government for lease — purchase under the

provisions of the Recreation and Public Purposes Act"

KHEREAS, the los Alamos — Santa Fe Route planned to pass directly

through the BLM Lands included in this application; and

WHEREAS, Santa Fe County and the City of Santa Fe have needs for

adequate provision of parks, open space and scenic

highways. preservation of natural areas, land

conservation. and protection of gateway approaches to

the Santa Fe Area.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY

COMMISSIONERS‘ COUNTY OF SANTA FE that the City of Santa Fe and

the County of Santa Fe jointly submit an application to the

Bureau of Land Management for lease — purchase of certain lands

in Santa Fe County. The application is to be conditioned upon

funding availability. and agreement with the City as to total

expenditures. and an agreement as to the amount that the County

would have to spend for both the purchase of land and development

of contemplated improvements. The application will include a map

showing the location of the properties. a sketch plan for the

proposed County and City of Santa Fe Park and Open Space areas

and a schedule of improvements for the properties. Lease

purchase is proposed for the following three properties as

described below:

1. approximately 3;000 acres of land in TlTN REE Sections

l5,22,23,26,27 and 35 between Pinon Hills Subdivision and the

Caja del Rio Grant, to be used for recreation and other public

purposes;

2. approximately 60 acres of land in Tl7N RSE Section 31

along the Santa Fe River west of the Village of Agua Fria to be

used for recreation; and

3. approximately 83 acres of land in Tl6N R88 Section 21

near the Santa Municipal Airport for airport use and protection

from development.
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Resolution — Joint City and County Application

Page 2

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED THIS \4' _ DAY OF i3mfl*;t<*f‘__,

1987. '

SANTA FE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

  

APPROVED £§§}o"§8§§l¢“

CAHPOS AND SANCHEZ

flail aim)“. _

COUNTY ATTORNEY ’

 

2 _ r0 '
évé e/o

COUNTY OF SANTA FE .)SS

STATE OF NEW M-ZTGCO )

I hereby certify that tnls :nswurnem was med

ior reeegg on me LL77 day of ii’ ;-..O.

19 ___;_ a‘. _./7_C;_ attackand was duly; recorded in book 507

page 4.53am‘; records 01 Same Fe County

Wnness my Hand and Sea: of Oéface

Jana G. Arrnéyo

rem. San-ya Fe County, NM,

245:

  

1H1‘ ‘ '
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PROPOSED RESCLUIION NO. - 1987

I .
' Hr. Chairman and Members of the City Council:

' i propose the Fallowino aaendment to Resolution No. - 7987

‘ ‘ On page 1, lines 21 and 22, after the word "WHEREAS" delete the

‘ Following language: '

"the Los Alamos - Santa Fe highway is planned to pass directly

through the BLM Lands included in this znplication;" and insert in

4 lieu thereof, the Following language:

"environmental and locational studies are underway For a new

highway between Santa Fe and Los Alamos which w;ll cross these

bureau of land management lands;"

l 2. On page 2, line 7, after the word "attached." insert the Following

language:

5''{ =jznj?lhislepplication includes a corridor for the Santa Fe-Los

Alamos highwav with accesses thereto, including County Road 62. The

highway will be located and designed jointly with other proposed

Dublac uses."

‘I ,///_—_

3 / '

‘ Respectfully submi;ted,

. l \

\ ‘- / '_ V‘ b,

._ ’ , COyfiCllOf

'\aooprso; /' /'

~~\_/ /‘

NOT ADOPTED:

DATE:

Frances C. Romero APPQHQlX A

‘Form approved 1/28/81 Regular City Council Meeting
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TONEY ANAYA

GOVERNOR

  

:ENISE D. FC‘FJ

DIFECTCIF;

STATE OF NEW MEXICO

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPROVEMENT DIVISION

ENVIIRON | ' m. a“ 25:. Sum H- "W Mm" 3750MB“

‘ l sooonmom (505) ‘934-0020

March ll, 1985

Mr, Tom Scanlon

l-LW. tochner, Inc.

3018 Cielo Court, Suite C ' ’

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501

Dear Mr. Scanlon:

- This letter is in response to your request for information pertaining to a proposed

highway construction project between Santa Fe and Los Alamos. Without more

detailed information about the proposed activity, we are unable to determine

which specific environmental regulations may apply in this case.

Generally speaking, highway construction is not subject to air quality regulation,

with the possible exception of standards for airborne particulate matter generated

by certain types of large scale activity such as sand and gravel processing operations.

In addition, EID‘s Air Quality Bureau usually recommends the use of dust abatement

procedures on dirt access roads. If you anticipate any significant air pollution

emission resulting from construction activity, you should contact our Air Quality

Bureau for specific regulation information. Some air quality impacts may be

associated with the introduction of automobile traffic in the new transportation

corridor. Again, however, it would be impossible to comment on any potential

impacts without more detailed information about the project, projected traffic

loads,'etc. -

Water' quality requirements in the case of highway bridge construction are handled

through the US Corps of Engineers, who will supply you with complete information

regarding state water certification requirements. You may contact the Corps at

their‘Albuqueruqe office at 766-2776.

I hope this information has been helpful. If you have any further questions, please

call me at 98Q-OO20, extension 2%.

Sincerely yours,

I, j 1'.

rat/"disrupt 6L 1 / "'

Sharon Murray

Environmental Planner

-
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Unimd 5m“ 50" r91‘ Fifth St. Suite 201

Department of Conservation ; ‘ ' \’ . _
Agriculture Service tanta Fe, New de‘nco 8/505

Februrary S, 1988

H.N. Lochner, Inc.

301k D Cielo Court

P.O, Box 15205

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87S06-S2C5

ATT: Roy P. Burns, senior Associate

SUBJECT: Santa Fe - Los Alamos Corridor Study

i have reviewed the material received from your office

concerning a USDA SCS determination under the Farmland

Protection Policy Act.

There are no lands within the three proposed alternative

routes that meet the criteria of this Act. I am returning

the AD — 1006 with a negative findings.

Sincerely, C7A[// I f.

/ v/, I /I // .-,/

_- ‘i 4' (‘y "
(Cy/6 V?“ / '7 ) ‘5) (AT/"f "

Edward J. Kdrzdorfer -//

District Conservationist

ATT: (2)
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[JRQIYTiID STTfiCTEIZ

EXEPFJTT$£ZI€T CZ’ 11%5 lhTTTURlCKQ

F12}!IUiD'%flLLKJ?EIEEJ$VHIZ

fmlosisal Services Cons. No. 2-22-87-1-108

Suite D, 3530 Pan Arcrican HighwaY'FE'_______-____——_—

Albuquerque, New Mexico 87107

August 17, 1987

Mr. S. A. Ball, Program Development Engineer

Federal Highway Administration

117 U. 8. Court House

P. 0. Boi'l088

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87504-1088

Re: Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement for

Santa Fe-Los Alamos Corridor, Santa Fe and Los Alamos Counties,

New Mexico (ER 87/933)

Dear Mr. Ball:

This responds to the referenced Notice of Intent concerning the

preparation of an environmental impact statement (BIS) for an alternate

route between Santa Fe and Los Alamos. The EIS should address the

following issues with respect to impacts on fish and wildlife resources:

The Rio Grande is the only perennial watercourse within the Santa Fe-Los

Alamos corridor. Each of the three preliminary highway corridors under

consideration would cross the Rio Grande in the vicinity of White Rock

Canyon. Ne are particularly concerned with potential impacts to this

area and the fish and wildlife resources it supports. The Rio Grande

corridor is used by a variety of migratory bird species, including the

endangered bald eagle, peregrine falcon, and whooping crane. The bald

eagle roosts in White Rock Canyon and several side canyons above Cochiti

Reservoir in the winter. Suitable nesting habitat for peregrine falcons

exists in the project area, while whooping cranes are likely to occur in

the area'only during their Fall and Spring migrations from Grays Lake

National Wildlife Refuge (NVR), Idaho, to Bosque del Apache NWR, New

Mexico. The 515 should evaluate the potential impacts of the project

these species. if the Federal Highway Administration determines that

the project may affect a Federally-listed endangered or threatened

species, formal consultation pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered

Species Act is required. Information pertaining to the consultation

process is enclosed for your use in project planning. We suggest you

contact the New Mexico Department of Game and Fish and the New Mexico

Energy and Minerals and Natural Resources Department for information on

fish, wildlife and plants of State concern.

on
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L

we are also concerned with potential icpacts on other migratory species,

including ducks, geese, and sandhill cranes, which are susceptible o

colliding with structures placed across their migration routes. The 2

head of Cochiti Reservoir has become a valuable resting area for

waterfowl during their annual fall and spring migrations. A river

crossing in this vicinity could diminish its value for wildlife. This

portion of the project may require a Department of the Army permit :13

pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.

Because of steep slopes and rugged terrain through which the route would

pass, erosion and sedimentation in the Rio Grande is also of concern. (1

Any consequent decline in water quality could adversely affect riverine

and reservoir fisheries. -

We appreciate this opportunity to provide scoping inputs to your EIS.

If we can assist you further, do not hesitate to contact Mr. Gerry Roehm

at (505) 883-7877, FTS.474—7877.

Sincerely yours,

I

_ '5

v 4340Thomas F. O'Brien

Acting Field Supervisor

\.

Enclosure

cc: (w/o encl)

District Engineer, Corps of Engineers, U.S. Army, Albuquerque, New

Mexico

Director, New Mexico Department of Game and Fish, Santa Fe, New Mexico

Director, New Mexico Energy and Minerals and Natural Resources Deparment

Forestry Division, Santa Fe, New Mexico

Regional Director, 0.5. Fish and Wildlife Service, Fish and wildlife

Enhancement, Albuquerque, New Mexico

Appendix A.
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GOVERNOR Stage cf New Mexigg STATE 212.212 -:c.'_,*.rt'.:s3:o.*;

EARREY 'IARRUTr-‘ERS
  

DIRECTOR AND SECRETARY

TO THE COMMISSION

"AROLC F OLSCN

  

DEFAR

.--LQ-ia iL‘LlAu

:éh-‘A 2E

1'50}

lr'fD:o~4o~

A. Ball

Highway Administration

. Courthouse

x lO88

e, New Mexico 57504

(n:u‘.1M]

Wa

(D

(‘II1ll)
Q)o

"lOU)P

Dear Mr. Ball:

This letter is in response to your request for comments by

the New Mexico Department of Game and Fish for inclusion in

the draft environmental assessment (DEIS), to be prepared for

the Los Alamos-Santa Fe Route [Project 86(l)/NWTD(l)].

Involvement by the Department of Game and Fish in projects of

this magnitude consists of two major phases. “he first is to

provide basic information as regards endangered species of

rare concern potentially occurring in the project a

:o identify other wildlife species that night he neg

impacted by the proposed action. The second is :o e

the findings in the DEIS, including in terns of spec

occur: nce, impacts and mitigation.

st step to assess impacts th : this project

and wildlife and their habitat will be for

':._ .-\.. ' ' .___‘|j .- _ bu- ._-

_______ -2 _"ose species act_a__y occurring in cue or

its . Next should be a description of the project

ote rial impacts on fish and wildlife species. Fit

ecommeniations on steps to mitigate these impacts saou

resented.

  

To thoroughly consider fish and wildlife resources, it is

essential that the impacts of all project components be

identified and evaluated in the DEIS. These impacts include

not only the direct loss'of habitat due to project

construction, but also indirect and/or cumulative impacts

Appendix A
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such as displacement of certain species of "ilN

DEIS should include an assessnent of.the biol

the sites under consideration, discuss potent

and irretrievable losses to fish and wildlife and

habitat, identify tn environmental impacts for the prol

and propose and discuss mitigation for environment ‘
..- ..

(D

Threatened and endangered species potentially oc""rr“ ‘np

vu--_--~: _

a-g

-he project area are shown in the attachments.‘ other

conspicuous wildlife species found in this area include nule

deer, elk, black bear, mountain lion, bobcat, fox, coyote,

beaver, numerous raptors, and a vast array of birds and small

mammals.

 

 

The White Rock Canyon of the Rio Grande has been identified

as a high priority transplant site for bighorn sheep.

subjecting this remote area to large-scale human activity nay Q5

render White Rock Canyon unsuitable for wilderness '

conditioned species such as nountain sheep; items such as

this should be addressed in th DEIS.

The Department of Game and Fish will be better able to

identify short-term and cumulative impacts to wildlife and

its habitat resulting from the proposed Los Alamos-Santa Fe

Route once the DEIS has been released for review and

comment. Further coordination and consultation should he

addressed to Andrew Sandoval of ny staff at 327-7997.

Si?cerely,
/ .,'

l4 / ' ,1’.

I / / . -

// r‘ /”/J
/TI\_ -’ ' ./ _,/ IJM

"‘I@A04CNQ//

'v/.. - a a

, narolc :. O_sor

Director

AVS/avs

A t.

xc: William Taylor (Manager-Environmenta Frog am, NMSHD1

William Saltosser (Chief-Biological Servi s 3iv., NEG?)

Dan Sutcliffe (Chief-Gene Management :lVlSlC“ 5H2?)

Dick McCleskey (Chief-Fisheries Division, XMGF)

John Hubbard (Chief-Endangered Species Section, NEG?)

Attachment has been revised to the current endangered

species Regulation No. 657. dated January 0 L983.
1 I

Appendix A

Exmbitl5,p.2



a
m
u
m
d
u
d
a
d

m
m
d
u
d
n

.
c
o
u
u
o
a

o
c
q
a

m
m
d
a
m
m
v
fl
z

w
m
m
a
n

.
o
o
a
o
a

o
c
q
a
e
s
n

a
c
c
u
s
e

m
l
w
z
g
a
m
q
u
u

u
s
c
c
u
d
a
fl

u
~
a
d
u
u
_
:

.
.
:
O
>

0
.
2
3
2
0
5

w
r
;
<
p
m
a
m

Q
>
E
G
E
Q
2
H

.
u
o
z
a
o
m

u
o
x
u
o
a

c
u
o
z
a
z
o
:

~
u
u
a
w
m
a

a
z
w
m
d
M
fl
fi
d
u
fi
u
m
m

m
q
d
a
m
d
fl
u

.
x
z
s
e
a
q
z
u

o
o
c
u
o
a
o
u

m
¢
m
$
-
c
u

3
3
a
m
;

.
u
q
n
z
s
u
x
o
c
n

1
0
1
~
=
n
=
u
~
£
3

5
3
m

w
q
u
u
u
u
fi
z

.
u
c
z

3
O
_
_
=
>

z
p
s
z
a
z
c
c

E
S
u
a
A
J
u
u
E

u
fl
u
a
fi
fi
u

.
u
c
z

fi
u
a
u
o
a
a

m
fi
u
m
fl

u
q
M
m
J
fl
h
u
u

.
J
Q
u
Z
Q

u
=
c
¢
~

"
N
Q
:
0
u
a

.
fi
o
u
o
v
c
u
o
c
u

m
:
a
u
_
x
u
E

m
a
m

a
n
a
s
q
u

u
d
fl
d

.
a
o
o
z
e

z
u
o
z
o
q
n

.
w
fl
m
n
a

m
a
c
e
“

.
u
fl
o
3

>
n
u
o

m
z
m
m
a
u
w
m
fl
w
u
q

m
fl
a
a
c
q
fi

u
d
%
fl
m
u
fi
fl

.
x
c
s
a
a
fl
z
u

a
m
m
o
“

.
m
m
m
u
m
%
u
u

w
w
u
q
w

.
a
o
u
z
u

n
c
o
~
q
u
<

"
A
a
n
o
u
v

.
fi
o
u
o
o
z
o
o
c
u

.
o
fl
c
e
e
c
t

.
o
p
:
u
:
u

o
fi
n
o
o
o
n
o
u
o
u

o
z
u

c
q
z
u
q
z

a
fi
u
n
m
o
o
fi

c
“

o
n

H
Q
x
A
H

c
a
n

o
o
q
x
o
z

3
0
:

c
“

u
c
o
a
u
_
fi
u
u
o
u

n
o

fl
m
>
q
>
u
fl
u

c
o

z
u
u
c
z
u
o
u
a

o
u
o
z
J

w
c
q
u
o
a
m
n
fi
o

n
o

u
o
q
u
o
z
u

>
c
n

.
5

fl
fl
c
z
e

.
:
_
o
a
v
;

1
2
:
:

a
c

:
.
n

2
2
0
p
?

.
fi
o
u
c
v
z
c
fi
z
u
:

.
>
€
u
n
a
o
o
m

:
_

o
n
e

o
o
_
x
o
:

3
o
:

c
“

u
c
o
s
u
q
z
u
u
o
u

u
o

~
n
>
~
>
u
2
u

H
o

u
u
o
o
a
u
o
u
a

a
n
o
n
:

n
o
w
u
o
m
n
n
s
o

n
o

m
o
q
u
o
n
u

>
c
c

:
a

“
#
2
:
:

.
c
q
o
p
o
z

o
v
a
:

o
n

:
.
H

m
s
o
u
v

.
o
o
u
o
o
c
u
o
c
u
z

.
c
z
o
d
u
w
z
q
u
o
c

.
m
m
a
n

.
m

>
u
n
n
c
n
b

.
4

.
~

p
o
u
a
c
z
u

.
4

.
n
u
v
u
a
n
z
u

o
>
~
u
u
o
u
u
0

o
e
o
u
u
n

o
u

o
o
u
a
o
n
n

>
n
o
u
o
:

m
u

c
a
n

m
o
a
n

.
m
m

n
o
u
n
:

o
o
r
c
o
e
n

.
:
a

m
o
o
d

.
-

>
~
2
h

o
o
u
a
o
fi
n

o
n

q
m
o

.
0
:

c
o
d
u
n
d
s
o
o
u

u
u
u
o
u
u
o
a
z
u

c
o
fi
o
n
d
s
o
u
p

v
z
~
3
o
-
o
~

o
z
u

.
c
o
d
u
n
fi
d
a
s
o
u

o
h
m
"

_
u
o
u
n
u
o
c
c
<

u
t
o
z
u
c
u
m

o
u
_
x
u
z

3
o
:

d
v
a
m
a
h
a

z
o
d
u
u
o
m

u
o

n
:
o
<
o
~
>
o
p
&

2
2
a

>
2

t
l
E
E
O
U

:
E
c
U

fl
d
c
u
w

3
2
.
.
“

2
“

1
¢
u
n
°
>

>
J
~
h
0
2
3
3
¢

‘
0
2
a

O
J

J
Z
C
S
B
A
Z
L

O
U
H
X
B
Z

2
m
:

L
O

M
U
H
U
H
Q
m
Q
D
w

Q
Z
<

W
M
H
U
H
Q
M

Q
Z
Z
Q
U
Z
<
Q
Z
H

'
.
~
O
U
Z
H
F
U
R
J

N
Z
?

U
Z
H
C
Z
M
Z
<

I
.
:

x
2
5
2
2
»
.

fi
n
e

m
o
a
n
:

o
u
*
x
o
r

3
0
;

.
c
u

n
u
z
c
m

3
u
u
:
_
~
c
U

c
o
v

1
fl
o
a
q
a
z
u

c
a
c
u
m

z
e
l
n
v
é
r
z
o
n
.

“
:
2
2

2
.
5
2
.
:

.
H

.
O
2

2
0
.
~
.
_
.
<
.
_
:
$
.
.
:
_

2
3
7
-

2
.
.
.
.

“
:
3
.
.
.

.
&

.
~
.
2
u
_
_
:
;
<
.
_
.
.
_
_
_
D
H
Z
X
Z
S

3
.
.
.
:

\
¢
.
.

a
a
m
u
d
m
d
fl
d
d
fl
d

fl
fl
q
fi
fl
d
q
u

t
s
n
fl
u
l
u
o
a

=
.
a
~
o
:
o
fi
-
d
4

a
m
m
q
u
z
w
~
c
fl
fl
m
q
m
u

w
m
a
fl
fi
m
q
m

.
e
c
n
u
n
c
o
a

o
u
c
fl
u
u

o
r

c
h
o
s
e
n

m
m
w
w
fl
m
d
H
d
m

m
m
fl
a
m
w
m
m
n

.
s
o
d
o
l
c
e
a

u
n
~
:
u
p
_
u

a
m
m
q
o
>
c
m
q
u
u

a
fl
%
a
m
w
m
m
n

.
e
n
fl
u
l
c
o
s

o
n
“
:

:
E
N
E
H
G
H

fi
m
q
q
fi
w
m
a
z

.
s
c
fl
v
s
c
o
a

.
Q
U
:
C
E
.
~
L
.
:

6
9
:
2
3

g
l
a
m
o
u
r
“

.
2
5
.
:

z
c
o
z
u
s
c
a

1
.
3
0
5
2
3
;

_
.
g
.
.
.
.
.
.
w
m
G
.
&
c
t
z
f
w
u
b

.
:
c
:
.
.
_

7
2
7
2
-
:

:
T
f
J
u
G
x

v
m
n
o
a
q
fl
a

r
q
r
o
>
g
h

.
_
~
c
:
:

a
z
q
o
c
u

s
z
o
s
c
fl
<

m
a
m
c
u
m
m
w
u
m

a
m
fl
w
w
d
d
c
d
q
m
u

_
-
o
:
=

0
:
_
o
c
c

n
o
o
s
e

fl
d
v
u
u
m
z
u
a
fi
i
u

G
A
fl
Q
w
Z
J
U
fi
M
E
:

.
:
.
.
.
:
:

3
.
3
.
1
7
.

n
a
c
fi
n
a
s
z
u

w
-
d
=
§
d
1
3

m
_
.
_
.
.
.
Z
.
.
L
T
J
:
O
.
.
~

.
:
.
.
.
:
c
:
3
2
:

a
s
;
3
0
3
3
2

3
:
:

v
s
q
q
m

c
H
~
v
u
_
~
u
:
:
n
;

.
_
_
c
:
:

?
:
—
;
L
:

:
_
_
U

 

"
m

L
Z
O
Q
D

.
2
.
.
.
u
c
®
:
5
.
.
:
u

.
:

d
fl
fl
m
fi

m
u
a
v
z
m
m
q
m

.
~
o
:
a
:
E

2
.
9
1
0
;

u
n
fl
d
d
d
d
l
a
q

m
w
Z
G
fi
O
C
Q

.
_
~
a
:
=
:
E

~
H
v
:
:
;
c
;
c
L

o
u
c
u
u
fi
m
u

m
u
c
z
s
x
é

.
fl
'
c
z
c

1
:
0
;

c
.
>
n
m

m
a
m
s
w
n
d
m
fl
m
m
u

m
a
fl
m
m
q
a
m
m
z
a
u

.
~
_
c
:
n

b
c
‘
e
a
a

-
0
J
=
C
§

m
s
q
m
fl
m
m
fi
m
m
m

m
a
a
d
d
d
w
w
w
c
m
u

.
d
d
n
c
o

v
c
_
p
c
z

o
u
p
o
u
o
w

m
w
m
w
fi

q
w
c
fl
fi
f
m
m
<

.
c
u
z
q
e
d
c
c
c

u
o
u
o
;

1
o

0
.
.

:
a
z
o
u
v

.
o
o
p
o
o
s
c
c
c
u

.
<

A
S
H
.

.
u
x
o
:
-
o
:

.
=

e
o
o
c
c
z
u
.

X
‘
!

.
.
1
.
t

w
r
w
q
u
q
m
w
u
u

m
fl
h
:
a
a
m
u

.
o
o
a
d
z
c
e
n

u
.
~
o
o
:

.
M
.
1

e
é
l

“
N

2
3
0
;
?

.
t
o
u
o
v
z
c
t
c
m

.
:

W
W
W

A
r
:

a
w
a
i
t
-
0
5
m
i
n

m
E
0
.
.
.
_
w
i
m
:
.
Q
u
O
E
u
"
L
;

.
1
9
5
.
.
.
“

o
u
u
o
u
o
v
.

“
H

Q
D
O
M
U

.
f
v
u
u
v
c
c
i
z
u

.
<

.
c
:
c
o
u
c
u
u
fi
p
u

.
>

o
u
u
l
n
z
u

.
o
v
c
c
q
o
u
fi

u
u
>
q
=

c
c
q
t
c
z
u
u

0
2
w

2
d

:
0
_
»
c
_
:
a
o
;

o
z
u

c
o
r
z
d
u
x
o

o
c
q
u
e
q
n

o
z
u
n
u
z
u
p
o
a
v
o
d

o
fi
c
u
e
o
q
z

a
c
o
¢
c
_
¢
u
1

u
=
>
_
:

u
o
u
o
a

0
:
»

c
“

s
o
q
u
n
d
s
c
o
a

0
2
o

s
o
o
s
q
u
v
o

o
c
fl
u
n
fl
fi

o
:
u
|
|
o
u
c
_
:
=

p
u
>
~
=

a
o
u
c
n
x
u
<

u
a
o
c
s
o
u

u
c
c
o
z

.
x
c
o
u
u

u
z
v
d
z
x
o
z

c
“

c
o
q
u
c
d
n
z
o
a

o
z
u

=
o
1
:
H
o
x
o

v
c
q
o
e
q
d

v
z
u
l
|
u
z
o
p
d
c
-
O

n
r
c
q
z
o
fl
~
o
u

Q
2
4

“
0

c
a
c
a
o

o
z
u

c
“

a
.
r
i
o
x
c

_
Z
.
_
U
:
.
I
:
_
:
2

_
:
_
c

n
t
o
_
v
a
n
f
.

o
:
:
.
fi
d

o
0

"
:
:
o
_
u
a
_
_
:
_
o
2

~
:
_
c

o
~
c
<
;
o
~
>
~
_
:
_
~

1
~
_
\
J

~
_
c

"
?
.
t
:
~
@
:
_
_

©
:
_
c
=
_
.
_

.
u

W
G
U
M
N
Q
M
U
S
fl

q
u
m
e
m
d

.
x
0
n
2
o
~
x
u
“
u
c

x
o
o
u
z

2
7
.
3
3
%
“

G
H
I
Q
M
M
G
M
I
E
Q

.
u
u
u
u
n
t

u
c
o
u
z
u
z
r
v
u
v

0
U
<
G
Q
~
G
H
U
Q
E

m
z
fl
q
u
w
z

.
z
u
p
c
a
c
o
fl

v
~
c
o
c
0
_
;

a
q
d
z
u
u
q
u
m
z
Z
G
G
Q
Z
J
Z
§
Q

.
:
:
_
u
.
_
_
:
_

2
0
0
.
.
.
;

c
u
m
s
-
v
1
1
»
.
2
2
.
6
-
Z
a
k
“

I
C
J
Q
L
Z
L

:
t
z
c
w

o
u
t
-
3

m
q
d
fi
m
a
fi

m
a
m
-
"
g
n
a
w

.
c
i
Z
E
E
c
?

c
o
o
.
.
.
"

o
fi
i
z
a
w

0
.
3
m
:

.
v
u
n
t
o
x
f
g

fl
fi
fl
u
z
a
u
u
a
u

m
q
é
d
fi
q
m
d
w
d

u
q
a
m
a
a
x
z

.
n
s
z
u

c
o
d
x
u
o
a
z

:
2
.
.
~
o
&
a

m
fi
w
z
d
é
z
w
o
m
f
g
z

.
J
C
E
Z
E

.
h
.
_
:
>
:
:
2
2
2
:
0

0
:
7
:



-c

EIIIGBIIHEUTGBSFUEUH'nouujuuqnouloxonn

B[I[GG5_DD6JD¥I'nouuyuqnvot

vliuillfiflbz'milTffiiil'flHIIILTJ’H‘EH'Joupwonouquulq

UjflfiflfilUl‘fi'qnun[[UJPUHOJ

[HUXJEKflfiffiqbfiflxfiQHfiTDOIUUJ'Jnxnnnpunqou(q

WHIEEDUUEFQGREBXGH'nazoqpn:AuJD

fififliilflfimRUUFKSEV‘Q1103unnjxau

nn1yuUfilifl'quolqv‘|9

z:xlmuf»'pnjufiuupujl

‘fiJBJIBB‘UUJSBH'louyqnJOA‘UHUUHHXJY

05366136136“'Joufflnmoqunud

‘ EHHIHfififl‘flfiffiéliéfl'JOUTQDnnoununtq

lnjfiUE6JujKJ5HHU‘RGHJ‘coupfillnqpolulnqqnou

fifl‘fifitHHI‘hHfiUHSAIJ‘qnyjnunbwOPUJO‘OQ

filliifiiiblb‘lllE‘fij‘qnqaunquuqplg

"WWNWI"M5‘was"no

§fi§FBU6[5Ufi3d5l515'JOXDHGnn(q

:{(1:10.16'paJnbuvpujl

'Hull?!I_.|

_~__ CfiIlQKIUElfifl'pvoqJDA‘“OPVJOIOQ

IIInJu"nnfiyfiuv'1npuumu[unuyuquuomonunmuzaug

t-nllvnlkiml‘fllllllhfn‘lll‘iaLl’_1:|puu|u\'1\'s|uu‘vpnmuzuumf

:;dnnJh'pnlnfnu-pujl

FJSERIIG

fiuKlqdfilifififi'puoqqqnomnoJJuusuynrq3:019

BUBIGHUlfifl'pvoquloqnon

UIEUKIGHUKUXDUE“'bUJ]p1ndon{puu[no{

:[duoJfi'polnl'mupuq

'suoyqyqdmv

fifiUTUfifFUBTU5IHETUSBIS'axnuualqqvzx001
_ TilVulIXdldifllldGUfilillL‘nxuuuuoqqfJuJnqnon

flijbjbuhdyJfilB‘HGUUWVQL'oxuuaJoqlubpnnqnolleu

_ U‘GHUTJIDYIGfiXSUSg'axuua3a:uoalb

JSTUUbGIQjXIEDffi615fl'oxnun1019Akl‘oquyu‘d

YjjfiqEEJUHUGBIESUj'tyuadyqnpaqqodaquuyb

I fliflullififillfilfifliii'n'aiflfifl‘xupmunnuuom

eIunL-h‘llfil“fllhiOIfiDJfiI'IHJOUO'ITITIQ'p.lvZ|[\[nulqnfnnl

DIJDIDJHEIUOIIOIL‘LM}‘pJu'zHnnuJbqunull

uuuy5uo5nxmsnnsnd‘131009JOAIJ

::dflfllfi'pnlflfiuvpug

‘Y
'9.1mph-x13

‘V

-gJoqdvqg

‘(I

_z

IFIUXYYFHfiKiSoIfi’axvuoalqqalOSOUOBPIJ

E5?GTUGGUEUUI'oxuunJaqJubuuoyxnu

fuax‘pE‘i6fiTfi5U5‘1]2jd1unpolaxoouo-Awab

fiifii55fliiii§UEUE'IEGTSH'_1€)'\SUOUIat“)

:I(lnoJf)‘pnJnhuupugl

'sa{;qduu

HHSUUGBUUJfifififif‘oounfpnfin-nottnfi

1"i'iJ\C-fli1Ffiiii‘li'a‘dulhF-I‘r101.1min:1,p.11v"

yum-w(‘:[Iillll‘rump-.03".jlfnp]

JOIGfilflJnfiUUIJJGGuJ'hu‘guuqpflflvA

."

J5TUT5TR5511K'UOJIAAvah;

1IIT5Q65IIK’ooJ;Au,y(ng

EIIIEDJIfifiUISfifiUUfiiKI‘plyqbujxpulliq-xajuqfihMIIXS‘[[TIGJSXEHGD‘UMQ'Jnu33v3A1;nfi{[[n

HIIfiIHAHOJfiEJJJJUFIJH'JHKJUUPOUHvlID

fi‘JSCGJ‘JV‘fifiHjHUUAj‘DJIQhHImmUQpu1l‘q_pw0Jq

fif§65fi5lEIJEUfiGIlH'pljqfiuyumnqpalnn-nqiun

fid55fl61fififITiifiV'pljqbufmmuupauno1u-qa(o]n

ZBITEHTRUIEUSEIEfi’p1;qbu]mmnqlojyonl

fififififififiiUXTiS‘pz1qbuymmnunlcqsog

HhFGYUMLHIJDBJUUj'JflAO[dbuydld

\‘UL‘Z'STJ’JHH!EH15

'f-lliififxfililGAUUGI[-65HI'JHL‘TFFBH'ADXJHT‘pun

GhUIhulfliUQEHIIEBGSSHH‘xnuu-xoulquommon

'nuulnbu[duoun:;

FEHIETIU5565HETT§fii55fifl§l|'atbnopfuqa.

fi[nufi[flfljflfi]fifijfl“IUIiSY‘onyx1ddysnyan}u

fihhfivnlldXQJGBGJJEIFHJ'quv|umJ0unnonoungln

l.’“u1":|ivI.'|L'N')CivI‘IVJIIuII-‘JI!'llt'fiflzn‘llnnll]

:;dnolb'paJnhuvpuq

nq16qmy§M5§fi6§flfi65‘qn[nuuw1A1-nso[pJnnquJnuqJnu

IXUADplJfififi[hfl]jdfi§'nufqubju‘pnlvtloo-jgnq

HUBDSI3HGLOJL'unhn11quvhn‘n

PUXJSHEBUUUIQMGIGj‘oAop-punoJbuommnQ

WEJQITTEUGifll5i§'uJaqqnent

fifiififififiTEfifl6fi§1'gub1mlnqdpatyuq-nqjun

'EIiKUUIT-JZIHU65in]

:‘dnoafi'\nJflDHUpufl

‘

‘spl‘fl

‘x0030

'Knnmgof>(up]||'IIII]’°§\II\ON

u|“:n|n‘u,|u\||u"\|n|"|\l\lu|()||n-n1|npn{;),~<.u

ll-‘HHlfllumm‘q7],!nzlnpmu)0|lll",|fl‘[mu'.|\'l||

'nnyomlnquvInslayrmdunnmuJunuolquuulml

punnuuwpqpu;punHuunpnlauy[Anyway]

:rnymlvf)‘(p2punH“

qdnaxa

‘uonlugouylbruadx

'C

.v

l-lldvllf)

.V,1u'uh‘lll)'3

Appendix A

Exhibit 15, p4
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‘HISTORIC FQESEQVATION DIVISION

\liLLA RWEHA, FCC-‘.1 ‘1G1

228 EAST FLU-CE AvENUE

‘T -\RRE‘.’ CARRUTHERS SANTA FE. NEW MEXICO 87533 CLARA APCDACA

GOVERNOR 6035215320 - CULTL‘RAL AHARLSOFFZCEZ

THOMAS ‘N. MERLAN

DIRECTOR

July 16, 1987

Mr. S. A. Ball ‘I

Program Development Engineer

New Mexico Division, Regional/1

Federal Highway Administration

Post Office Box 1088

Santa ‘Fe, New Mexico 37504-1088

Re: ‘Proposed Alternate Route from Santa Fe to Los Alamos

Dear Mr. Ball:

At your request, I have reviewed the alternate alignments being considered for

a proposed route between Santa Fe and Los Alamos, New Mexico, in order to

determine cultural resource issues which will require consideration in the draft

Environmental impact Statement and in Section 106 consultations for this

undertaking.

i have enclosed a listing of properties entered in the State Register of Cultural '

Properties and National Register of Historic Places which are located in the

general area of the proposed alternative routes. From the scale of the map

provided with your request, it is impossible to determine if any of the:=

properties will be affected by construction activities. Additional information on

inventoried, but as get unregistered, archaeological and historical sites in this

area may be requested from the Archaeological Records Management System.

To my knowledge, few archaeological surveys have been eriormed in the areas

which would be affected by the proposed alternatives, a d i am not aware of

any survey which §"-.;_$ covered any of the proposed ‘alternatives in its entirety.

Z-lowever, information sufficient to develop some understanding of the relative

impacts on cultural resources for the three routes being considered may be

available for planning purposes. Depending on the results of a preliminary

assessment of existing survey data,_ it may be necessary to supplement existing

information with sample surveys of the alternative routes. it will, of course,

be necessary to conduct an inventory survey of the selected route, and to

m
:’

I".

v

develop a treatment plan for historic properties affected by construction

activities. Information on existing survey coverage may also be requested from

the ARMS database.’ ’
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Thank you for the opportunity to consult ‘with you in the early planning phase

of this project. I will look forward to continuing this consultation as plans’ for

the new highway are developed.

Sincerely,

>aQw/YLL
Thomas W. Merlan

State Historic Preservation Officer

TwMzDEl-lzbclliog 10832

cc: W. L. Taylor

Marsha Jackson
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APPENDIX B

AGENCY COMMENTS ON DEIS

U.S. Department of Transportation, Office of the

Secretary of Transportation, September 26, 1988.

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Santa

Fe National Forest, October 3, 1988.

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service,

Southwestern Region, September 12 1988.

U.S. Department of the Army, Corps of Engineers,

September 29, 1988.

U.S. Department of Energy, Los Alamos Area Office,

September 6, 1988.

Los Alamos National Laboratory, October 11, 1988.

Los Alamos National Laboratory, September 30, 1988.

U.S. Department of Interior, Office of Environmental

Project Review, November 17, 1988.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region VI,

September 28, 1988.

10-New Mexico State Clearinghouse Final Review

Certification, September 22, 1988.

11 - New Mexico Energy, Minerals and Natural Resources

Department, September 23, 1988.



EXHIBIT l2

EXHIBIT l3

EXHIBIT 14

EXHIBIT 15

New Mexico Health an Environment Department, August

3, 1988.

New Mexico Department of Game and Fish, September

14, 1988.

New Mexico Interstate Stream Commission, September

8, 1988.

New Mexico Office of Cultural Affairs, Historic

Preservation Division, State Historic Preservation

Officer, August 26, 1988.
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-raft Environmental Impact Statement

Santa Fe-Los Alamos Corridor

FEWA-NM-88—0l-P//_\\

we SE? 26 I988

(IA i‘;

‘\ I ,‘ .-.

Zonald R. Trillingfiiki *Wfivfi

Acting Director, egraBé of ‘““°

Transportation Regulatory A fairs

Eugene w. Cleckley, Chief

Environmental Operations Division, REV-ll

Xe have reviewed the draft environmental impact statement for the

proposed alternate highway from Santa Fe to Los a1 "HOS.

The proposed highway_would be a four-lane, divided highway with

limited access. Construction alternates addressed in this BIS are

between the Santa Fe Relief Route and New Mexico State Road 4.

For comparison of alternatives, BIS termini are Los Alamos and the

Santa Fe Relief Route/I-ZS interchange. The BIS notes projects to

improve State Road 4 which are planned or under development, but

is unclear about proposed improvements to highways west of the

intersection of new construction alternates with State Road 4.

The final EIS should clarify the status of proposed improvements

between the proposed new highway and Los Alamos, and address

impacts of such improvements or refer to any environmental

documentation which has been completed.

Each of the alternatives involves substantial-impacts.

BIS provides a good overview of the impacts. If a build alter

native is selected, the final BIS should address the impacts of

the selected alternative and mitigation measures in further

detail. For example, the Potrillo alternate would involve excess

material; spoil disposal should be addressed. The Potrillo
alternate would also_involve section 4(f) lands. Allithree

alternates may impact endangered species and involve significant

visual impacts. Archeological-sites affected by the selected

alternate also need to be further studied, as stated in the draft.

The draft

_We appreciate the opportunity to review this BIS.
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United States
‘a
1

  
Forest oonta FE F" P.O. kc! it89

L;;fDcparument of Service Santa Fe,!&%

1;’ Agriculture 87504

n" ‘‘

Reply To: 1950

Date: October 3, 1988

W. L. Taylor

Environmental Program Manager

New Mexico State Highway and

Transportation Department

P.O. 50x 11mg - Room 10H

Santa Fe, NM EYSOQ-llQQ

Dear Mr. Taylor:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIS for the Santa Fe - Los

Alamos Corridor Study. Enclosed are the specific comments we have regarding

the DEIS.

The Santa Fe National Forest prefers the Mortandad alignment alternative. Of

the action alternatives,-it will least impact National Forest lands and their

resources. The resources of most concern are visual and wildlife. The Montoso

and Potrillo alignments will severely impact the visual resources, especially

near the Rio Grande. By bisecting the wild horse range, these two alternatives

could jeopardize the viability of the small herds in the Caja del Rio Grande.

Please consider our comments and concerns in developing the Final EIS and in

recommending the decision.

Sincerely, .

g. - - _ .
YNARD T. ROST '

Forest Supervisor

Enclosure

cc w/ enclosure: Regional Forester _ _ ._
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SANTA FE NATIONAL FOREST

SRECIFIC COMMENTS ON THE

DEIS FOR THE SAJTA Fm ; LOS ALAJDS CORRIDOR

Table l — Summary Matrix 22

Visual Impact. No Build Alternate. '

Insert "No Visual Impact"

Chapter III. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

H. Vegetation and Soils (page 27)

Comment: This is a weak discussion of the types of vegetative communities 1

found within this project area. Further_under the soils section it would be

more desirable to utilize the latest soil mapping done on Forest Service lands

‘nu’
-. cescribe the types of soil encountered. This would provide more valid

information than from an older inventory or 508.

Paragraph 1. The arroyo bottoms are usually void of vegetation. As you move

away from them and onto adjacent terraces, you see the vegetation described.

Paragraph 2. "... the deep canyons sloping toward the Rio Grande have

considerable vegetation on the NORTH exposure and little on the SOUTH lgfi

exposure." ‘

Chapter IV. ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

to soils. This section can speak to the direct effect to the soil resource

(the Affected Environment section expresses a concern of the soils suitability

on road fill, etc.), and can.also speak to erosion concerns for each of the

action alternatives. Speak to amount of soil disturbance, cut-and-fill slopes,

(page 37) would like to see a section on environmental consequences as related

etc. per alternative.

A. Land Use

3. Compatibility with Land Use Plans ' ' ,

a. Santa Fe National Forest

Paragraph 3 (page US). There are degrees of disruption of the "L" area, '

e 55'

\

however, there are qualitative differences in the alternatives as well. The

Mortandad alignment crosses a narrow neck at the extreme northern end of the

"L" area, modifying its usability very little. The Montoso alignment splits

the "L" area virtually in half, potentially affecting the experience availabl

on the large area. Portrillo-alignment is the worst, however, traversing

several miles of the area, negatively affecting nearly 3,000 acres of

semi-primitive, non-motorized recreational experience.

Appendix 3
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be important in managing the wild horse population. Impacts

ect and of relatively minor FiSK compared to the direct and

ts GUS risks related to the other two alignnents.

The concrete box culverts are mitigation measures which may or may not meet

wild horse management needs. They may represent only one tool with l‘"ited

application in mitigation needed for the wild horse population.

a. Natural Resources

2. Threatened and Endangered Species

a. Flora '.

The Mortandad alignment presents the least risk to grama grass cactus, Ionmexa

ZZQXLZQZJLL: (Engelm.} Eritt, l Rose. Th‘ is * candidate species for federal

"' ter, December 25, 1980. lategory 2 e5

endangered is not warranted. There

was insufficient data to make a determination at that tine. The Ho tandad

alignment presents the least risk to this Federal Category 2 species. '

(I

‘_~...— \4.

.L

protection as suo"""*‘ in ‘re Federal Reg

A$265 710C mean CREE listing ES CZ‘IFEE'CEHGC

b. Fauna

On page 97, it is stated that bald eagle impacts need to be minimized by route

selection and possibly through scheduling of activities. This was not

addressed in the Mitigation Measures section other than reference to the

Biological Opinion. which route will least impact bald eagles? Statements on

page 97 raise the question. This document is asking for input to alternative

selection and yet the bald eagle information is not provided by alternative.

The assessment of whopping cranes needs to address collisions with structures.

Primary factors to consider are the height of structures such as bridges and

the structural design. Once again the statement is made that effects may be

minimized through route selection. No information is provided to evaluate the ‘2

risk associated with each alignment alternative.

The Mortandad alignment is clearly stated as having the least impact on

peregrine falcon. Analysis will probably show this same alignment to be of _ ;

lowest risk to bald eagle and whooping crane. The bridge heights above-ground

level, of the other alignments, are greater than the Mortandad bridge height

and therefore carry a higher risk of collision. The collision risk for

whooping crane would be greater than the risk to bald eagles. Selection of a

bridge design and alignment which keeps the bridge structure lowest to ground

level will probably present the least risk. Bridge designs such as the

concrete box girder or the concrete arch probably present the lowest collision

risk due to the relatively large amount of air spaces between obstructing

bridge components.

On page 98 the bighorn sheep is shown as

species. The white Rock area has receive
being a state endangered group 1

d habitat evaluation for Q11: E3.

AppendixnB

.ne Montoso an: Fotrill; alignments would fragment :oth the habitat an:

rcpulation of wild horses. Those OllHHNCHRS would require significant and

Lstentially long “arm mitigation to reduce the risk of losin _
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h _ . _ i
cent: .a Lat_-nai rcrest CCJLEHCCy

cenacersis

_---w'\ a

Santa Fe-Los Alamos Route -cia - g

or Rccxy Mountain tighorn sheep.
  

The bighorn sheep

habitat would no inn L affected by the HnrLHHdHd alignment. This alignment

crosses the extreme north end of the habitat and would have minor risxs of

iabittt frcjwentotzrn and nuhnn hora: ment. The Montoso alignment splits the

evaluated area int two parcels with two-thirds laying to the north of the

~igzxay an: one-third to the south. The Potrillo alignment would split the

alaluaten area into approximately one-third of the evaluated area being no th

3: the nigr
“way and two-thircs south of the highway.

The Montoso and Potrillo alignments could cause significant loss of habitat

quality from fragmentation and human harassment.

3. Biological

(page 99). The paragraph utilizes more recent infocmation than the letter

referenced in Appenoi" XVI of section X. The two southern alignments splitting

the wild horse habitat is correct._ The Mortandad alignment does not directly

affect the wild horse habitat.

The statement that "adverse impacts will be mitigated largely by the concrete

oox culvert stocx passes that will permit the horses (as well as cattle) to

move freely from one side of the road to the other" is not a correct

statement. Nil: horses may or may not pass "freely" utilizing these passes.

*’ the animals do not elect to utilize them then more costly approaches to

obtaining genetic exchange may be periodically necessary.

‘a

The degree of impact has-been coordinated but the concerns have not been

resolved if either of the two southern alignments are selected.

K. Historical and Cultural Resources

(page 99). Based on a literature search and apparently some recognizance, the

DEIS projects the following numbers of sites: -

Montoso: l9 - 2“ sites

Potrillo: 1U - 16 sites

Mortandad: 15 sites

An actual, on the ground survey was conducted along 1.5 miles of the Mortandad’

corridor through the San Ildefonso Reservation. This survey alone located 8

cultural resource sites. If this 1.5 mile survey is even remotely

representative of site densities along the corridors, then the projected

numbers of sites are in error. For example, if each 1.5 miles of the Montandad

corridor has 8 sites, then the total for the entire corridor_would be 173

sites, not the projected 15 sites.

N. Visual

3. -Significance of the Main Visual Issues

Appendix 8
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n‘ _ '_ .-._- .. 0,, __ I—_—_ - . ' . q “I _e dationai rorest Co. ones, oahta .e- r" aiaaos noute L o ~

’ 7

oh 3 (page 111). Fre-stlit rcca cuts are often not acceptable

1 ,r "

f‘ n

{'1-
v
-

a y) nor nrv "hvnchvn". Opportun|t;wn {( broken-face blasting“ with

ge._a benches and the creation of planting pockets should be explored

e}

H.

u hoot, oven in areas of rugged terroir. In areas where tn fill slates

:0 highly visiole from the road, or from a distance, retaining st JCZUTE

r revegetation should be used to minimize visual impacts.

5

Cuts, fills, and retaining structures should oe evaluated and designed to _

repeat naturally occurring form, line, color, and texture and therefore emulat

the characteristics of the surrounding lanoscape.

Chapter V. MITIGATION MEASURES

C. Wildlife

(page 118). "The adverse impacts on wild horses, which could result from the .

Montoso and Potrillo alignments, will oe mitigated by the provision of concrete -

cox culvert stock passes." This ray :rovice some mitigation. It should not :

construed as full mitigation. It is likely :at wil horses will not "freely"

l2

..-,‘ ;,
sol ice these passes and other actions will :a periodically necessary to

maintain viable populations.

In Chapter IV the document states that the Potrillo and Montoso alignments pose

a serious concern to peregrine falcon, out that Mortandad does not. Mitigation

of impacts may not be possible with the Potrillo and Montoso alignments.

D. Grazing

(page 118). Box culverts only represent mitigation for passing livestock from

one side of the highway to the other. Pasture fencing changes, water

developments, ahd other mitigation measures may be necessary to more.fully

mitigate impacts on livestock grazing. -

Other

There is a need to identify specific mitigation measures as related to

watershed management. I.e., what will be done within ephemeral.drainages, what

will be done to reduce erosion, minimize earth disturbance, stablize cut and

fill slopes, vegetation establishnent on disturbed sites, etc.

Appendix B
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apartment of "VICE , legion Albuquercue, H4 L71C2-008u

};Agriculture (505) 842-3390

Reply To: 1?5C/7"CC

Date SEP 1 2 was

5555“F1? _3 P 1 5 1988
[C HIYOL'V’FITT (- U‘l‘b'l‘

.._ N.|\1.$,;~i T_[)_

n. L. Taylor

Environmental Program Manager

flew Mexico State highway ard Transportation Department

?.O. Box 11H9--Room 10%

Santa Fe, 11 BTSGE-1IQQ

Zear “r. Taylor.

The following comm nts pertain to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

'IEII) for the Santa Fe-Los Alamos Corridor Study.

The bEIS needs to include a biological evaluation of Threatened, Endangered

and iensitive Species for the portions of the Alternate Routes which

traverse Tational Forest lands. The biological evaluation should include

the follouing:

1. An identification of all listed, proposed, and sensitive species

Known or expected to be in the project area or that the project potentially

affects. Contact the Fish and wildlife Service (FWS) or the National Marine

Fisheries Service (KMFS) as part of the informal consultation process for a

list of endangered, threatened, or proposed species that may be present in

the project area.

2. An identification and description of all occupied and unoccupied

habitat recognized as essential for listed or proposed species recovery, or

to meet Forest Service objectives for sensitive species that are identified.

3. An analysis of the effects of the proposed action on species or

their occupied habitat or on any unoccupied habitat required for recovery.

U. A discussion of cumulative effects resulting from the planned

project in relationship to existing conditions and other related projects.

5. A determination of no effect, beneficial effect, or "may" effect on

the species and the process and rationale for the determination, documented

in the environmental assessment or the environmental impact statement.

6. Reconmendations for removing, avoiding, or compensating for any

adverse effects.

7. A reference of any informal consultation with the Fish and wildlife

Service as well as a list of contacts, contributors, sources of data, and

literature references used in developing the biological evaluation.

Appendix B

 

Exhibit 3, p.1



Caring fcr the Land, Serving People

a>
‘EOE-1N?" I n i ( [\)

Any mitigation requirements should he included in the Final Environmental 22_

impact Statement. '

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely, 

log“, SOTERO HUHIZ

Regional Forester

  

cc: "

Forest Supervisor, Santa Fe National Forest

Bill Zeedyk, 3.0. ULtF
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nunnouo' septembel' 29- 1988

Construction-Operations Division

Regulatory Branch

  

Mr. ;. A. Ball, District Engineer

New Mexico Division, Region 6

USDT, Federal Highway Administration

no. Box 1088 ' . .

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87SOQ-l088

near Hr. Ball:

Reference is made to your letters dated August l and August

30, 1988, providing for our review two copies of the Draft

Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Santa Fe - Los

Alamos Alternate highway. Our comments are provided below:

Statements in the DEIS Table I, "Qatar Quality and Netlands"

section and paragraph "L. Construction Impacts," page 104,

indicate that a temporary work bridge crossing the Rio Grande

would be required for the Potrillo and Mortandad alignments. The

temporary bridges would be in place approximately three years.

Paragraph "G. Stream Modification or lmpoundment Impacts,“ page

92, adequately discusses Clean Water Act Section 404 permit

requirements for crossings of minor intermittent drainages and the

three alternative bridges over the Rio Grande. However, paragraph

"G." should additionally discuss impacts and permit requirements

associated with the temporary work bridges. _If the construction

of the temporary bridge would involve the discharge of more than I _

200 cubic yards of temporary or permanent fill material below the ' 7

plane of ordinary high water, or would not satisfy the conditions _' .

of the nationwide permit for minor road crossings, summary _

enclosed, an individual Section 40A permit will be required

Section Q04 of the Clean Water Act regulates the discharge of

dredged or fill material into waters of the United States,

including wetlands. This jurisdiction extends to the ordinary ,.

high water mark of the Rio Grande or any identifiable waterbody 22_

and does not always include the entire floodplain of the

waterbody. Certain aspects of road crossing work in the Rio

Grande floodplain may involve discharges of dredged or fill
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material outside of the ordinary high water mark which are not

regulated under Section 40b. We, therefore, recommend that the

statement in paragraph "I. Flood Plains," page 9G, be modified to 22

include discharges below the ordinary high water mark of the Rio

Grande as regulated under Section AOh.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Ms.

Jean Hanger or Mr. Andrew Rosenau at (505) 766-2776.

Sincerely,

  

i

ricer .m
Robert E. Meehan, F.E.

Chief, Construction-Operations Division

Enclosure
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Department of Energy 335 i 7 1m

Albuqueroue Operauons

Los Alamos Ania Office

'.__os Alamos, New MEXICO 87544

  

- SEP 061988

Mr. Anthony L. Alonzo

Division Administrator

Federal highway Administration

New Mexico Division

P. O. Box 1088

117 U. 8. Court House I.

Santa Fe, SM 87504

Dear Mr. Alonzo:

Enclosed please find csnments on the Preliminary Draft Environmental Impact

Statement (DEIS). Questions regarding the comments should be addressed to

Lee F. Le-Doux of my staff at 667-4661.

Sincerely,

/flp4@

(§:f;f;;-n. Nunez, Chief

9037A ' Project & Facility Management Branch

Enclosure
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COHXENTS

Preliminary Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Santa Fe - Los Alamos Corridor Study

U. S. Department of Energy

Many statements are made that the construction of a new highway will

improve safety conditions. However, no safety analysis is found in th

lOCumunL. If safety is a major issue, at analysis of the safety

concerns should be included and must take into account the type of

containers used to transport hazardous materials, specifically

transuranic waste.

k) - Rxroughout the document many terms are used interchangeably, i.e.,

' :rdous waste, hazardous materials, transuranic waste, nuclear

'tials, etc. This is confusing and misleading. Be consistent with

' tnese terms and provide a glossary of terms so as to eliminate

d--_nterpretation.

3. In Summary section, the transportation of Los Alamos National Laborato

(Laboratory) hazardous waste and storage facilities are referred to in

Description paragraph. The type of hazardous waste (chemical,

radioactive, and/or mixed) is not defined. Chemical hazardous waste

(EPA regulatory definition) does not go tr torage facii ties; it is

transported out of state for treatment ana.Jr d€:posal. J stronger

point could be made by referring to hazardous c .erials since hazardous

materials are, in most cases, much more hazardc.s to human health and

the environment than chemical hazardous waste.

addressed. I am assuming transportation of transuranic "iste is a maj

concern. Jhat is the public's potential exposure to radionu.

Compare each alternative.

ies?

5. Purpose and Need for Action section does not clearly justify the

action. See comment 1. The discussion on the use of the Santa Fe

airport is questionable. On what basis is the statement made that the

Los Alamos Airport is not cost-efficient?

6. References should be cited throughout document. E.g., on page l5,

reference is made to safety standards without a citation.

7. ln Affected Environment section a statement is made, "relatively clean

air and water. Ihat does this mean?

8. The Environmental Consequence section should address potential

environmental contamination and public exposure issues for each

alternative under both normal and accident conditions. The emphasis of

this section seems to be on institutional/socioeconomic issues, not

environmental issues as one would expect.

Appendix 8
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The impact on public health of transporting transuranic waste is never :] ‘4

or

15.
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\L)

LO.

k»)

l5.

l6.

3c

the term "technology

in the LANL Viability section :any terms are used for LANL.

consistent and do not use "lab".

transfer" is questionable.

9The use of

3n page 69, Hazardous Waste Transportation, is this supposed to be

transuranlc wistc transportation? Hguln terms are unclear. in

PJfJgfupn 3, what is meant by this statement, "White Rock could be

avoided at the discretion of ODE"?

is a wetland/floodplain notification needed?

On page l28, paragraph K. states, "project will result in a reduction 1

' resent risks associated with transportation of hazardous

material". fiiis statement is not justified by the analysis shown in

this document. If risk calculations were done, they should be part of

the document. "

IO.

I2

I]

p- ii, Lines lI-l3. The statement that the environmental consequences

of the proposed action are "not significant" is a legal finding pursuant

to the requirements of NEPA, which should not, and can not, be made

within the environmental document, whether an £15 or an Environmental |E5_

Assessment (EA). Instead, the finding of significant (or no

significant) impact is made by an agency decision-maker on the basis of

information presented in said environmental documentation.

severe harmful effects are not anticipated, the third sentence, same

paragraph, reveals that efforts planned to "minimize effects" will

indeed be "challenging." This appears to be a contradiction which

p. ii, par. 2. While the first sentence in the paragraph indicates thai]

requires clarification.

Plate X. The Property Ownership map is crucial to the review of the

document-and is generally of too poor quality and resolution for the

reader to accurately determine precise locations, ownerships, and

attendant impacts as they are described. Delineation of Department of

Energy (DOE) lands, for example, is difficult for the reader to

ascertain. "Patened" lands in the key was likely intended to read

"patented" lands.

p. 94, Section Flood Plains. Floodplain is one word.

____________________________ The statement

that there is "little wetland or floodplain area" in the White Rock

Canyon should be qualified and/or quantified.

.The flood area "north of
Buckman" is not identified in location or extent in any graphic to IE5

determine significance. The timing, seasonal nature, or frequency of

r

flooding within the hundred year floodplain would seem to hold no

ll990,

The fact that no Federal Insurance Rate Map exists for DOE land
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l7.

l8.

abutting the Rio Grande on the west does not preclude the necessity for

floodplain consideration and compliance with 5.0. ll988, and the Water

icsuurcc uouncll (WRC) Guidelines for implementing that Order should be

consulted.

Finally, the statements in paragraph 2, same section, appear to imply

that compliance with 5.0. ll988 is achieved because there will be no

increase in flooding as a result of the project. This appears to be a

misintarjretation of floodplains legislation, which is oriented toward

the protection of the natural values of floodplains and the minimizing

of federal activities and structures within the floodplain.

The section does not treat compliance with E.Ou-ll990, although the

existence of wetland within the canyon is alluded to in the second

sentence.

p. I03, pars. 3 and 4. Although the previous section on floodplains

(p. 9;) indicates that "project work in the floodplain area will be

accomplished in accordance with the conditions of the Nationwide Permit

for Minor Road Crossing," the placement of up to one million cubic yards

of fill in candidate canyons (e.g., Water and Potrillo) will not likely

be recognized under the nationwide permit.

l7.

p. 120, Table 22. Plan sheet depicts aerial photos of three (3) various

aligncents for consideration. All the photo alignments need to be

overlaid on the Los Alamos Site Development Plan with an appropriate

matching scale. Each individual alignment corridor must be evaluated

and assessed against existing and future land use, the Los Alamos

National Laboratory (LANL) Institutional Plan, future missions, and

ongoing environmental and future environmental considers fons involving

site development to determine compatibility and COHSCIHIRLS.

l8.

9042A
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New Mexico State Highway

3 Transportation Department

P. O. Box 1149

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87504-1149

Dear Sir:

I attended the August 25, 1988. public hearing that was held in

ta Fe to discuss the new Santa Fe-Los Alamos road. I had the

ortunity to express the Los Alamos National Laboratory’s support

the proposed road. and want to reaffirm that support via this

ter. I was pleased to note that many others attending the hearing

0 supported the new road.

m-»-I\O(I)

—-‘(I)OT)0|

InM"'iUD

It was also apparent from the meeting that the greatest concerns

focused on the selection of a particular route, or other details such

as the location of the off ramps, etc. Since the meeting, I have

interacted with several Laboratory employees who have expressed

concerns about one route or another. In particular, I talked with Sid

Singer, president of the Salva Tierra Homeowners Association, who also

happens to work at the Laboratory. while not opposing the concept of

a new road, their group is strongly opposed to paving and enlarging

the Buckman Road and its interconnect to the Mortandad alternative.

In discussing this with employees, we are consistently taking the

position that the Laboratory does not Favor any particular route

alternative over another.‘ we feel that any of the routes can serve

the needs of the Laboratory and will support the State in its choice.

I appreciate the opportunity to provide this input.

_ Sincerely,

I ,/:><{Lvn/~'§€ziégéukédélrn~———j—

James F. Jackson

Deputy Director»
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u‘ L. Taylor ""33 ‘“Environmental Program Manager “NH

New Mexico State Highway and Transportation Department

P'O- Box 1149

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87504-1149

Dear Mr. Taylor:

Thank you for the opportunity to revieb'the Draft

Environmental Impact Statement for the Santa Fe-Los Alamos

Corridor Study.

The Los Alamos National Laboratory concurs in most of the

basic conclusions reached in the study. While we would

prefer greater quantification of ecological impacts, the

environmental consequences of the proposed highway (with the

exception of the effect of the bridge on the character of

White Rock Canyon) do not appear significant.

  

Sincerely,

' -” a /;

C

iZr Allen J. Tiedman

Associate Director

forgsupport

cy= E. Sitzberger, ERA--IA0} MS M899

T. Gunderson, ESE-DO, MS_K491

c. Olinger, nss-a,_us x490

RESPONSE! -NOTED
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74h Antony L.Alonzo

Division Administrator

Federal Highway Administration

P. 0. Box 1088

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87504-1038

  

Dear Mr. Alonzo:

This responds to your request for the Department of the

Interior's comnents on the draft environmental statement for.the

Santa Fe-Los Alamos Corridor, Santa Fe and Los Alamos Counties,

New Mexico.

SECTION 4(f) CILMUHTPS

Mortandad Alternative (IID)

This alternative (the preferred alternative) would increase

traffic through the East Jemez-SR 4 intersection, and would

require an elaborate interchange adjacent to the Tsankawi Unit of

the Bandelier National Monument (BNM).

Visual and noise intrusions from a three-tiered interchange, and

increased traffic in this rural and still wild area, may

constitute a constructive use of the historically significant

Tsankawi Ruins. Further investigation of the degree ofimpairment of the function of this unit of the BNM should be

undertaken with the National Park Service (NPS) and the State

Historic Preservation Officer (Si-1P0) and reported in your final

statement.

In order to reduce or eliminate the possibility of a constructive

use, we recmnnend that the Mortandad Alternative be redesigned to 22

route the marjority of traffic to Pajarito Road. The

intersection design could then be scaled down to be more

compatible with the present nature of this area.

Montoso Alternative (118)

The Montoso Alternative would be almost adjacent to the entrance

station of the BNM. The 3,000-foot-long bridge crossing White

Rock Canyon, in the area inmediately north of Frijoles Canyon,would visually impact most users of Frijoles Canyon (Plate IV),

and would introduce new noise intrusions into the park. The

Prijoles Canyon area is the most popular visitor use area in the

BNM. '
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Project-related impacts to the Bandelier Wilderness are also ofw

great concern. The Bandelier Wilderness incorporates 23,267

acres of Class I air quality area. Visual and noise intrusions

introduced by the proposal could significantly degrade the

wilderness The criteria for wilderness designation

incnde natural with "an outstanding opportunity for

solitude."

character.

conditions,

Although the draft statement concludes there will ‘be rninimal

impact to air quality, NPS visibility research indicates that

relatively clean scenic vistas are the most vulnerable to any new

increments of pollution.

The Montoso Alternative would very likely increase visitation to

the BNM, as recognized in the statement. However, visitation t

Frijoles Canyon is at, or exceeds, nmximwn levels during the

swnner. Enhanced access and increased visitation levels would

significantly impact all park operations, management, resources,

values and the quality of the visitor experience.

The Montoso Alternative could also expose park visitors and

employees to hazardous materials, in the event of an accident 0%]

the new highway.

For these reasons, it is our opinion that construction of the

Montoso Alternative would substantially impair the function of

the BNM. This would constitute a constructive use of the BNM,

and would subject the Montoso Alternative to the requirements of

Section 4(f). Further coordination on this matter should be

undertaken with the NPS and reported in your final statement.

At this time, we would object to Section 4(f) approval of the

Montoso Alternative on the grounds that there are feasible and

prudent alternatives that would have lesser impacts to Section

4(f) resources.

Potrillo Alternative (IIC) '

The Potrillo Alternative would require the use of 9.6 to 18.6

acres of land frmn two Los Alamos County parks. The parkland

along the Rio Grande River was acquired from the General Service

Administration (GSA) as surplus property, and is subject to the

terms and conditions of the deed of transfer and to GSA

regulations. Consultation regarding these restrictions should be

undertaken with the county of Los Alamos, the NPS, and the GSA.

We note that it may be possible to reduce or eliminate the taking

of land from the Pajarito Acres Subdivision Park by minor changes

in alignment and/or geometries of the proposed roadway (e.g., a

narrower right-of-way with New Jersey barriers), or by use of the

rejected Potrillo Tunnel alternatives. This should be addressed

in final statement.

Appendix B
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Measures to minimize harni for these park involvements should

include parkland replacement, appropriate landscaping, and other E5.

measures that may be requested by the officials with Jurisdiction

over these lands.

ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT COMMENTS
 

IOEnclosed please find our specific cunnepts on the draft

environmental statement for the Santa Fe-LOS Alamos Corridor

Por the reasons mentioned therein, We Pe°°m“e“d_that required

cultural resource surveys be completed, and that discovered sites

be evaluated, prior to alternative selection.‘ Please note that

Section 4(f) would apply to any significant site that warranted

preservation in place, and that any determination that L2 situ

preservation was not warranted should recleve the concurrence of

the SHPO and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation.

Also note that the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) BGVISCS‘]

 

that formal consultation under Section 7 of the EndanESred

Species Act will be required if either the Montoso or Potrillo

Alternative is selected.

The FWS further advises that, in.its opinion. the Montanqad

Alternative would have the least impact to flSh and wildlife

PESOUI‘CQS.

FISH AND WILDLIFE MIDINATION ACT WT?»

A Section 404 permit frmn the Corps of Engineers for proposed

bridge and temporary bridge construction may be necessary.

Accordingly, the following cmnnents do not preclude separate

evaluation and comment by the FWS based on any new information

that may be available at the time of permit applicat1on.~

If permits are required, the FWS advises that it would tnost

likely recomnend that the permits require: (1) stabilizing fill '3

areas with suitable vegetation, (2) excluding the excavation or

filling of specific areas because of their habitat value, (3)

testing of fill material for toxic pollutants, (4) inclusion of

erosion control features such as the use of staked hay bales 1n

cut-and-fill areas, (5) immediate reseeding using burlap bags or

protective coverings while seed is taking root, (6) turbidity

control features such as the use of cofferdams and/or silt

screens around bridge areas, and (7) acquisition and management

of suitable replacement habitat.

SUHHARY OGWMENTS

Based on information presently available, the Department of the

Interior would most likely object to Section 4(f) approval of the

Montoso and Potrillo Alternatives. We would be willing to l4;

reconsider this position with regard to the Potrillo Alternative

depending on specific measures to minimize or avoid harm that may
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he _ developed in consultation with the officials having

Jurisdiction over the affected parklands.

The Department of the Interior may concur with Section 4(f)

approval of the Mortandad Alternative, providing design revisions

and other measures to minimize harm are sufficient to I41,

significantly reduce or eliminate constructive use of the

Tsankawi Unit of the BNM.

We look forward to reviewing any Section 4(f) evaluations that

may be circulated for this project.

For matters pertaining to cultural, park, and recreational

resources, and for all National Park System issues, please

contact the Regional Director, Southwest Region, National Park

Service, P. O. Box 728, Santa Fe, New Mexico 87504-0728 (FTS 476

6388 or 505/988-6388). For matters pertaining to fish and

wildlife resources, endangered species, and coordination under

the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, please contact the Field

Supervisor, Fish and Wildlife Service, Suite D, 3530 Pan American

Highway NE, Albuquerque, New Mexico 87107 (FTS 474-7877 or

505/883-7877).

We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments.

Sincerely yours,

$1M

Director

Enclosure

cc: Mr. W. L. Taylor

Enviromnental Program Manager

New Mexico State Highway and Transportation

Department

P. O. Box 1149

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87504-1149
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_ ‘

United States Department of the Interior __'»

OFFICE or ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT REVIEWWASHINGTON, no. 20240 - "

  

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

Comments on the

Draf t Environmental Statement for

Santa Pe-Loe Mama Corridor

Santa Fe and Los Alamos Counties

New Mexico

ENCLOSURE (5 pages) from letter dated November 17, 1988
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I.

A‘

flow relative to East Jemez Road past Tsankawi Ruins under

the Mortandad Alternative.

 

ENVIRONENTAL STATEMENT COMMENTS

The following comments are related to Table 1, summary Matrix:

Traffic Flow: The table does not show changes to traffic

This section of the table 2 zuld show which existing routes

would be used between SR 4 a i Los Alamos_ As Show“ for the

Montoso and Potrillo Alternatives, traffic would be routed

through both Pajarito and East Jemez Roads (pages 8-10)L

B. Right-of-way: This section of the table should show the

potential conflicts with Bandelier National Monument under

Montoso and Mortandad Alternatives. “

 C. Recreational Areas: Show that improved access to

Bandelier National Monument will increase visitation, adding

to existing overcrowding. The Montoso Alternative potentially

impacts designated wilderness values. The Mortandad

Alternative would impact the Tsankawi Unit.

D. There is no summary for noise impacts.

8. visual Impact: The Mortandad Alternative impacts the

Tsankawi Unit because of the East Jemez Road - SR 4

intersection improvements.

F. Endangered Species: The plants "sted are not Federally

threatened or endangered species. 12> matrix should specify

if they are state-listed species.

G. Historical/Cultural Resources: Impacts to cu;

resources would be greater than shown in r‘re summary.

25. eight sites and seven artifact occur:

in only 1.5 miles of the corridor,

of sites.

-al

07‘. ptage

‘es were discovered

indicating a high density

 

This section of the table is somewhat confusing.

the Potrillo Alternative numerous cultural sites would be

unavoidably impacted. However. the other alternatives contain

an equal or greater number of sites, intimating the same

problem.

It says that

Our comments for other sections of the document include:

Plates I, "A. Maps: and Y show

Bandelier National Monuzen;

area at all. Jan schn-d

will provide you with r r

incorrect boundaries for

nd do not show the wilderness

- -- our Southwest Regional Office

ect boundaries on a USGS quad sheet.

B. Page 3: Imprcvei access to Bandelier National Monument

is incorrectly intezprezed in the DEIS as a benefit of the

project; however. i:;:; ed access will aggravate the existing

overcrowding proble:s luring the summer and have long-term.

adverse impacts on significant wilderness values.

_ .JLB
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illustrate the scale of improvements. proposed changes, and

their relationship to the ruins. The alternativeisl in which

the imrovements are necessary should be identified.

D. Page 8, Montoso Alternative: This section states that the

road would follow Pajarito Road to Los Alamos. If East Jemez

Road is not used, then substantial improvements to the

intersection seem unnecessary. During the cooperating agency

meetings it was indicated three building alternatives would

require the same improvements to the East Jemez Road - 5R 4

intersection. The FEIS should also state that some traffic

would continue to use East Jemez Road since there are

Technical areas along the roadway that are commuter

c, Page 6, No Build: Improvements that apparently’ are

required for the East Jemez Road - SR 4 intersection should

be discussed. The drawing on Sheet 3-1 should be enlarged to

ID

destinations.

E. Page 9. Potrillo Alternative: Under this alternative. the

road would follow Pajarito Road to Los Alamos. Again. the

FEIS should clarify whether East Jemez Road would also be

used. and the potential improvements needed at the East Jemez

Road — SR 4 intersection.

County public park and land needed for the Potrillo

Alternative is cited as 18.6 acres. However, on page 39, it

is cited as 9.6 acres. The discrepancy needs to be corrected.

]9

F. Page 10. Mortandad Alternative: Under this alternative.

the road splits east to Jemez Road and west to Pajarito Road.

we think that the proposed routing should be adjusted so the

majority of traffic is directed to Pajarito Road. realizing

that soe traffic would continue to utilize East Jemez Road.

The extent of proposed improvements to the East Jemez Road — 2

SR 4 intersection could then be scaled back, reducing impacts

:\|O

to Tsankawi Ruins.

Improvements to the East Jemez Road — SR 4 intersection should

be discussed. The concerns of the National Park Service about

significant visual and noise impacts to Tsankawi Ruins should

be addressed.

'6. Page 11, Proposed Interchange: The docuent refers to

land ‘owned by ELM." This should be changed to ‘administered

by BLM."

E. Page 23, Historic/Cultural: The P218 should identify the

alignments analyzed in the 1985 and 1986 studies. It appears

that a significant numbers of cultural sites can be expected

to be encountered along all of the proposed rates.
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- M. Page 86, Air Qualitg: The impacts ‘to the class I

I. Page 26, Geology: As currently written. the proposal 1

does not appear to impact local mineral resources (sand and

gravel, pumice, gypsum and gold): however, area sources of lo

sand and gravel may be needed for project construction.
information should be analyzed included in the FE:s_ This

required under the Potrillo Alternative needs to be consistent

throughout the document.

J. Page 39, Land Requirements: The amount of park land _1

we think that. more infiormatiori about the two park areas

impacted by the Potrillo Alternative is recessary. Total park

acrsages should be given} and maps are needed that show the

entire park areas and their facilities relative to the highway

corridor. . This would help in assessing impacts such as

facility displacement and exact alignment.

l4.

!

i

This section should also discuss the implications of General i

Services Administration involvement in the creation of the

park along the Rio Grande. \

_l

The Potrillo Alternative tunnel proposal could be Constructed

to avoid the requirements of Section 4(f), as previously

mentioned. The statement could include a discussion Of this

aspect of the alternative.

K. Page 53. Tourism: Indicate that easier access to

Bandelier National Monument will aggravate already crowded

conditions at the park. Visitor use is at, or exceeds,

maximum levels during the summer season. This is adverse for

the park and the various resources it encompasses.

L. Page 78. Bandelier National Monument: Park congestion

occurs throughout the summer and project-related increases

could result in serious.y degraded park resour¢e5 and visitor

experiences. Additional discussion is needed about the

wilderness area.

The widening of SR 4 is required by the Mortandad Alternative.

we had been informed previously that all three alternatives

would require such improvements.

designation of the Bandelier wilderness need to be discussed_

N. Pages 88-91. Noise: Ambient daytime noise has not been

measured along SR 4 near Bandelier National Monument

headquarters and at the Tsankawi Unit. It is impossible to

lll__ll.___.________|

-‘°‘.Oi

predict, noise levels without the appropriate informaticn_
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o, Page 96I Fauna: The U.S. Fish and wildlife Service is

currently reviewing a draft Biological Assessment concerning

the imacts of the proposal on the peregrine falcon, bald

eagle and whooping crane.

The No-Build Alternative would not have an adverse impact on

threatened and endangered species or other fish and wildlife

resources. If the No-Build Alternative is selected, no

further consultation will be required. ‘

The Montoso and Potrillo Alternatives may have significant and

unavoidable adverse impacts on endangered species. Therefore,

pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, formal

consultation between the Federal Highway Administration and

the U.S. Fish and wildlife Service will be required if either

the Montoso or Potrillo Alternative is selected.

The Mortandad Alternative may have adverse impacts on

endangered species. However, the preliminary Biological

Assessment suggests that conservation measures could be

incorporated into the design of the Mortandad Alternative to

avoid any impact. If the Mortandad Alternative is selected

and incorporates conservation measures sufficient to avoid,any

adverse impact on listed species, no further consultation will

be required. However. if the proposed action may adversely

impact an endangered species, formal consultation will be

required.

The final statement may incorporate appropriate conservation

measures into the project design. However, we request that

the full text of the Biological Assessment not be published

in the EIS due to the sensitive nature of endangered species

information.

of the construction alternatives, the Mortandad Alternative

appears to have the least adverse impact on fish and wildlife

resources in general because it utilizes existing rights-of

way to the greatest extent. It also would have the shortest

reconstruction of SR 4. This alternative also avoids more

sensitive wildlife habitats to the souLe.

All of the bridge alternatives discussed for the Mortandad

Alternative require that concrete piers be built in white Rock

Canyon. However, the concrete arch bridge would require the

fewest piers and would affect the smallest area of the canyon.

Therefore, the concrete arch bridge is more favorable to fish

and wildlife concerns than the steel truss and concrete box

girder design. Nevertheless, a temporary access road and

river crossing would be required for any of the Mortandad

bridge alternatives. The final statement should be specific

about the routing of the access road and the location and

design of the temporary river crossing.
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Highway cuts and fills and the right-of-way fencing may impact

the diBPersal of large mammals. Large concrete box culverts

or corrugated metal arches should be placed ‘— ~¢5 :3

allow for passage under the highway. Fencing should be

designed to funnel animals toward the passages. In addition,

the constructiori work plan should incorporate all of the

mitigation measures recommended by the New Mexico Department

of Game and Fish in their let to Lochner Engineering,

dated November 23, i987.

1w,»

Inc.,

P. Pa e 99, Historical and Cultural Resources:

of the alternatives have yet been inventoried, it is difficult

to compare alternatives. It also seems premature to state

that "there are no historic or archeological sites which may

be affected by any of the alignments that will warrant

preservation in place."

Since none

we think that there will be numerous significant sites west

of the Rio Grande: alignment changes may not be able to avoid

imacts to or destruction of many of these sites. The

existence of Bandelier National Monument and its Tsankawi

Unit, together with the fact that nationally significant

cultural site boundaries do not always correspond to monument

boundaries make us think that cultural sites may be

extensively affected. These impacts would be considered

adverse, as previously indicated.

. Pa e 104, Construction Im acts: The draft statement

implies that Federal lands will be used to provide

construction materials and construction staging areas for the

proposed highway. If permits from the Bureau of Land

Management are required notification should be made well in

advance of the time the highway contract is advertised. These

items should be addressed in the construction planning phase

of the project.

R. Page 106, Transport of Hazardous Materials:

noted that under the Montoso Alternative.

Monument may be impacted by accidents in which hazardous

materials are spilled. Under the Mortandad Alternative, the

Tsankawi Unit could be exposed. Contingencies for dealing

with potential spills need to be fully addressed.

It should be

Bandelier National

5. Page 110, Significance of the Main Visual Issues: We think

that this section needs to be expanded to analyze visual

impacts to Bandelie:
National Monument, especially the

wilderness area, as well as and the Tsankawi Unit. At the

time comments in- .pteniix IV were written, the proposed

changes to the East Jere: Road - SR 4 intersection were not

clear and the exten: "

anticipated only that

level interchange we;

It was- ;:pact was underestimated.

‘? ' and that a multiu would be widened,

reeded.
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The DEIS states that "the view of a bridge from the white Rock

cwerlook and park should be add to the attraction oi the

area.‘ This should read "may add", since not all viewers

regard bridges as an attraction.

T. Pa e 114 Section 4(5): Expand this section to discuss

the potential for section 4(f) involvements under both the

Montoso and Mortandad Alternatives.

U. Sheet No. 3-1: we recommend that an enlarged photo of the

proposed improvements to the East Jemez Road - s3 4

intersection be included here so that its relationship to the

Tsankawi Unit of Bandelier National Monument can be more

readily determined.
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‘£13’ 0

‘Ev/'7‘; UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

" -' REGIONVI

~" 1445ROS5AVENUE.SmTE123O _

DALLAS. TEXAS 75202 N.SEP28l988

001'031988

Mr. S. A. Eall

District Engineer

Federal Highway Administration

P.O. Box l‘88

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87504-1088

Dear Mr. Bell:

in accorcance with responsibilities under Section 309 of the Clean Air

Act and the National Environmental Policy Act (HEPA) the Region VI office

of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed your Draft

Environmental impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed Santa Fe-Los Alamos

Alternate Highway. The proposal consists of a four lane, divided highway ‘

with limited access on a new right-of-way location between the Cities of

Santa Fe and Los Alamos in North-Central New Mexico. Three alternative

routes were evaluated. The Mortandad alignment is the tentatively

selected preferred alternative.

we classify your Draft EIS as a Lack of Objection (LO). We have no

objection to the Mortandad alignment with incorporation of the mitigation

measures which are described on page 117 of the Draft ElS. Our classification I.

will be published in the Federal Register according to our responsibility

to inform the public of our views on proposed Federal actions, under

Section 309 of the Clean Air Act.

we appreciate the opportunity to review your Draft EIS. Please send our

office one (1) copy of the Final £15 at the same time it is sent to the

Office of Federal Activities, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,

Washington, D.C.

Sincerely yours,

obert E. Layton Jr., P.E.

Regional Administrator
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HEW MEDCCD

STATE CLBXRDJGiOUSE F'L‘IAL. REY-"ZEN CIZ-ZTIFICATICN

DATE: September 22. 1988 

TI'J E; Santa Fe-Los Alamos Cooridor Studv

APPLIQENI‘; NM State Hiehwav & Transportation 5.FA Transportation
 

STATE APPLICANT IDENTIFIER (SAI) NUMBER: NM 88 08 03 590

FEDERAL CAIALCG so;

FEDERAL AGENCY:

(x) mm

(X) PROPOSED ACTICN IS SUPPORTED.

(X) PROPOSED ACTION IS NOT IN (DNFLICI‘ WITH SIA'I'E, ARWIDEOR LOCAL PLANS.

(X)' COI‘Q‘TDITS ARE A'I'IIAG‘EED POR'SUB'IISSION Wm! THIS PmPCBED

ACTION“

'IO'IHEAPPLICANI‘:

YCU MAY NGJSUHHTYCIJRAPPIICATION PACKAGE, 'IHISFORK,RENIEWGMMENISTDTHEFEDERALORSIATEPGENCYKIE)FMHHCM

ACTIONISREIZJESI'ED. ' '

PLEASE NOTIFY THESIATECIBRRDJGKIJSE (SINGLE POINT OF @NTACI‘)

OFANYQiNXEESIN'H-CISPRJJ'HIT. REFER'IO'IHESAINUPBERONALL

CIJRREPUNDBJCEPHQIAINDJGTOHESPKU'ECI‘.

/ -

STATE-POINT-OF-CDI‘IIACI‘

Q 2 a1?! ,.

SGZ-Z ' . DATE

-
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RECEIVED

8%» 27 1988

SECRETARY‘S OFFICE

Sims 0: New Lie-Ito

ENERGY. MINERALS and NATURAL RESOURCES DEPARTMENT

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87503

RECEi‘u'f-‘r. we 3__I ~ , 8 .W, N.M. STATE HIGHWAY AND

- ,_ ,_ _ _ _ ‘M TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT

r‘LoLZC twp/Emmi mm

A ..___ N.i-1.S.H.T.D_ TOM BAHR

RREY CARRUTHERS __.__.. CABINET SECRETARY

QVERNOR Septenber 23 , 1988 ANITA LOCKWOOD

DEPUTY SECRETARY

D. Cpordinat'on

W

Mr. Dewey Lonsberry, Secretary

New Mexico State Highway and Transportation Department

Post Office Box 1149

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87504-1149

Dear Mr. Lcnsberry:

This letter is in response to your Draft mvironmental Impact Statemt

for the Santa Fe-Los Alamos Corridor Study. Our review of the document

revealed no significant technical deficiencies in the DEIS. The Mortandad

Route was identified as being the most advantageous from an environmental

In consideration of the potential impact to threatened or

endangered plants, we concur.

None of the routes are likely to impact critical habitat but any could

impact Grama Grass Cactus habitat. The fact that the Mortandad route

follows Buckman Road to a significant degree reduces the likelihood of‘

disturbing habitat. Also, large portions of that alignment were surveyed

and cleared on an earlier project.

Oar experience with Grama Grass Cactus indicates the populations are

extremely localized, generally covering an area less than 100 feet in

diameter. Depending on site factors, slight adjustments to the right-of- I _

way alignment could result in avoidance. If not, we have had reasonable

success in transplanting isolated populations.

We have scant information on the potential habitat to the west of the Rio

Grande. A recent discovery indicates that significant populations of

Creme Grass Cactus may ocoir in the white P —Los Alamos area. Without

better information it is difficult to identify which alignment would be

preferred. Special care should be taken when selecting an alignment in

that area.

We hope this infonnation is_ beneficial toxyoui
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GARREY CAFFUTi-IEFS

Post C1.’ :2 Box 555 Governor

Santa Fe. New Meucc 87594-0958 LARRY GORDON

Secretary

CARLA L. MUTH

Deputy Secretary

MUL'CO

ALTH AND ENVIRONMENT

CEFANNa'M

MEMORANDUM

TO: Hick Brown, District II Manager ///\

_ . . . /“ l
FROM: Ralph Mancnego, Santa Fe Field Office #Z/

I

DATE: August 23, 1988 '

SUBJECT: Draft Environmental Impact Statement — Santa re/Los

Alamos Cooridor Study

A. Noise

The Environmental Impact Statement does not address adverse

effects, vehicular noise will have on wild life, fauna, biological

and future school building, hospital/convalescent homes and other

high density institutions and this environmental impact statement

does not offer mitigating solutions or alternatives to impactedareas.

Also, the environmental impact statement does not make reference

to noise deflection barriers on highly impacted areas.

3. water Quality

The environmental impact statement makes reference to: on page 92

paragraph one "Further, there-will-not be any noticeable long term

degradation of water quality associated with bridge runoff". No

reference was made to unusual runoff of pollutants from bridge

runoff such as: . . ‘ '

l. Vehicular Pollutants

a. asbestos

b. oils and oil by-products

2. Salt, foreign soils and sands used by the Highway Department

personnel during inclement winter weather.‘ ' - '

No mention was made to mitigating action for long or short term

pollution control for the above mentioned contaminants. This

applies to the Rio Grande crossing-as well as to the numerous

water ways along the project.

  

pc. Courte Voorhees, HPM, Santa-Fe Field Office

File Appendix 8
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=_w___e.V_—_..-_.f _.—___——-—._“q-——-—_ _ _ ___-___’.-- _.__-._.___ ___.________——iti

IID DISTRICT 11

191i 5TH STREET, stir: :95

(‘565) >27Z-3473

MEMORANDUM

BELL, DISTRICT :: INGINEER <1?

U
\uSUBJECT: CCMMEHTS ON DRAFT ENVI OHMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT ON THE

SALTA FE-LOS ALAMOS CURRIDOR STUDY

l) Little actual data on environmental topics were presented. 4

For example, carbon monoxide was the only air quality '

parameter‘addressed. -

2) Little was discussed about the air, water quality, dust and

noise during construction activities especially from gravelpit operations and the bridge foundations.

3) The DEIS suggests‘ that increase housing needs‘will result in

and around Santa Fe ‘and depending upon the final proposal 6

adopted near the San Ildefonso Pueblo. Littlewas provided on '

the effects of the housing on the utilities (sewer, water,

phone, electric and gas) in the affected areas.
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Post Office 50:: E68 GARFEEY cAFmuTHsr-s

Santa Fe. New Maura 5750443555 Govern"

LAHQY GCFCCN

ENVIHGNMENTALlMFFC/EMENTCNISION Secretary

‘ CARLA L. MUTH

Michael .J. Eurkhar‘t Deputy Secrctu-v

Director

NCL

.TH ".0 ENVIRONMENT

CEPAIUMENY

H E H O R A N D U H

TO: Gedi Cibas

Program Support Bureau

FROM: C. Kelley Crossman @Lg:Cl,/

Hazardous Waste Section

DATE: August ll, 1988

SUBJECT: Santa Fe-Los Alamos Corridor Study

EID File Number 404 ER

The hazardous waste regulations do not have any direct conflict or

rquirements for this type of project. There is, however, an indirect

connection which should be acknowleged. Page 113 discusses painting

of the bridge :tructures. Current experience with the State Highway .7.

Division is hat structures painted with lead-based primers and/or

paints generate hazardous wastes if sandblasted in the course of

recurring maintenance. I recommend that EID request this potential

problem be avoided by use of non-lead bearirg primers and paints.

CKC/pv
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EQUAL 099081‘! "\n‘rv gun. -_.,r~ 

  

Exhibit 12, p.4 -



H E H O R A N D U M

TOz- Gedi Cibas, PSB

FROM: Jim Piatt, SNQB

DATE: 10 #ugust 1988

RE: Santa Fe - Los Alamos Corridor Study

EID File 404 - ER

I have comoleted my review of the proposed project and have the following

comments:

1. State water Quality Standards have been amendet from those referenced in the

:ocument. A copy of the latest amendments are attached for inclusion with the

Division's response to the authors. . E3

. General Standards including sections l-lOZ. A. Stream Bottom Deposits. -

F'c‘tlrg Solids, Gil and Grease, E. Plant Nutrients, F. Hazardous Substances,

Radioac: /ity, %. Pathogens, and J. Turbidity also apply and must be adhered

. The mainstem of the Rio Grande may well be impacted by sediment and

onstruction materials (concrete, paving materials, etc.) during construction of

he bridge, streamside road(s), and construction areas. Dismissing these impacts

("The proposed Rio Grande bridge would not affect designated water use to any

degree" p. 29) as inconsequential is not acceptable. Specific mitigation

techniques should be proposed for all likely impacts.

There is inadequate attention paid to the impacts on water quality in Cochiti

dESEfVOlF; construction and maintenance of any of the bridges as well as the

proposed road would impact the upper reaches of this lake.

5. Measurements of water quality above and below the streamside construction

areas should be taken at Contractor expense by a trained, independent technician,

and reported to the Division for determination of compliance with State S3.

standards.

6. All streamside fuel storage areas should be within a berm capable of

retaining spilled materials. Likewise, all-dry concrete and paving materials

should also be contained and covered to prevent their becoming airborne.

7. In that dredge-and~fill permits will not be sought for this project, no

instream intrusion of equipement or materials (concrete, rip-rap, steel etc.)'

will be allowed. _ _ ' ‘

8. No disposal of waste materials will be allowed in any watercourse, perennial

or ephemeral. All wastage must be disposed of in the City of County landfills.

9. Any spill must be reported as required by State regulation.

10. Potential impacts on ground water are not addressed2

The proposed mitigating techniques listed in Harold Olson's letter of _

23 November 1987, listed as Appendix VIII, should be specifically concurred with.

On another matter, there are several mentions of long-term effects on vegetation

within the construction zone. To prevent massive soil erosion along the entire~

length of the project, we should require that all cut-and-fill slopes be shallow IC).

enough to revegetate with a US Forest Service approved grass/herb/shrub mixture.

'oplication should follow normal Forest Service techniques to insure stand

-stablishment. ' '
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ccvesnon Stale 1:: New Mexico STATE came COMMISSlON

h‘~’- '*'~ "*" EEFALDfAAESTAS CHAuHJAN

ESPANOLA

t ARDA A GOODCTOR AND SECRETARY r“(weaves cLi'tv

IO TEEICCDl'ElSSION caeisriwe oicsecosio

..-._\_ wt‘Ch‘Ua'“ GALLUP

THOMAS P ARVAS. OD.

ALBUQUERQUE

DEPARTMENT OF GAME AND FISH

PUBUCINVOLVEMENTUNH' fiifgif;

L__ N.M.S.H.T.D.
__-_

27503

September 14, 1988

Mr. w. L. Taylor

Environmental Program Manager

New Mexico Highway and Transportation

Department

P. O. Box 1149 — Room 104

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87504-1149

Dear Bill:

The New Mexico Department of Game and Fish has reviewed the

draft environmental impact statement (DEIS) prepared for

Santa Fe-Los Alamos Corridor Study-Phase C [Project LASF-BG

(l)/NMTD (1)]. The department initially responded to this

project in correspondence dated August 18, 1987 (DEIS

Appendix XV). Additional concerns were detailed in

correspondence dated November 23, 1987 (DEIS Appendix VIII).

According to the DEIS, the Mortandad alternative would be the

most environmentally sound and practical alternative in terms

of having the fewest adverse impacts on fish and wildlife and

their habitat. Unfortunately, we are unable to assess the

potential impacts of any of the alternatives since a

preferred route has not been identified.

It is our understanding that once a preferred alignment is

chosen and a preferred bridge design is selected, biological

field surveys will be conducted. These surveys should be

designed to identify those species, both aquatic and I

terrestrial, actually occurring in the project area, the ‘

potential impacts on these species, and steps to mitigate the

impacts. An outline for conducting such inventories is

enclosed as a guide to assist you in obtaining this type of

information.
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Mr. w. L. Taylor -2— (September 14, 1988

Thank you for affording the Department of Game and Fish the

opportunity to review and comment on this project. If you

have any questions, please contact Andrew Sandoval (827-7997)

of this department.

Sincerely,

figs,
Bill Montoya

Director

BM/avs

Enc.

xc: John Peterson (Ecological Services, USFWS)

Maynard Rost (Supervisor, Santa Fe National Forest)

Richard McCleskey (Assistant Director, NMDGF)

Jim Vaught (Chief-Field Operations Division, NMDGF)

Tom Moody (Chief-Fisheries Division, NMDGF)

Dan Sutcliffe (Chief-Game Management Division, NMDGF)

Dan Pursley (NW Area Supervisor, NMDGF)
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J__ T E LJTTON, Chairman, Albuquerque

COMMlSSlON MEMBERS

BATAAN MEMORIAL BUILDING

; Lin1HoLDS.Sunmaw_Smnaiu ~v- STATECANTOL

. PHELPS WHITE HI. Roswell SANTA FE. NEW MEXICO 87503

GEORGE ERANTLEY. Carlsbad

TRACY SEIDMAN, Wagon Mound

  

=|cHAR0 C.JOHNSON. Silver City September 8 ' 1988EA WESWGHL M I - "H

=E‘riAER A. CASADOaS. ETSGauique CEVED SEP 1 1 195a

.ACK 0. COOK, Farmmgwn PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT UMT

_.__ N.M.S.H.T.D.

Mr. w. L. Taylor

Environmental Program Manager

General Office

Post Office Box 1149

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87504-1149

Dear Mr. Taylor:

This is in response to your August 1, 1988, transmittal of

the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Santa Fe-L0s

Alamos Corridor Study, New Mexico Project LASF-86(l)/NWTD(1).

The report has been reviewed and we offer no comments other ‘

than the previous comments of my July 27, 1987, letter to Mr. I.

Anthony L. Alonzo, copy of which is included in the report.

Thank-you for the opportunity to review and comment on the

draft statement.

Sincerely,

i/

 

 

tream Engineer

PBM:EAT:rav

NOTED
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—/ OFFICE OF CULTURAL AFFAIRS

UTYCARRL‘THFRS H‘STORIC PRESEF'VATION DlvlSlON HELMUTHLNAUMER

,_._,\,|W,R VILLA RIVEPA. RCOM v01 CULTURALAHAIRSOH’ICER

228 EAST PALACE AVENUE

SANTA FE. NEW MEXICO 87503

(505) 827-6320

THOMAS w_ M'ERLAN

DlRiCTOR

August :5. 1988

W. L. Taylor

Environmental Program Manager '

New Mexico State Highway

and Transportation Department

Environmental Section - Room 115

Post Office Box ll49

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87504-1149

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement Santa Fe-Los Alamos Corridor

Study.

Dear Mr. Taylor:

This office has reviewed the above-cited document for a proposed alternate

route from Los Alamos to Santa Fe.

Under the terms of 36 CFR 800 we will review the impact of such a proposed

route on archaeological and architectural resources when we have a complete

inventory of properties in the route area that are listed in the NationalRegister of Historic Places or are potentially eligible for listing in the National _

Register. ,

If you have any questions about these comments, please let us know.

Sincerely,

>4»- Zu ML?

Thomas \V. Merlan

State Historic Preservation Officer

TWM/MAA ‘ ' y .

Log #15768 - ' q ' . - . -
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EXHIBIT

EXHIBIT

APPENDIX C

PRE-SDEIS EARLY COORDINATION CORRESPONDENCE

l — U.S. Department of Interior, National Park Service,

Southwest Region, May 25, 1990

2 - U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service,

Espanola Ranger District, May 16, 1990

3 - New Mexico Commissioner of Public Lands, May 15, 1990

4 - U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation

Service, April 24, 1990

5 — New Mexico Interstate Stream Commission, March 20,

1990

6- New Mexico Health and Environment Department,

Environmental Improvement Division, March 15, 1990

7 - New Mexico Energy and Natural Resources Department,

February 27, 1990

8-U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Land

Management, New Mexico State Office, May 23, 1990

9 - Los Alamos National Laboratory, May 8, 1990

10-U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Land

Management, New Mexico State Office, March 7, 1990

ll - U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service,

Santa Fe National Forest, March 2, 1990
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EXHIBIT

EXHIBIT

EXHIBIT

EXHIBIT

EXHIBIT

l2

l3

l4

l5

l6

17

New Mexico Commissioner of Public Lands,

1990

February 9,

New Mexico Health and Environment Department,

February 7, 1990

San Ildefonso Pueblo, Tribal Realty Officer,

12, 1990

U.S.

Service, July 5, 1990

U.S.

Department of Interior,

Department of Agriculture,

Santa Fe National Forest, July 18,

April

Fish and Wildlife

Forest Service,

1990

U.S. Department of Interior, National Park Service,

Southwest Region, June 20, 1990
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-

United States Department of the Interior a:

  

_

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE ' ‘_IIIll

sou'rnwesr REGION ‘_- _

P.O. BOX 728

SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO 87504-0728

IN REPLY REFER TO:

L76l9(SWR-REC)

251990Mfpwhoy P. Burns

H. W. Lochner, Inc.

P. O. Box 15205

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87506-5205

Dear Mr. Burns:

This responds to your request for our review of project information and for a

summary of our concerns regarding the alternatives, especially the Sandia

Canyon and Chino Mesa Alignments, for the Santa Fe to Los Alamos Corridor,

Santa Fe and Los Alamos Counties, New Mexico (£R-88/763). The following

comments are provided on a technical assistance basis as part of the scoping

process for the draft supplemental environmental impactlstatement. The draft

statement is scheduled for public release this fall.

ALL ALTERNATIVES

Concerns related to the various alternatives have not changed from those we

expressed in previous letters. We, therefore, have enclosed a complete set of

those letters and have highlighted sections dealing with the Montoso, Chino

Mesa, Mortandad and Sandia Canyon alternatives.

that impacts to sensitive receptors, such.as Bandelier National Monument and

the Tsankawi Unit, can be identified. Ambient noise levels should be compared L

with predicted noise levels, with and without project, to determine the

significance of impacts and the level of mitigation required.

SANDIA CANYON ALIGNMENT

The comments presented in our letter dated December 20, 1988 (copy enclosed)

remain valid. Although we understand that a multi-level interchange at East

Jemez Road and 83-4 will probably not be needed for this alternative, we remain

concerned with potentially significant impacts to the Tsankawi Unit of

Bandelier National Monument. 2

A new highway adjacent to Tsankawi would virtually surround Tsankawi Mesa with

transportation corridors. Visual and noise intrusions would be introduced on

the south side of Tsankawi where such impacts do not now occur.

Appendix C
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A new highway in Sandia Canyon would enhance access opportunities to Tsankawi,

.ncreasing the likelihood of vandalism, looting and damage to cultural and

natural resources. Vandalism is already a problem at Tsankawi. Because of

vandalism and resource damage, the Tsankawi Unit was temporarily closed to the 3

public. On May 26, 1990, additional staff will be available;and the unit will

be re-opened to the public. However, we want TJ avoid creating new

opportunities for vandalism and resource damage.

San Ildefonso Pueblo would likely take advantage of the opportunity for

economic development provided by an interchange at SH h-and Sandia Canyon. If

this potential development is not sensitive to or compatible with park plans 4:

and programs, additional impacts to Tsankawi could occur as a result of highway

construction.

We had indicated previously that Development Concept Planning for the Tsankawi —]

Unit of Bandelier National Monument would be initiated sometime after

October 1, 1988. It was intended that this plan incorporate parking _]

alternatives for the Tsankawi Unit. This planning initiative has been delayed.

5.

CHINO MESA ALIGNMENT

Previous comments provided by the Superintendent of Bandelier National Monument

(copy enclosed) remain valid since data requested in the letter is currently

being collected and developed for this alternative. The draft supplemental

environmental impact statement should include these analyses.

It should be noted that the Chino Mesa Alignment could impact a cultural

resource area which is the subject of an ‘Interagency (Cooperative) Agreement

Between the U.S. Department of Energy and the National Park Service of the U.S. 6_

Department of Interior.‘ This joint management area should be discussed in the

document and the boundaries shown in relationship to the highway corridor. A

copy of the agreement area map is enclosed.

we appreciate this opportunity to consolidate our comments on issues related to

the various alternatives involved in this proposal.

Sincerely,

}$“Associate Regional Director,

Resources Management,

Southwest Region

Enclosures

Appendix C
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cc:

Superintendent, Bandelier, w/c inc. & enc.

Mr. Anthony L. Alonzo

Division Administrator

Federal Highway Administration

Post Office Box 1088

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87504-1088

Enclosures included the following:

1. Letter of December 20, 1988 (see p.4 of this Exhibit)

2. Letter of July 24, 1989 (see p. 11 of this Exhibit)

3. Map of Joint Management Area (see p. 13 of this Exhibit)

4. Letter of August 19, 1987 (see Appendix A, Exhibit 3)

5. Letter of March 15, 1988 (see p. 14 of this Exhibit)

6 Letter of July 7, 1988 (see p. 16 of this Exhibit)
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REPLY REFER TO:

Units0 States Department or the Interior

NATION-kl. PARK SERVICE

.\()U'l‘ll\\ llh‘l' ‘:(LUIUN

. PO BOX T'IE

SANTA FE. NE'W MEXICO 87504-0728

L76l9(€NR—PPE)

DEC201988

Mr. Anthony Alonzo '

Division Administrator ' ' '3

Fweral Highway Administration ‘

P. O. Box 1088 '

Santa Fe, New Mexico 'a7so4-10aa

Dear .‘-'.r . Alonzo:
\ _4_..;._,_

.'
--.-...

r[his responds to your request for our reconsideration of Sandia Canyon as an

alternate route for the Santa Fe - Los Alamos Corridor, Santa Fe and Los Alamos

Counties, New Mexico (ER—88/763) . The following information is provided on a

technical assistance basis.

On November 22, 1988, National Park Service (NPS) representatives ; :tnpanied

representatives of the State Highway Department, Loclner and Associates,

various cooperating agencies and your office in a field inspection of Sandia

Canyon. The intent was to make a general determination of its suitability as an

ternste highway corridor. The NPS had, in the past, objected to this route,

as did San Ildefonso Pueblo, and it was eliminated from fur' .-r study. After

reassessing the situation, we nust again strongly oppose consideration of

Sandia Canyon as a highway corridor alternative.

Construction of a four-lane highway through Sandia Canyon would introduce a new

source of impacts to Tsankawi Rains. Tsankawi is a nationally significant

resource and is on the National Register of Historic Places. Potential impacts

would be considered an "adverse effect" according to 36 CPR 800.9(b) (3),

"Introduction of visual, audible or atmospheric elements that are out of

character with the property or alter its setting." Further, impacts associated

with construction of the Sa iia Canyon Alternative would, in our view,

constitute a constructive use of monument lands pursuant to Section 4(f) .

significant visual and noise intrusions on Tsankawi and changes in visitor

use/access and air quality could substantially impair the resources for which

the sentiment . 3 initially establishtzi. The physical resources (e.g., the site

itself and the significant cultural resources therein) and the visitor

experience (e.g., the context, the views, the relative quiet) are to be

protected in perpetuity.

'Ihe
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The Sandia Canyon Alternative would result in greater impacts to Tsankawi Riins

than upgrading Highway 4 and developing a three-level interchange at East Jerrez

Pearl/Highway 4 because:

1 It would introduce new inpacts such as visual, noise and air quality on the

sou h side of Tsankawi where no such impacts presently occur. This would

V

b.

irtually surround Tsankawi Ruins with highways;

2. The proposed four-lane highway would be very visible along the entfre south

side of the mesa, where Highway 4 is now only partially visible; ‘

3. The construction of a new highway would increase highway frontage and

enhance access to Tsankawi, increasing the likelihood of vandalim, Looting anddamage to cultural and natural resources,

i.. The San Ildefonsos would likely develop along the new highway, cumulatively 4

increas'ng the visual and noise impacts on Tsankawi;

and sourds of modern civilization in the eastern and southeastern area of

5. Visitors to Tsankawi would no longer be able to "get away" from the sights :\

Tsankawi Mesa.

Since the main reason for considering Sandia Canyon is opposition to the

Mortandad Alternative from northern White Rock residents, we recomnend an

alternatecorridor in that area which would place a ridge between the Mortandad

Alternative and White Rock (see enclosure), thereby alleviating their

concerns. This will not interfere with development by San Ildefonso Pueblo.

We suggest that this revised alignment be fully considered before further

‘action takes place on the Sandia Canyon alternative. Further, we again stress 7

that the Mortandad Alternative should utilize Pajarito Road rather than East

Jemez Road so that the development required at the East Jemez Road/Highway 4

intersection could be scaled down. A three-level interchange/grade separation

at Tsankawi is not conpatible with the nature of the resource. The draft

Ehvironmental Impact Statement listed Pajarito Road as the connector for both

i-‘ontoso'and Potrillo Alternatives; we see no reason why it cannot be used for

the Mortandad Alternative.

As noted in the Department of the Interior letter dated November 17, .1988, we_

have enclosed a map showing Bandelier National Monument's present boundary and 8

delineating the wilderness area. The maps in the draft Environmental Impact

Staterrent should be corrected.

We have also enclosed copies of the Master Plan and Statement for Management

for Bandelier National Monunent and its Tsankawi Unit, as requested at the

December 15, 1988 meeting at the Santa Fe City Manager's office. These contain

enabling legislation and management objectives for the nonunent. The Statement
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*3.

for Management is currently being updated and is in the process of being

finalized. A copy will be sent to you as soon as it is available.

In surwrary, the NPS recormnerris the "No Build‘I Alternative as having the least

effect on Bandelier National Monument and its Tsankawi Unit. If the "No Build"

is not feasible, we recormend that the Mortandad Alternative, adopting the

enclosed variation to accommodate wnite Rock residents and utilizing Pajarito

Road as the main route to Los Alamos/Technical Areas, be the preferred.

alternative. J’.

Sincerely, -

/D
r/ I

c9 00'

Regional Director,

Southwest Region

Biclosures

cc:

Mr. Duane Gray

New Mexico State Highway and

Transportation Department

P. O. Box 1149

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87504-1149 w/c encs. l & 2

Mr. Thomas Scanlon

H. W. Lochneb Inc.

P. O. Box 15205

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87506-5205 w/c encs. l s 2

Super intendent, Bandelier, w/o enc.
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NKUONALPARKSERVKI

EANDELIER NATIONAL MONUMENT

LOS ALAMOS. NEW MEXICO BYSQQ-QYOI

  

.r: REPLY REFER tov (505) 672-9359 H,

_ N16

JUL 2 8 1989

July en, 1989

Mr. Anthony L. Alonzo

Division Administrator

Federal Highway Administration

P.O. Box 1983

Santa Fe. New Mexico 875OQ-1038

Dear Mr. Alonzo:

My staff and I have reviewed the "Chino Mesa Alignment Study and

Preliminary Environmental Review". dated June 1989. A fundamental flew

with this document from our perspective is that it essentially ignores

potential impacts to Bandelier National Monument. While the Chino Mesa

alignments are farther from Bandelier than the proposed Montoso route.

impacts to the park similar to those described for the Montoso

alternative in the comment letter you received last fall from the E5

Department of Interior's Office of Environmental Review could be

expected. In particular impacts to the Bandelier Wilderness. and the

pervasive impacts to park resources and operations with attendant

increases in visitation. must be discussed in the forthcoming

supplemental DEIS. We believe that any of the proposed routes south of

white Rock will have severe environmental and social impacts upon

Bandelier.

Several specific comments follow on the "Chino Mesa Corridor Analysis

Report - Preliminary Environmental Review". In section IV. A.

Environmental Consequences. Land Use. it is stated that project

generated land-use changes in the area "generally would be minor and are

consistent with applicable land-use plans". A similar statement is

repeated in IV. A. 3. Environmental Consequences. Land Use.

Compatibility with Land Use Plans (“The project is generally compatible

with the land-use plans and policzes of each of these jurisdictions").

r__

we take strong exception to these statements. Table I clearly shows S)

that roughly half of the project right-of-way length and acreage

requirements involve lands of the Santa Fe National Fgrest. As your

document notes in IV. A. 3. a. both Chino Mesa alignments would cross an

area designated for semi-primitive. non-motorized recreational

opportunities in the Santa Fe National Forest Plan. and "(c)onsequently.

construction of the project would be incompatible with the forest plan".

a conclusion which we agree with but which conflicts with the statements

of compatibility quoted above. Further. there need to be separate

q

sections in IV. A. 3. discussing the probable impacts to Bureau of Land
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Management Lands and Bandelier National Hcnuaent and its designated ::] S9.

wilderne55_ Similarly, visual impacts to the Bandelier Vilderness need

to be discussed in IV. N. 2. and 3. We consider the portions of the |()

Caja del Rio that comprise the viewshed for the Bandelier Wilderness to

be absolutely essential to the integrity of the wilderness.

we find the analysis of social consequences (IV. C.) to be extremely

superficial. we cannot accept the blanket statement that "the social

consequences of this project are largely positive" without a more

detailed analysis. Potential negative social impacts of this project

upon the affected communities (e.g., increased crime rates. lowered

property values). and an assessment of the potentially major impacts to i L

Bandelier which would attend the highly probable large increases in

visitation associated with this project. require more discussion beyond

that found in the draft EIS. The social and environmental consequences

that completion of any of these alternatives would bring throughout the

southern half of the Jemez Mountains through altered patterns of

transportation also merit discussion.

as 1 values of the Bandelier Wilderness.

Section IV. E. Noise. claims that no recreational sites would be

impacted by project noise. based upon a forecast that project area noise

levels would only reach about 60 decibels. we would like to see a

greatly expanded analysis and presentation of supporting data and |E5_

rationale here. as this document seems to understate the potential for

loud traffic noise echoing down white Rock Canyon. Current recreational

uses of the project area emphasize quiet activities that seek to escape

the noise/traffic of daily life.

accident-related spill of toxic and/or radioactive materials into the

Section IV. F. Water Quality. should address the potential for an ::]I£$

Rio Grande.

Section IV. H. Wetlands. it should be noted that there are a series of

springs that support unique flora and vegetation in the general projectarea on the lower portions of the canyon walls on the west side of White

Rock Canyon.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment upon this document. Please

keep us informed in a timely fashion as your review process proceeds.

Sincerely

.

./~

Jose A. Cisneros

Superintendent

cc: Regional Director. Southwest Region

Appendix C ‘a
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Excerpted from the “interagency Cooperat‘iveiAqieemnt beoneen the U. S. Deoartnnt of

Enemy and the National Park Service of the U. S. Dem of mint-1.’

"Joint Management Area“



__._-___

L7619(SWR-PE)

2 //s /2.?

Mr. A.S. Ball

Program Development Engineer

Federal Highway Administration

Post Office Box 1088

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87504-1088

Dear Mr. Ball:

This is in reference to the preparation of an environmental impact

statement for the Santa Fe-Los Alamos Corridor, Santa Fe and Los

Alamos Counties, New Mexico (ER-87/933). The following

information is provided on a technical assistance basis.

In our comments on the Notice of Intent to prepare an

environmental impact statement for this project, we inadvertently

omitted a request to be considered a cooperating agency pursuant

to 40 CPR 150l.6,_and we hereby do so at this time. This entails

technical assistance and review of early planning efforts, which

we have been involved in on an ongoing basis.

Because of potentially significant impacts to Bandelier National

Monument and its Tsankawi Unit, we stand ready to continue to

participate in the planning process through technical assistance,

review of planning/environmental documentation and attendance at

scoping or information meetings.

   

0 we are especially concerned that the proposed southern

V) alternative, Montoso Peak. could result in 1 constructive use of

C) monument lands. resulting in the need for a Section 4(f)

l’ statement. The potentially significant visual and noise

ig intrusions on the monument and changes in visitor use/access and

ii air quality could substantially impair the resources for which the

monument was initially established. e propose nort ernmost

a erna ive. or en a , cou ave significant impacts on the

‘ATSBOKaHi Unit of Bandelier National Monument. This unit would

<(also be subject to visual intrusions and increases in noise and

pair pollution.

'2
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We appreciate the opportunity to formalize our involvement in this

planning process by ecoming a cooperating agency,and we will

continue to provide technical assistance upon request. The

parties involved in this process have evinced a positive attitude

towards cooperation and compromise, especially Mr. Thomas Scanlon

with B.W. Lochner, Inc. We hope that this spirit will be

maintained'in developing a proposal which will meet planning

objectives without impacting significant resources.

Sincerely,

Associate Regional Director,

Planning a Cultural Resources,

Southwest Region

cc:

Mr. ".L. Taylor

Environmental Section

New Mexico State Highway and

Transportation Department

P.O. Box 1149

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87504-1149

Mr. Thomas S. Scanlon, Jr.

H.W. Lochner, Inc.

P.O. Box 15205

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87506-5205
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Mr. Thomas Scanlon

H.W. Lochner, Incorporated

P. O. Box 15205

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87506-5205

Dear Mr . Scanlon:

This concerns the June 23, 1988, Santa Fe-Los Alarms Highway Project Location

Team meeting. This letter will serve as a record of the comments presented at

the meeting, since we could not leave a marked-up copy of the review document.

The following comments are provided on a technical assistance basis.

W

 

 

The National Park Service (NPS) is concernei over potential inpxts to Tsankawi

Ruins from construction of the proposed East Jemez Road — 8.8. 4 interchange.

The interchange, with elevated sections, could have substantial visual impacts

to the ruins. In order to divert traffic away from this intersection and

thereby eliminate the need for such major improvements, we reconuen'led that the

Mortandad Alternative utilize Pajarito mad as its connector to 10s Alarms. We

IA were informed that the Morten-lad Alternative already utilizes Pajarito Roai arr]

‘K that inprovenmts to the Has Jemez Foal - 5.8. 4 intersection were needed,

A regardless. We were also to i that such improvements would be require] for all

-2 alternatives. However, the docunent states (page 88) that there would be a

decreae in traffic on 8.8. 4 east of Pajarito Rod for the Montoso and Potrillo

< Alternatives and an increase for the Mortendad Alternative. Apparently, still

more traffic could be routei to Pajarito Road for the Morterdad Alternative.

Q. Project planners will take this once: aivisenent and will try to modify the

O intersection. National Park Service staff will have additional opportunities to

E reccmnend changes during the upcaning design phase. A depressed rodway in a

canyon is not feasible.

we had hoped that we could recomnerd the Potrillo Alternative by expel iting

review of a Section 4(f) statement concerning a taking of parkland along the

river. However. this Los Alamos County parkland was acquired from the General

Services Administration (@A) as surplus property, and use of any of the land

would necessitate a more conplex legal situation than Section 4(f) . The

18.6 acres needed for the highway could be severed frcm the remaining acreage;

but ownership would revert to GSA, and it would be GSA's decision as to the

‘highest and best use‘. of the 18.6 axes. The GSA's decision would not

necessarily favor highway purposes.

Appendix C
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we also pointed out that in several sections of the docuneit (on pages 3, 65,

69, 84. and 91), it is inferred that only beneficial impacts to tourism would

i

_ result from improved access to Bandelier National Monument. We stated ‘a

that predominaitly negative impacts to the monument would occur due to increaed ‘

congestion in Frijoles Canyon and increased impact to, and stress upon, park J

resources. The statement should reflect these negative impacts.

‘.Je requested that Bandelier National Monument be aided to the distribution list

for future cocperating agency reviews done on a preliminary basis. When the

draft environmental statement was distributed. we incorrectly assumed that the

monument had also received a copy for review. The Z-week review period and the

need to share the document with other staff in the Regional Office prevented us

from serding the document out-of-office. On this date, we are sending the

document, along with a copy of these comments, to the monument for an expedited

review.

W

Table 1, Summary Matrix, Section C. Recreational Areas, might reflect that _‘

improved access may result in negative impacts to Bandelier National Monument.

Also, Table 1, Section D. Visual Impact. should include negative visual impmts

to Tsankawi Rains under the Mortendai Alternative.

On page 10, the document indicates that 18.6 acres of county parkland would be

crossed. Q1 page 51. it states that 9 ares would be required. This acreage

discrepancy should be resolved. This discussion might also indicate the

additional complication of the parkland being surplus property, deeded to the

County of Los Alamos by GSA for park and recreation purposes. I

The discussion on page 10 concerning county parkland needed for right-of-way

should include the 0.6 acres needed from the Pajarito Acres park. ‘6

On page 92. the document states that the East Jemez Road - 5.3. 4 intersection

would only be redesigned for the Morterdad Alternative. This should be changed

to reflect that all alternatives would require the redesign of this

intersection, as stated at the meeting. This section should also state that

plans for this intersection are not final and are subject to modification in

order to reduce impacts to Tsankawi Ruins. '

The discussion on page 92 should also reflect that plans for the relocated

parking facility for 'I‘sankawi Ruins are also subject to change. as statd in our

June 23, 1988, letter to Mr. Roy Patrick Burns. We suggest that the last two

sentences in this section read: ‘In exchange. access will be provided to a

i

i

i

parking site in the vicinity, one alternative being a site on the north side of i

East Jemez Road (to be acquired by the NPS from the Department of mergy) l
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approximately 1,600 feet from 5.8. 4. If this parking alternative were chosen,

a lO-foot by 8-foot concrete box culvert under 5.8. 4 would provide access from

the parking area to Tsankawi Ruins.‘

The discussion of noise inpacts (page 100) should be expanded, as agreed to at

the meeting. We recommend that ambient noise levels be measured for locations

‘near Bandelier National'Monument and its Tsamawi Unit. Predictions I‘with

project" can then be made to determine changes and to define the need for noise

abatement prqaosals.

 

 

The visual effects section on page 119 should be amended to indicate that the

@redesigned East Jemez Road - 8.8. 4 intersection would have a significant impact

p on Tsankawi Ruins and visitors thereto. Mitigation measures include: utilizing

Q Pajarito Road with the Mortandad Alternative as much as possible to route

E traffic away from the intersection and reduce the magnitude of inprovements

gneeded; arr} redesign/refinement of the prcposed intersection to reduce the scale

a: of development.

The recreation section on page 125 should reflect that two Los Alamos County

parks will be inpacted by the Potrillo Alternative. Also, the statement that

the parkland along the river would be used ‘jointly for recreation and

right-of-way'l should be corrected to reflect our earlier ccmnents concerning

this surplus property (see GENEmL CGMDII‘S) . It would be GSA's decision as to

the ‘highest and best use‘ for the affected lands.

The memorardum in Apperdix VII is incomplete.

missing.

There appears to be a page

We appreciate the opportunity to provide this technical assistance.

Sincerely,

""4 all)” 0. ms!

Associate Regional Director,

Planning and Cultural Resources.

Southwest Region

CC:

L
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United States Forest

   

Espanola P.O. Box A

Department cf Fcrvice Ranger Pistrict Cepaicle, “2

Agriculture 87532

Caring for the Land and Servinz_People

Reply To: 1950

Date: May 16, 1990

Roy E. Burns

H. W, Lochner, Inc.

3014 Cielo Court, Suite D

P.O. Box 15205 '

Santa Fe, NM 87506-5205

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the new alignments under

consideration in the SDEIS for the proposed Santa Fe ~ Los Alamos Cnrridor

study. Enclosed are specific comments we have regarding the nlignme

under study.

As we stated in our letter dated October 3, 1988 in which we made co

to the DEIS, the resources of most concern are visual and wildlife.

Sandia Canyon and Mortandad alignments seem to be the most viable a1

under consideration. We look forwarded to reviewing the SDEIS.

Please consider these comments and previous comments made to DEIS in

developing the SDEIS.

Sincerely,

.4; fife.
iaynard T. Rost

'Forest Supervisor

  

Enclosure

CC: w/ enclosure: Regional Forester

‘in
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SANTA FE NATIONAL FCREST

Comments Regarding Proposed

SDEIS Alignments

(S-ll-90)

A. Land Use - Compatibility with Land Use Plans - Santa Fe National Forest

1. The alignment of the Sandia Canyon route appears to run along the

boundary between an "L" management area (Semi-Primitive Non-Motorized

Recreation) and a"G" (Wildlife-Range-Firewood) management area. The 22

Forest Plan calls for a moderate to high probability of experiencing '

t

_isolation while within "L" areas. Of the four current alternatives it

appears that the Sandia Canyon alternative would create the least

amou (‘l

of disturbance within the "L" area.

The Sandia route is at the extreme north end of the Caja Management

Unit. This alignment would tend to isolate,the lands administered by

the Santa Fe National Forest north of the highway, an area of land of

approximately A20 acres. Special Uses currently occurring in this area

include the Buckman_Water Management Unit. The Water Management Unit

consists of four water wells, access roads, associated power and water

pipelines. One of the four wells will be located just outside of the

proposed right-of-way near the crossing.at the Rio Grande. Other

Uses include a Department of Energy Powerline, and Fiber Optics

underground cable. It appears that this ali nment would improve access

to these developments. In addition the Forest Plan has identified an :5

area near the Rio Grande crossing of this alignment for development of a '

Forest Service Picnic Ground (planned for 1996). The other permitted

use within the 620 acres is livestock grazing.

Special

2. Mortandad alignment - The comments made in our letter dated October

3, i988 remain the same. This alignment enters the "L" area near it's

the northern boundary. A portion-of the "L" area would be isolaLcd

north of the alignment, and no longer have the properties necessary to

be considered a part of the "L" area. This alternative like the Sandia

Canyon Alignment, would tend to isolate the lands administered by the

Forest Service north of the alignment. '

half, potentially affecting the experience available in a large nreni

4. The Montoso Alignment - The affect would be similar to the Chino New

Alignment.

The alternative which appears to be most compatible with the Forest Plan

3. Chino Mesa alignment - This alignment would split the "L" area in‘ :J

would be the Sandia Canyon Alignment. i]

B. Wild Horse Management a -

The Montoso and Chino Mesa alignment would fragment both the habitat and

population of wild horses. of these two alignments, it is felt that mm

Chino Mesa alignment would result in the lesser affect. These

alignments would require significant and potentially long term -

mitigation to reduce the risk of losing population viability.

U!

1m
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The Mortandad and Sandia Canyon a"

.--41

m\r&\ iztd or expected to be imports“

pope ation.

.-aat present1

will horse

y mlnor risk

compared to the_direct and indirect impacts and risks related to the

-
...,..,. ‘,_.'.:....
pininnment do no:

in managing the

Impacts would be indirect and of relatiwel

If["1 ..|‘;

other two alignments.

C. Range
\|

management

All alternatives would require adjustments in the allotment management

plans. 1988 letter pasture fencing Changes, 65

water developments, and other mitigation measures may be necessary to '

more fully mitigate impacts on livestock grazing.

As noted in the October 3,

The Mortandad and

Sandia Canyon alignment would have the least impact.

D. Threatened and Endangered Species

1. Flora .

a. Sandia Canyon Alignment - A recent survey in the area identified

gramma grass cactus, Toumeva Papyracantha north of the alignment

near the area where the alignment crosses the Rio Grande.

 

2. Fauna

a. As outlined in the October 3, 1988 letter impacts on Bald

Eagles, whopping cranes, and peregrine falcons need to be

considered in selection of an alignment. The analysis would

probably show-that the Mortandad and Sandia Canyon alignments would

have the least affect. Collision risk should be considered in the

analysis Also, as stated in the October 3, 1988 letter the white

Rock area has received habitat evaluation for gyii ggpndeniii

csndensis, Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep. The bighorn sheep habitat

would be least affected by the Mortandad and Sandia Canyon

alignments. The other alternatives split the evaluation area into

two parcels. The Montoso and Chino Mesa alignments could cause

significant loss of habitat quality from fragmentation and human

harassment.

E31

 

5. Visual Impacts

It is felt that the Montoso and Chino hesalalignments will have

severe impacts on the visual resources, especially near the Rio

Grande. It appears the Sandia Canyon alignment would have the least

visual impact. A visual resource analysis should be.conducted [or

each alternatLve to determine degree of impact for each alignment.

Mitigation measures to reduce visual impacts outlined in our

October 3. 1988 letter should be incorporated in the SDEIS.

9.
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V———aI:2“ May 15,1990

‘1. R. Humonries

TOMLUSSIONER Roy P _ Burns

mwwqguw H.W. Lochner, Inc.

cwmeaak 3014 Cielo Court Suite D

Chg-"man P .O . BOX

kmmcmmfl Santa Fe, New Mexico 87506-5205

Vice Chairman _

... _. RE: Sup lemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement
"OHIO Ccroova - p . -

Proposed Santa Fe — Los Alamos Highway

JwKmy .

lo'oon Pondlos Dear pat ;

ancy Lynch Vigil _ I

;kxwmm In response to your letter dated April 16, 1990 requesting our

input regarding the Sandia Canyon and Chino Mesa alignments,

we discovered a 1discrepancy on the County' extraterritorial

zoning map which may affect the exact location of the LARR —

SF By-Pass interchange.

The map has been amended by County staff to show the correct

Santa Fe By-Pass alignment crossing State trust land. Since

the Santa Fe By-Pass right-of-way is fixed, it would appear

that the schematic of the interchange will require some

adjustment in determining an exact location.

We are presently evaluating the development potential of the

trust land in this area and will be happy to share our

findings/analysis with the Location Study Team when we

complete our studies.

Thank ‘you for requesting our input on this matter. Please

call me at 827-5866 if you need further information regarding

our comments.

Sincerely,

‘4H 0.._;_D'\-§ I Ltd

J net L. Cunningham-S ephens

mmercial Development Planner

xc: Rick Lopez, Assistant Commissioner

Zilla Porter Padilla, Manager, Commercial Leasing

Kim D. Murphy, Assistant Director, Commercial Resources

Marcus Garcia, Land Use Specialist

Tom Wilson, Director,Santa Fe County Planning

David Brauer, NMSHTD, Project Development Engineer
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United State: Soil

Department of Conservatlon

Agriculture Service

Roy P. Burns

Senior Associate

H.H. Lochncr, Inc.

3015 Cielo Court, Suit

P.O. Box 15203

Santa Fe, New Mexico

.5

“e: Santa Fe - Los A1

AD 1006 - USDA FA

Attention: Roy E Burn

eeuTe FE Pee
‘

1911 Fifth St.. §;ite 101

Santa Fe, Yew 67505

cl).

87506-52C5

amos Corridor Study

RMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT
-._\,-.

25;-nb

5

_ have returned two original copies of the subject form.

iased on my evaluation there are no prime, unique, statewide.

or local important farmlands within the described proposed

project.

Sincerely, %

' Edward J. korzdorfer

District conservationist

x11 (:\
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COMMISSION MEMBERS ‘

BERT E. UTTCN. CZ-airrnan Aibuouercue \W” STATE CAF‘TOL

PHELPS WHITE HI. Vice-Chairman. Rosweii

S. E. REYNOLDS, Secretory. Same Fe

?'h~ _

.zthl'. ' ;' 1"
'1NEW MEXICO INTERSTATE STREAM COMN'IISSION

ZANTAFEQNPNPAEUCO

\EO5]s27-e|¢0

GEORGE BRANTLEY. Carlsbad

TRACY SEIDMAN. Wagon Mound

RICHARD C. JOHNSON. Sliver Cii'v

SAMMIE SINGH. La Mesa March 20, 1990

PETER A. CASADOS. Ei Guique

JACK D. COOK. Pennington

Dear

Roy P. Burns, P.E.

Senior Associate

H.W.

3014 D. Cielo Court

Post Office Box 15205

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87506-5205

Lochner, Inc.

Mr. Burns:

This is in response to your February 1, 1990, letter

requesting surface and ground water quality information for

preparation of a draft Supplemental Environmental Impact State

ment for the Santa Fe - Los Alamos Corridor Study.

The information you requested is as follows:

  

Surface water — state classification of ambient condition of

water bodies in the Study area

The proposed alignments cross the Santa Fe River and the Rio

Grande. The stream monitoring station, Rio Grande at Otowi

Bridge, is recognized as an ambient. monitoring station.

The primary objective is to account for the quantity and

quality of surface water; to measure any regional variations

in water quality, to detect water quality trends with time,

and to obtain baseline data if changes in water quality

should occur in the future. The river at this station is

sampled twelve times per year, for eleven quality of water

parameters.

There is a surface water station located on the Santa Fe

River but it is not classified as an ambient xmonitoring

station. Water quality samples are collected and analyzed

by the U.S. Geological Survey. The water quality informa

tion from these two stations can be found in t“ annuale

water Resources Data reports published by the U.S.

Geological Survey.

For the classification of ambient conditions in the study

area please contact Mr. Jim Piatt, Program Manager. finviznn

mental Improvement Division.
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Roy P. Burns, P.E.

March 20, 1990

Page 2

2. Ground Water - documentation of any designated ground water

recharge areas and any principal or sole source aquifers in

the study area 2

There are no designated ground water recharge or sole source

aquifers in the study area.

 

 

  

 

fiy ,

' p E. \u/z

Int rstate $dmeam Engineer
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1190 St. Francis Orwe “N < :0 D

,. I . l, ., "

iama Fe, New Mexlto 8751.3 Sean"!

ENWRONMENTALlMPRovEMENTDnflfiON wgniétsgg“

Richard Mitzen'en '

Director

  

NEW MEXICO

HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENT

DEPARTMENT

March 15, 1990

Roy P. Burns, P.E.

Senior Associate

H. W. Lochner, Inc.

EOIAD Cielo Court

P.,O. Box 15205

Santa Fe, NM 87506-5205

Dear Mr. Burns:

Cecilia Williams, Bureau Chief of the Air Quality Bureau, asked me to

respond to your request for information needed for your draft "upplemental

Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed Santa Fe-Los Alamos

Highway.

Currently, the area is classified as being in attainment under the

State Implementation Plan and with regard to the pollutants: ozone, ‘.

hydrocarbons and nitrous oxides.

The applicable standards are those for carbon monoxide and PHlO

(particulate matter). Please find enclosed copies of Air

Quality Control Regulation 201 - Ambient Air Quality Standards and the 22

Bureau's l983/l98h Annual Report. These should supply you with

additional information.

If you have any further requests, you may contact me at 827-2859 or

the address below.

Sincerely,

./7,Z{}w¥\ W

Albion Carlson

Environmental Scientist

Control Strategy and QA Section

Air Quality Bureau

AC/ch

Enclosures:

Appendix C

Exhibit 6



'\’.' - __,.- I

I .1 ‘oc

Siau: of New Mexico \flAH v “"0

ENERGY, MINERALS anc NATURAL REECURCES DEPARTMENT (u __;~

Santa Fe. New Mexico 87505

ANITA LOCKWOOD

cAmusTsscneTAnv

GARREY CARRUTHERS

GOVERNOR oannYsEcnETAnY

February 27, 1990

Tom Scanlon, Environmentalist

H.W. Lochner, Inc.

3014 D Cielo Court, P.O. Box 15205

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87506-5205

Dear Mr. Lochner,

This letter is in response to your request for information on the

proposed alignments of the Santa Fe-Los Alamos Highway. We have

no known locations in our records of rare plant species along the

highway alignments. However, the alternative routes pass through

potential habitat for two plant species listed as endangered by

the state of New Mexico. Grama grass cactus (Pediocactus '

paovracanthus) and Wright's pincushion cactus (Mamilaria

wrightii) may occur in grasslands in the pinyon-juniper zone at

elevations of about 5500-7000 ft. We recommend that surveys be

done along the routes and that any occurrences of these or any

other rare plant species be avoided. If you have any further

questions, please contact Anne Cully or Robert Sivinski,

endangered species botanists, of my staff.

Sincerely,

ROBERT M. EVETTS.

62AM % m... _

James D. Norwick

/\ New Mexico State Forester :a- a s
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INREPLYREEERTO:

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE IYTERIOR

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT

NEW MEXICO STATE OFFICE

Post Office and Federal Building

P.O. Box 1449

Santa Fe, New Mexico. 37504-1 w
4

J.

:.w. Lochner, Inc.

3114 D Cielo Court

P.O. Box 15205 _

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87506-5205

Act: Pat Burns

response to your letter dated April 16,

aoditional concerns with the Sandia Canyon

“ than than those discussed in the erist'

  

  

Te i Lannie iarci of Santa Fe Ranch on 3

he: as at access to BLM grazing lands.

five points along the Mortandad E?

i::: into the design of :h highway. Dav.

the where access is needed. In a‘di:

asks ad Dog Well and Corral. The well an.

1 ca highway right—of1wey. Dave commit

Mrs. ‘ ' for the loss of the well and corral.

we plan to meet with Mr. Tony Baca, who is a grazing leases on the

southern end of the Mortandad route. Mr. Saca's grazing arc: is

dies ted by the Mortandad Route leaving a portion of tn: a lotnent

north of the highway without water. Unless an additional livestock

water is installed north of the highway BLM would be forced to

reduce his allotment by about 190 Animal U-it M ntns. The HIS

should address this impact (see attached map).

It you have additional questions concerning this matter please

contact me at 505-988-1013.
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Los A-fames Natlonal Let-oratory

Les aizmosNew Mexico 87545

Feciil‘lles Engineering Divlslon

ENG-0090240

Mall Stop M71 93667-6131

May 8, 1990

Dave Braucr, P. E.

NM Stale Highway Dept.

PO. Box 1149

Santa Fe, NM 87504

Dear Dave:

SUBJECT: HAZARDOUS WASTE SURVEY ON THE CHINO MESA ROUTE

l have been assured that a letter is forthcoming from our environmental people to

you regarding the hazardous waste survey on the Chino Mesa route. This memo has to go

through a myned of approvals. including DOE.

However, it is my understanding that the only potential problem would be from shot

debris in the bottom of Ancho canyon, which might be slightly radioactive. The formal ~

letter will follow shortly, I'm told.

Another subject; 0&1) study distribution was approximately as follows:

10,000 to Lab employees

1,500 to Pan Am employees

1,000 toothcrs (County, Hospitals,’ Schools, etc.)

for a total of 12,500. Lochner has all of the responses except for twelve that come in late,

which I have. They should now be able to come up with the percentage response from

these numbers.

As always, I'm available if you have any questions or need help.

Sincerely,

_D/Ck/

Richard Rochester

RHR/oc

Cy: cam-4. MS A150

ENG-DO File
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United States Department of the Interior 1193 (93m

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT

. NEW MEXICO STATE OFFICE

Post Office and Federal Building

  

PO. Box I449

Santa Fe. New Mexico 87 504-1449 Q

“'1!

no, ..‘13

Mr. Tom Scanlon

H.H. Lochner, Inc.

3014 D Cielo Court

P.0. Box 15205

Santa Fe, NM 87506-5205

Dear Mr. Scanlon: an
,.

In response to your letter dated February 1, 1990, the BLM has no known permitted

or non-regulated hazardous waste sites along the routes being studied for the

Santa Fe-Los Alamos Highway. Should any such sites be identified in the future

we will notify you.

Questions concerning this matter should be referred to Tim Sanders, at

988-6565.

Sincerely,

Malcolm Schnitker

Deputy State Director

Lands and Renewable Resources
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/,t'—_"3-:__\\United States Forest Santa Fe NF P.O. Box 1689

\--\él;Depart':ent of Service Santa Fe, PM 875011

“'5 Agriculture 505 958-5940

 

Reply To : 7710-5-2 i

Date: 3/2/90

W. Lochner, Inc.

301% D. Cielo Court

P. O. Box 15205

Santa Fe, NM 87506-5205

Attn: Tom Scanlan

Dear Tom: “#3.

In reference to your letter of-February 1, inquiries to several personnel

familiar with the area reveal that there are no knggn hazardous waste sites along

any of the Santa Fe/Los Alamos alternative routes on the National Forest land.

Sincerely,,%/QJQWJ A ' ' .

\/ MAY RD T. HOST

Forest Supervisor '

‘1

cc: Espanola Ranger District

Caring for the Land and Serving People
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W-Fl-HUMPHHES commissioner IADCIS P.O.BOX1148

COMMISSIONER SANTA FE NDI umoo 87500-11“

"awn ‘ —- ,9

February 9, 1990

Mr. Tcrn Scanlon

H. W. Lochner, Inc.

3014 D Cielo Court

P.O. Box 15205

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87506-5205

Re: Santa Fe - Los Alamos Corridor Study Hazardous Waste

Dear Mr. Scanlon:

RM

I am writing in response to your request for information regarding

hazardous waste sites on State Trust Land. The proposed action would

involve the construction of the Los Alamos Relief Route/Santa Fe

By-Pass interchange on the tract of land described as Section 2,

Township 16 North, Range 8 East. To the best of our knowledge, there

are no hazardous waste sites on the property. with the exception of

grazing‘ and sand and gravel mining, no other uses have been au

thorized.

In addition, when the time is appropriate, you will need to contact '

Debbie Padilla in Surface Division about the right-of-way for the

interchange. Her telephone number is 827-5728._

If you have any questions or need further information, please feel """

free to call me at 827-5866.

Sincerely,

\

J t L. Cunnin am-Steph ns

CV ercial Development Planner

cc: Rick Lopez, Assistant Ccrmissioner "

Zilla Porter Padilla, Manager, Commercial Resources

Kim Murphy, Assistant Director, Commercial Resources

Jamie Bailey, Geologist

Debbie Padilla, Surface Bureau ‘"1 1'3

Appendix C

Exhibit 12



  

New Mexico Health anc Environment: Decarcr-rent

 

 

GARFIEY CAFIRUTHERE

- Gama’

DENNIS BOYD

Sea-‘m1

MICHAEL J. BURKHART

I a February 7 1990 mar-man MI‘I'ZELFELT

‘w , tin-w

1 1

Roy P. Burns, P. E.

Senior Associate

H. W. Lochner, Inc. _

3014 0. Cielo Court ‘*‘“P. 0. Box 15205

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87506-5205

Dear Sir:

_ Regarding your request dated 2/01/90 concerning the proposed Los Alamos

Highway, the following information is provided. The quality of the map

provided for review was extremely poor. Based on the information known to

the Hazardous waste Bureau and what information was discerned from the map,

it was concluded there are no known hazardous waste sites along any of the

proposed routes.

If you should have any further questions please feel free to contact me at

827-2211. Thank you. ”

- Sincerely, -

/
/

(:i_A§;Qi////; izétziffid4/

-.{/0ack Ellvinger, C ef

Hazardous waste Bureau
'

\

JEzto ' -
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LOCHNER
H_w_ LQCHNER, mc__ 331.: CXELO COURT. SUITE 0. PO. BOX 15205. SANTA FE. NEW MEXICO 875C6-5235 (505)473-1361

Fax(505)471~:7.

April 12, 1990

San Ildefonso Pueblo

Route 5, Box SlS-A

Santa Fe, NM -87503

SUBJECT: Hazardous waste

RE: Santa Fe — Los Alamos Corridor Study

We are preparing a draft Supplemental Environmental Impact

Statement for the proposed-Santa Fe r Los Alamos Highway.

As part of this process we need to identify the location of

permitted and non—regulated hazardous waste sites. It is

necessary for us to clearly mark the waste sites in relation

to the proposed alternative alignments and to discuss the

potential involvement, impacts and public health concerns

and proposed mitigative measures to minimize the impacts.

The attached map portrays the alternative alignments under

consideration. We would appreciate it if you could mark any

known sites on the map and evaluate their possible involvement

and suggest any mitigation deemed necessary.

If you have any questions on this matter please contact Tom

Scanlon at H.W. Lochner, Inc. Telephone number 473-3671.

Sincerely,

H.W. LOCHNER, INC.

'oy . Burns, P.E.

Senior Associate

There YBr€3(are not) known hazardous waste sites on the

  alignments under study. , ‘ 7

_ Signed: .')4§/ ' \__

. 7 "

Title: /La 4522p’
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UNITED STATES

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Ecological Services

Suite D, 3530 Pan American Highway, NE

Albuquerque, New Mexico 87107

July 5, 1990

Cons. No. 2—22—87-I-l08

Mr. V. L. Taylor, Environmental Program Manager I

New Mexico State Highway and Transportation Department

Environmental Section — Room 115

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87504-1149

Re: Biological Resources Assessment for the Santa Fe — Los Alamos

Transportation Corridor Study

Dear Mr. Taylor:

This responds to your letter dated May 17, 1990, requesting our review and

comment on the subject Biological Resources Assesrnent for the Santa Fe —

Los Alamos Transportation Corridor Study. The Fish and Wildlife Service

provided information concerning threatened and endangered species to H. V.

Lochner, Inc., on February 14, 1986. The Service reviewed a preliminary

Biological Assessment for the project and provided comments to Mr. Anthony

L. Alonzo, Division Adminstrator for the Federal Highway Administration, by

letter dated May 26, 1988. The Service also reviewed a draft Environmental

Statement for the project and provided comments to the National Park

Service for incorporation into a comprehensive Departmental review.

At that time, three different highway alignments were under consideration,

Montoso Peak, Portrillo and Mortandad. We understand that the Portrillo

alternative has been dropped, and two new alternatives have been added to

the current proposal. One of these four alternatives may be selected to

construct a new highway linking Santa Fe with Los Alamos. From south to

north these are Montoso Peak, Chino Mesa, Mortandad and Sandia Canyon.

Montoso Peak and Chino Mesa share a common right-of-way on the east end, as

do Mortandad and Sandia. However, each alignment would cross White Rock

Canyon at a different location. Rough, steep terrain in white Rock Canyon

requires that a high bridge be built over the Rio Grande.

These river crossings would have the greatest potential for adverse impacts

to fish and wildlife. White Rock Canyon provides known or potential

habitat for a variety of migratory wildlife, including the endangered bald

eagle and peregrine falcon. The bald eagle winters in the vicinity of

Cochiti Lake near the southern (Montoso Peak) alignment, but migrates L

throughout White Rock Canyon. Potential night roost sites also may exist

at the Chino Mesa alignment. Suitable habitat for the peregrine falcon

exists in the Montoso Peak area, as well. Neither species is likely to be

affected by construction of the Mortandad or Sandia Canyon alternatives.
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Because of ;neir potential to adversely impact Federally listed endangered

species, selection of either the Montoso Peak or Chino Mesa alignment would

require formal consultation under Section 7 of thé'Endangered Species Act.

The New Mexico State Highway and Transportation Department or the Federal

Highway Administration may initiate formal consultation with the Service at

any time prior to project construction. Be advised, however, that the Act 3

prohibits any irreversible and irretrievable commitment of resources to a ~'

Federal action prior to completing the consultation process. Following

initiation of formal Section 7 consultation the Service has 90 days to

develop a Biological Opinion and 45 additional days to review and publish

its findings. Therefore, you may choose to initiate formal consultation

with the Service prior to final site selection. ___J

I‘ either the Mortandad or Sandia Canyon alternatives is selected, formal

Section 7 consultation would not be required. Nevertheless, a site

specific mitigation plan should be developed to avoid, minimize and/or

compensate for adverse impacts to riparian and riverine habitat and water

quality. We would appreciate the opportunity to review the m-tigation plan.

If you require further assistance, do not hesitate to call Messrs. Gerry

Roehm or Brian Hanson at (505) 883-7877, FTS 474-7877.

Sincerely yours,

John C. eterson

rd Field Supervisor

cc:

Director, New Mexico Department of Game and Fish, Santa Fe, New Mexico

Director, New Mexico Energy, Minerals and Natural Resources Department,

Forestry Divi n, Santa Fe, New Mexico

Regional Director, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Fish and Vi‘dlife

Enhancement, Albuquerque, New Mexico

Appendix C

However, at the confluence of Mortandad, Sandia Canyon and Canada Ancha, an

extensive cottonwood and Russian olive riparian gallery has developed.

Such bosques are known to provide habitat for a variety of migratory birds

and other wildlife species. Construction in this area (Mortandad and

Sandia) c*%ld seriously damage this valuable habitat. Even thong; the 22

footprint of the bridge piers would require very little permanent surface ' '

acreage, the development of construction work sites, temporary access

routes and river crossings, concrete batching facilities, equipment

staging, maintenance and storage facilities could impact a far larger area

of riverine and riparian habitats. However, the magnitude of the impacts 1

cannot br *sessed without more specific engineering information.
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Q United States Forest Santa Fe IF P.O. BOX 1689

‘fa Department of Service Santa Fe, Ill 3750A

Agriculture 505 988-69no

Reply To: 1950/7700

‘JUL 2 3 1990
Date: July 18, 1990

Roy P. Burns

H. W. Lochner, Inc.

301" Cielo Court, Suite D

P.0. Box 15205

Santa Fe, NM 87506-5205

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Biological Resources Evaluation

Report A/A/QO as part of the SDEIS for the proposed Santa Fe - Los Alamos

Corridor study.

After review by the Forest's Wildlife Biologist, Duanne Fisher, the forest feels

the following Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive species should be addressed

and discussed in this report:

Spotted Bat

Mexican Spotted Owl

Flammulated Owl

Goshawk

Please consider these additions to the Biological Resources Report and to the

main text of the report in developing the SDEIS.

Sincerely,

g/a/was;
ynard T. Rost

Forest Supervisor

CC: Espanola District Ranger

Duanne Fisher, Forest Wildlife Biologist
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United States Department of the Interior w:

  

_

NA'I'IONAL PARK SERVICE. =

SOUTHWEST REGION '_ I

P.O. BOX 728 I I

SANTA FE. NEW MEXICO 87504-0728

..‘- ‘RF-"LY ".RF'T-TR TO:

LT6l9(SUR-REC)

\maumn '

Mr. Roy P. Burns

H. W. Lochner, Inc.

Fox: Office Box 15205

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87506-5205

-\ \!

uGfiT or. Burns:

This responds to your request for comments concerning the proposed Santa Fe to

Los Alamos Corridor. Santa Fe and Los Alamos Counties, New Mexico (ER-88/763).

The roiiowing comments are provided on a technical assistance basis as part of

the scoping process for the draft supplemental environmental impact statement

(SEIS) and are a result of discussions during the Location Study Team Meeting

of May 16. 1990.

PROJECT HEEL}

The discussion of "Project Need" Should be expanded. Current justification for

the build alternatives promotes "need" based on time savings and safety. This

is a generic assumption for any road project which is in a new transportation

corridor and shortens the distance between two points. The analysis should

concentrate on the Lnability to achieve safety and handle increased traffic

Volume utilizing cxlsting road networks or by upgrading existing road networks.

Significant upgrades in the existing network must be shown to be infeasible.

Construction of a new transportation network on entirely new right-of-way is

usually the last resort in improving transportation safety and travel time. A

new corridor represents a significant impact upon the landscape. a diminishing

resource. Project justification should provide the detail which clearly

demonstrates that the loss of the natural resource base is outweighed by the

economic gain and the increase to public welfare.

VTSUAL IMPACT RATING SYSTEM

be strongly recommend that the visual impact comparison chart which was

ortsented at the meeting be modified to reflect the following changes.

1. Impact to Tsankawi Unit of Bandelier National Monument from

Sandia Canyon Alternative should be rated "high" since the

Tsankawi Unit will be impacted not only by changes to the 2:_

East Jcmcz Road/SH-é intersection but also by the New Highway/

SH-fi interchange.
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A)

l

-. Impact to Tsankawi Unit of Bandelier National Monument from

the Mortandad Alternative should be rated "high" since the 3

proposed interchange adjacent to Tsankawi-at East Jemez Road/

SH-A would be a multi-level, urban interchange.

Impacts to the Falls Trail/Rio Grande and wilderness Area, both

at Bandelier Sational Monument, from the Chino Mesa Alternative

should be rated "high" since the bridges and highway would be 4i

new visual intrusions, noncompatible with park and wilderness

uses-and values.

it lmtacts to the Falls Trail/Rio Grande and Wilderness Area, both

t Bandelier Rational Monument, from the Montoso Peak Alternative,

nould be rated "high" since the bridge and highway would be new 55

isual intrusions, non-compatible with park and wilderness uses

and values.

[1

S

‘J

We believe that these impact ratings of "high" apply to views from Bandelier

fiat‘onal Honument and its Tsankawi Unit because the park is a nationally

_ -fican: cultural. natural, and scientific resource. The presidential

nroolazation that created Bandelier stated that “certain prehistoric aborig

‘ ' arc of (such) unusual ethnologic. scientific. and educational

that the public interests would be promoted by reserving these

  

.ction thereof." Protection and interpretation of the ruins and

t the natural setting have been, and will continue to he, *ae

National Park Service's management of Bancelier National

  

Further, the "High Innact" rating is characterized by the proposed project

involving "suhstantiar viewer sensitivity." We believe that this applies to

f'l the potential visual impact: to Bandelier National Monument and its Tsankawi

In 1089. the cultural, natural and scientific values of Bandelier

\_:
L::1una1 uonumen: attracted more than 322,000 visitors.

  

T7.

  

: are properties which are listed on the National Register of Historic

:lcces. Potential impacts would be considered "adverse effects" accordin

*6 CFR 300.9(b)(3), "Introduction of visual, audible or atmospheric element

:1: are out of character with the property or alter its setting.“

should also be noted that Bandelier National Monument and the Tsankawi

s .

'zain recommend that photographs of views from strategic points in the park

r-brushed with artists’ renderings, depicting how the proposal will look

on those viewpoints, and included in the draft 5515. We understand that this

he done for views from the White Rock Overlook/Park and from Pajarito Acres

believe that it is equally important to provide such drawings so that visual

impacts to Bandelier can be more effectively analyzed.

Appendix C

Exhibit 17, p.2

  
  

  

vanished people, with as much land as may be necessary for the E5



  

ambient noise readings were taken at the picnic tables a: the base of Tsankawi

Mesa during the morning traffic peak. The reading was 59 dBA. The predicted

noise level for this area is not expected to change significantly. However, we

believe that the Mortandad Alternative, with its,planned multi-lovel inter- Ea

change adjacent to Tsankawi, would significantly increase this noise level since

traffic is expected to increase and more traffic would be channelled through the

area. We recommend that this conclusion be re-analyzed.

ambient noise readings were taken on the mesa top, in an area which does not new

experience traffic noise. This reading was b3 dBA. The noise analysis model

was :hen used to predict a dBA of 55, an increase in 12 dBA over ambient levels ‘(1

for this area, with the Sandia Canyon Alternative. Such an increase in noise

levels would significantly degrade the visitor experience.

  
SANDTA CANYON ALTERNATIVE I?

  

SRCHANCE

The Los Alamos National Laboratories (LANL) representative, Dick Rochester,

‘ndicated at the meeting that the Sandia Canyon Alternative interchange with

I, .

L appeared that it was possible to move the interchange further to the west.

.wev from Tsankawi. Such a modification a ears to have otential to reduce
. P

adverse impacts to the Tsankawi Unit. We request that such changes be further

investigated. and we would like to participate in developing this modification

SL-_ was not satisfactory to LANL and that he would he initiating some changes

‘.4. T we.13:5 I_S_

1 discussion which does not convey some sense of the total (i.e., combined)

expenses (i.e., monetary and costs of other resources) to the public in terms of

possible land exchanges, especially when discussing alternatives crossing pueblo I21

lands, is incomplete and should be expanded. The quantitative and qualitative

differences between alternatives, including "No Build" should be clearly

portrayed.

_".{ERAL COMMENTS

as mentioned at the May 17, 1990, Technical Advisory Committee meeting, the

National Park Service would like a combination of alternatives investigated.

The combination that we are interested in is the Mortandad Alternative from

IEI

Santa Fe to SH-A, then utilize the Sandia Canyon Alternative interchange from

N-4 to Los Alamos. This is assuming that potential modifications to the

.ppearance and location of the interchange are instituted. This combination

‘nI]

alternatives would reduce impacts to Tsankawi from the Sandia Canyon

ternative and would not require the multi-level interchange at East Jemez

aoad/SH-h that the Mortandad Alternative would require. We believe this

combination represents a reasonable alternative that mitigates impacts to

Bandelier National Monument. Therefore, we recommend it be evaluated in the

draft 5515.

of

.
x‘: L

.
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i

12 a-£0 rtt.mmcnd Znat consideration De given to restricting access points 30

vicinit" of Tsankawi, especially with the Sandia Canyon 1141:1; .;e. lljfll€av 11‘ toe ,

€ltnrnative, to pr vent project-induced devel:pment which would further detract I

' a

Yi¢:. y, we recommend that cumulative impacts be thoroughly addressed and

1on1 ted in the draft supplemental statement. We are especially concerned wlt |E5_

- "' ' ' acts to Bandelier National Monument, but we are sure that such

interest to all involved parties.

in agprnciatc the opportunity to provide this technical assistance.

  

__ . __ . Y‘ Q: _

ouperifl-enccnt, oandeire;

V .,.' a\

“r. antnony L. nLOnZO

i.ision Administrator

edcrrl Highway Administration

4

at Office Box l“88

Fe, New Mexico 87504-1088

Mr. Raymond Churan

.egional Environmental Officer

fiffice of Environmental Affairs

C

U bepartment of the Interior

Post CffiCe 30x 669

Albuquerque. New Mexico 87133
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