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WHAT HAPPENS TO MY TOWN?
How is I-11 going to impact my town – is it going through it or around it? 
This was a common question voiced during the first round of public outreach.

The goal of I-11 is not to negatively impact any communities along the 
corridor, but rather complement community development. Alignments 
around towns are not being developed at this time because of the level of this 
PEL study. However, future NEPA studies will evaluate the precise alignment 
in further detail. If a new route is recommended for I-11, it is because 
constructing a limited access, interstate highway in the middle of the town 
would have major detrimental impacts to local businesses and bisect the 
town. An interstate has no intersecting streets or driveways and access is 
obtained from traffic interchanges. Thus, the goal would be to construct I-11 
nearby to continue to support community growth, provide local interchanges 
for travelers to stop in town, and maintain “main streets” as viable economic 
and community centers.  

Read more information on other community’s experiences around the US in 
the “Potential Effects of Highway Bypasses on Local Communities” technical 
memorandum located on the study website.

WHAT HAPPENS NORTH OF I-80?
A high-level visioning approach was undertaken to understand possible future 
corridors beyond I-80, taking into consideration items such as congestion, freight 
transport corridors, and seaport and inland port locations.  Two potential 
routes, following existing highway corridors, are proposed north of I-80, one 
from Western Nevada and the other from Central Nevada.  The Western 
Nevada route would follow US 395 through California and Oregon to SR 
20 in Oregon, then along SR 20, US 97, I-84, and I-5 to Canada. The 
Central Nevada route would follow US 95 through Oregon and Idaho 
to I-84, then along I-84, I-82, I-90, and I-5 to Canada.  I-84 and I-90 
also connect to I-15, providing another route into Canada. 

This Alternatives Analysis sets the foundation for continued 
coordination with neighboring states in the future.  More information 
can be found in the technical memorandum “Connectivity North and 
Beyond Nevada’s I-80 Corridor” available on the study website.

The Nevada Department of 
Transportation (NDOT) welcomes 
your input on corridor alternative 
recommendations as part of the 
Alternatives Analysis Study and 
Planning and Environmental 
Linkages (PEL) effort which has 
evaluated options for Interstate 
11 (I-11) between Las Vegas and 
Interstate 80 (I-80) in Northern 
Nevada.
Please review the recommendations, 
and provide your feedback on the 
evaluation and study findings.

WHAT IS I-11?
I-11 is envisioned as a continuous high-capacity transportation corridor that has the
potential to enhance movement of people and freight, and to facilitate regional
connectivity, trade, communications, and technology.

What is a PEL? PEL is a study conducted during the corridor planning phase on 
environmental, social, and economic factors potentially affecting the corridor 
selection. The resulting information will inform the environmental review 
process required under NEPA (National Environmental Policy Act).

What occurs during NEPA? In a NEPA study, a transportation project is 
more clearly defined and the environmental review must address all regulatory 
requirements, documenting the affected environment, environmental 
consequences of the proposed action, indirect/cumulative impacts, and 
mitigation measures for each Build Corridor Alternative as well as a No Build 
Alternative (“do nothing”). A single alternative is selected with enough design 
parameters to advance into detailed design and right-of-way preservation 
activities. PEL studies occur prior to NEPA and are conducted at a higher, 
less detailed level of analysis to inform subsequent NEPA efforts.

Who has been involved in this process? The PEL process involves 
relevant stakeholders, resource agencies, and public to build consensus 
and establish a foundation for NEPA.

How you can get involved:
Attend a public meeting to review the 
study information and provide comments. 
View meeting materials online at:

• i11Study.com

• Facebook: Nevada Department
of Transportation

To provide comments or ask questions 
contact: Kevin Verre (775) 888-7712 
KVerre@dot.nv.gov | 1263 S. Stewart St., 
Carson City, NV 89712
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NEXT STEPS
NDOT will finalize the corridor recommendations and develop an implementation 
plan that outlines phasing for future NEPA studies (future studies will likely occur in 
smaller corridor segments). PEL documentation will be completed and sent to the 
State Transportation Board and Federal Highway Administration for review and 
approval, with a final report expected by October 2018.

Please submit comments by Friday 
August 31, 2018 so the project team can 
include your comment in the meeting 
summary.
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EVALUATION CRITERIA
The range of corridor alternatives are illustrated on the map, and 

were developed based on concepts from prior studies, input 
received during previous input received from the public, as well 

as planning efforts, as well as various topographical, 
environmental and other technical planning information that 

identified opportunities and constraints.

Five alternatives were evaluated against the following 
categories to determine the most feasible options for more 
detailed design and study. The pinwheels on the next page 

show the summary-level evaluation results and note that 
alternative A, B2, and B3 are recommended to move 

forward into NEPA.

Alternatives B1, B4, and B5 are not recommended for further 
study. B1 included environmental impacts, lack of connectivity, 

and inconsistency with planned improvements. B4 was due to 
environmental impacts, high cost, and lack of agency/ public support. 

B5 had longer travel times, inconsistency with planned improvements, 
and high likelihood for environmental impacts.

WHAT IS A CORRIDOR ALTERNATIVE?

PROJECT DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

The I-11 and IWCS defined a broad 
connection between Las Vegas and 
I-80, establishing the study vicinity for 
future efforts.

Develop and evaluate a wide 
range of corridor alternatives

Document evaluation and 
outreach process in PEL and 

Alternatives Analysis Study reports

Assess environmental 
impacts and determine 

Selected Alternative

Define implementation 
and phasing plan

Current study Potential future phases pending funding availability

Design roadway 
improvements

Determine cost estimates 
and obtain necessary 

permitting

Acquire rights-of-way

Advertise construction bid

Construct transportation 
improvements

This PEL has identified and 
screened corridor 

alternatives within the broad 
study area, and the recommendations 

for further study are presented.

Future NEPA efforts will 
develop and evaluate specific 

alignments within proposed 
alternative(s). A single alignment 

will be recommended for design and 
construction.

CORRIDOR ALTERNATIVE EVALUATION 
RESULTS AND PRELIMINARY 
RECOMMENDATIONS

CORRIDOR ALTERNATIVE EVALUATION 
RESULTS AND PRELIMINARY 
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Corridor 
Alternatives

Alignment 
Options within 

a Corridor

NEPAPLANNING

NEPA

CONSTRUCTION

PLANNING DESIGN RIGHT-
OF-WAY

CORRIDOR ALTERNATIVES
Segment A – Las Vegas to Tonopah
Segment B – Tonopah to I-80

B1- Fallon Connection
B2 – Fernley East Connection
B3 – Fernley West Connection
B4 – Reno Connection
B5 – Eastern Fernley West Connection
Options – Segments that provide 
connections between and within the 
primary corridor alternatives

Study Area varies in width from 
approximately 5 to 70 miles
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Most Favorable

R A T I N G  S C A L E

Somewhat Favorable

Moderately Favorable

Less Favorable

Least Favorable

Advance into future 
NEPA study

Eliminate from further 
consideration


