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Abstract

This statement concerns the environmental impacts associated with the implementation of roadway, safety and transit
improvements along US 95, Summerlin Parkway and the local and arterial road network in the Northwest Region of
Las Vegas. The Northwest Region is comprised of the portion of the Las Vegas Valley north of Desert Inn Road and
west of I-15 and Martin Luther King Boulevard. The proposed project resulted from the US 95 Major Investment
Study, which served to identify and evaluate a range of alternatives to improve transportation in the project area. The
proposed project improvements include: widening of US 95 and Summerlin Parkway, new arterial street connections,
arterial street improvements, transit system improvements and Transportation Demand Measures (TDM). These
improvements provide a coherent transportation strategy to meet the short, intermediate and long-term transportation
demands of the Northwest Region of Las Vegas (project area). They are intended to improve transportation in the
project area by increasing regional roadway capacity, increasing transit service, improving regional level of service,
improving safety, improving the operational efficiency of the transportation system and increasing mobility options
available to the traveling public. Two alternative alignments for US-95 improvements along with various local road
improvements, transit improvements and TDM measures and the No-Action Alternative are presented. Based upon

the findings of this environmental impact study, Alternative A is the preferred alternative.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

A. Project Description

The proposed project resulted from the US-95 Major Investment Study (MIS) which was prepared
in April, 1997 by the Nevada Department of Transportation. The MIS, entitled "US-95 Major
Investment Study, Detailed Evaluation of Alternative Strategies" served to develop a program to
meet the short and long-term transportation needs for the Northwest Region of the Las Vegas Valley
(project area). The MIS evaluated alternatives which would provide increased opportunities for
enhancing mobility for local residents while at the same time, identifying technically sound and
practical solutions in response to the need to relieve congestion and accommodate the continued and
expanding growth of the region. The MIS also served to incorporate the needs and concerns of the
local community through direct involvement in the identification of alternative strategies and the
analysis of alternatives to be advanced for further review in the FEIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation.

The objective and purpose of the proposed project is to meet the short and long-term transportation
needs of the project area and provide improved transportation in response to regional growth,
decrease future congestion on the existing roadway network and enhance mobility. The project
objective and need is based on the projected limitations and inadequacies of the existing and
proposed arterial road network to handle projected traffic growth through the year 2020.

The project area includes portions of the City of Las Vegas, the City of North Las Vegas and
unincorporated urbanized areas of Clark County. The project area is defined as the area bounded
on the south by Desert Inn Road and on the east by Interstate-15 and Martin Luther King Boulevard.
On the north and west, the project area limits extend to Craig Road and Rampart Road respectively,
while the balance of the project area in the north and west is unbounded but constrained by the limits
of existing and planned development.

The proposed project is comprised of various transportation improvements which provide a coherent
transportation improvement strategy to meet the short, intermediate and long-term transportation
demands of the Northwest Region of Las Vegas (project area). These improvement projects include;
improvements to US-95, new arterial street connections, arterial street improvements, transit system
improvements and transportation demand management measures. The proposed project includes the
following transportation improvement projects which have been grouped into five elements as
follows:
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US-95 IMPROVEMENTS
Install a Freeway Management System on US-95
Widen US-95 to 10 lanes from Rainbow to I-15
Widen US-95 to 6 lanes from Craig to Rainbow
Widen Summerlin Parkway to 6 lanes from Rampart to Rainbow
Construct High Occupancy Vehicle Lanes on US-95 and the Summerlin Parkway

NEW ARTERIAL STREET CONNECTIONS
Martin Luther King to Industrial Road Connector including
widening Industrial to 6-lanes: Sahara to Wyoming
Rancho to Alta Connector including widening Alta to 6-lanes:
Rancho to Martin Luther King

ARTERIAL STREET IMPROVEMENTS
Widen Desert Inn Road from 4 lanes to 6 lanes:
Durango to Jones
Widen Arville Street to 4 lanes: Charleston to Sahara
Widen Martin Luther King to 6 lanes: Craig to Charleston
Widen Valley View to 6 lanes, Sahara to Desert Inn
Widen Carey Avenue to 4 lanes: Rancho to Clayton
Widen Durango Drive to 6 lanes: Desert Inn to Edna
Widen Rancho to 6 lanes: Craig south to US-95
Widen Tenaya Way to 4 lanes: Westcliff to Smoke Ranch
Widen Torrey Pines to 4 lanes: Washington to Craig

TRANSIT SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS
Adopt Enhanced CAT Bus Service
Develop Park-and-Ride lots

TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT MEASURES
Adopt expanded rideshare program

The proposed project is intended to improve transportation in the Northwest Region of Las Vegas
by increasing regional roadway capacity, improving regional level of service, improving the safety
and operational efficiency of the transportation system, and increasing the mobility options available
to the traveling public.

1. Alternatives Considered
a. No-Build Alternative

Under the No-Build Alternative, the proposed project would not be constructed or implemented and
the existing local and regional road and highway network would essentially remain in its current
configuration with only normal maintenance and repair of the existing roadways and associated
structures by the respective agencies and departments. In addition, the No-Build Alternative

ii Nevada Department of Transportation



Final Environmental Impact Statement - '
US-95 Section 4(f) Evaluation

assumes that all currently planned projects included in the RTC’s Regional Transportation Plan
1995-2020 will be constructed but that none of the roadway or transportation demand management .
improvements proposed as part of the proposed project would be undertaken.

b. Build Alternatives A & B

Alternative A is the alternative adopted by the City of Las Vegas, the City of North Las Vegas, Clark
County, the Regional Transportation Commission and the Nevada State Transportation Board as
recommended in the US-95 Major Investment Study, April 1, 1997.

Alternative A includes all of the elements listed above as described in detail in Section IV of this
FEIS.

Alternative B is the same as Alternative A except for the alignment of US-95. With Alternative B,
US-95 is proposed to be widened on the south side between Valley View Boulevard and Rancho
Drive. As aresult, with Alternative B, US-95 would be widened into the Las Vegas Valley Water
District (LVVWD) North Well Field and would directly effect water production and distribution
facilities and sensitive natural, biological and cultural resources, including the Las Vegas Springs
National Register Site.

Alternative A avoids the LVVWD North Well Field by widening US-95 to the north between Valley
View Boulevard and Rancho Drive, into a single family residential neighborhood.

2. Estimated Project Costs
The estimated cost of the proposed project is shown in Table A.

ESTIMATED CAPITAL AND OPERATING COSTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

THROUGH THE YEAR 2025
TABLE A

Alternative A Alternative B

Freeway Widening and HOV Lanes $312,800,000' $305,900,000"
Freeway Management System 4,900,000' 4,900,000’
Arterial Street Improvements 53,800,000! 53,800,000"
New Arterial Street Connections 61,500,000! 61,500,000'
Enhanced Bus Service & TDM 440,000,000 440,000,000
' ' ' $873,00,000 $866,100,000

! Estimated Capital Cost

2 Estimated operating costs through the year 2025

Source: US-95 MIS, April 1997
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The proposed project is proposed to be funded primarily with federal funds, specifically, with motor
vehicle fuel taxes and congestion management/air quality funds.

3. Preferred Alternative

This EIS considered the potential impacts to the man-made and national environment as a result of
the construction of each of two build alternatives as described in this document. Based upon the
results of the various environmental technical studies conducted as part of the EIS process,
Alternative A will result in less substantial or severe impacts to the environment. Consequently,
Alternative A is the preferred alternative. ‘

The US-95 Major Investment Study, April, 1997, did not find any substantial differences between
Alternatives A and B in terms of cost, right-of-way, traffic operations or traffic benefits and
consequently recommended both alternatives for further consideration in the EIS.

Based on the information included in this Final EIS, Alternative A will avoid impacts to the Las
Vegas Bearpoppy, a plant which is listed as a federal species of concern by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service and as critically endangered in Nevada and protected under Nevada Revised Statue
Section 527.260-.300. Alternative B would result in the loss of the Bearpoppy population on the Las
Vegas Valley Water District North Well Field property. According to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, “the population of the Las Vegas Bearpoppy that occurs on the Las Vegas Valley Water
District (LVVWD) North Well Field is specifically identified for conservation and protection. The
Service considers the North Well Field population as one of three populations in the Las Vegas
Valley that have unique genetic material considered essential for the long-term survival of the
species. Irreversible adverse impacts to this important population of Las Vegas Bearpoppy may
become the basis for the need to list the species under the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as
amended (ESA).”

Alternative A will avoid impacts to the Las Vegas Springs National Register Site and will
specifically avoid impacts to 22 historic structures/features within the site which are eligible
individually or contribute to eligibility for the National Register. Alternative A avoids Section 4(%)
impacts to the Las Vegas Springs National Register Site. Alternative B would result in Section 4(f)
impacts by taking a portion of the Las Vegas Springs National Register Site, taking six historic
structures/features which are either listed on the National Register as individual or contributing
features or individually eligible for listing and indirectly impacting an additional 16 historic
structures/features.

Alternative A will avoid direct and indirect impacts to the vegetation and wildlife of the LVVWD
North Well Field which would occur with Alternative B. Specifically, alternative A will avoid the
taking of a major portion of the cottonwood-willow forest on the North Well Field, and
consequential decline in the number of individuals and species abundance of wildlife on the
property. Indirect impacts to the Peregrine Falcon, a species listed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
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Service as “threatened” and to the last population of the Desert Pocket Mouse in the Las Vegas
Valley will be avoided.

Alternative A will also avoid impacts to LVVWD water production facilities which would occur
with Alternative B. Specifically, Alternative A would avoid the relocation of two water production
wells and a major pumping station on the LVVWD North Well Field.

While Alternative A will result in increased single family residential displacements, avoiding the
impacts to the natural and man-made environment of the Las Vegas Valley Water District North
Well Field and the Las Vegas Springs National Register Site with Alternative A outweighs the
potential benefits of reduced residential displacements with Alternative B, given the availability of
replacement housing.

A Draft EIS was issued on April 16, 1999, and public hearings were held on June 9 and June 10,
1999. Approximately 300 people attended the hearings. During the public comment period a total
of 125 comment forms and 220 comment letters were received. The analysis of the public comments
received indicate strong and preferential public support for Alternative A. In addition, comments
received from the State of Nevada Department of Conservation and Natural Resources, Division of
Environmental Protection, the Natural Heritage Program, the City of Las Vegas and the Las Vegas
Valley Water District express a preference for Alternative A.

There were no agency comments received supporting Alternative B.

B. Federal Action Required by the Proposed Project

1. Federal Actions

The following are the federal actions that would be required for the construction and implementation
of the proposed project.

- U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service continued coordination for
potential impacts to threatened and endangered species.

- Federal Transit Administration review and approval of the enhanced transit elements
of the proposed project.
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2, Other Governmental Projects in the Project Area
a. Federal Projects in the Project Area

The U.S. Army Corp. of Engineers has an active program, in cooperation with the Clark County
Flood Control District, to construct flood control detention and conveyance facilities within the Las
Vegas Valley and the project area. This program is intended to reduce flooding in the developed and
undeveloped areas within the Las Vegas Valley region and the project area. Planned flood control
improvements are described in Section V.A of the Final EIS/Section 4(f)Evaluation and are
considered to be compatible with the proposed project.

The Federal Housing Administration is also currently administering a housing relocation program
in the Windsor Park neighborhood within the project area. Supported by Community Development
Block Grant (CDBG) funds, the FHA is relocating residents within a subsidence zone to other areas
within the community. This federal project is being undertaken separate from the proposed project
and no direct involvement with the proposed project is anticipated.

The City of Las Vegas has secured federal funds to further the development of the Enterprise Park
development site. Located on the southwest corner of Lake Mead Boulevard and Martin Luther King
Boulevard, the Enterprise Park site currently includes the recently completed Veterans center. The
latest development plans for this include; a new Post Office facility, a community health center and
a new Metro Police Sub-Station. The proposed project is expected to support and enhance the
development of this property through improved local and regional access and improved travel times.
This federal project is being undertaken separate to the proposed project and no direct involvement
with the proposed project is anticipated. The proposed project together with this federal project is
not expected to result in any secondary or cumulative impacts.

The Regional Transportation Commission is using federal funding for the development of a fixed
guideway system for the Resort Corridor. The Resort Corridor Fixed Guideway System will extend
from Downtown Las Vegas to the Las Vegas “Strip” in Clark County and connect to a private fixed
guideway system serving the “Strip”. The Environmental Impact Statement is expected to be
completed in the summer of 2000 and construction is expected to be completed in 2003. While the
Resort Corridor Fixed Guideway System will not be located in the project area, it is a key component
of the Valley-wide transit system which will link with the enhanced bus service in the project area.

There are currently no other known plans for major federal projects in the vicinity of the proposed
project other than those identified above and those that are being considered as part of the proposed
project and/or eligible transportation improvements included the State Transportation Improvement
Plan (STIP).
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b. Local Government Projects in the Project Area

The proposed project includes land areas within the City of Las Vegas, the City of North Las Vegas
and unincorporated areas within Clark County, Nevada. State and local government projects within
the project area are implemented through the city and/or county capital improvement programs as
described below.

(1.)  City of Las Vegas Projects

The City of Las Vegas Five Year Capital Improvement Plan, 1999-2003 identifies on-going and
planned projects by the City of Las Vegas. The project area encompasses roughly 80% of the land
area of the City of Las Vegas, including nearly all of the new residential growth areas. Therefore,
most of the City’s capital improvements are targeted for the project area, northwest Las Vegas. The
City of Las Vegas Capital Improvement Plan includes $740.6 million in infrastructure improvements
in the categories of general government, judicial, public safety, public works, sanitation, culture and
recreation and economic development and assistance.

The purpose of the City of Las Vegas Capital Improvement plan is to accommodate the “burden
placed on public services, facilities and systems™ by burgeoning growth and is not viewed as an
inducement to growth.

The following describes the major initiatives of the City of Las Vegas Capital Improvement Plan as
stated in the Plan:

“One of the City’s ever-growing priorities is its streets. The Public Works function
accounts for the construction of road and drainage improvements. The goal is to
maintain a safe and effective road network. The annual Pavement Continuity and
Street Rehabilitation Program are intended to prolong the life of existing streets and
reduce traffic hazards. Interlocal agreements with other local governments allow
expansion and construction of new major thoroughfares through the City.

Special improvement districts created by ordinance allow infrastructure development
in a much more expedient fashion. The City is currently issuing Special
Improvement District bonds for the construction of curbs, drainage systems, left-turn
pockets, sidewalks, streetlights, and new traffic signals when warranted in high-
growth areas. The bonds are repaid by assessing the property owners their
proportionate share over a ten-year period.

In conjunction with the Clark County Regional Flood Control District (CCRFCD),
the City will construct several conveyance systems and water detention basins. These
projects are part of CCRFCD’s master plan and are an integral part of the valley-wide
flood control system.
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The City’s commitment to develop new and expand existing Business Parks
continues in accordance with the City General Plan procedures and takes advantage
of rapid real estate diversification and employment opportunities for the citizens of
Las Vegas.

The City is blazing a new economic and ecological trail into the 21% century with the
construction of two water reclamation facilities. The 10 million gallon per day Water
Resource Center will be built in the northwest area and the 1 million gallon per day
East Bonanza Water Reclamation Facility will be built on the City’s east side. These
facilities will provide irrigation water for public and private golf courses. This will
reduce the need for downstream sewer capacity improvements and increase the
potable water available for future housing needs and commercial development.

This year the Parks and Leisure Department will construct two Recreation Centers
that will provide recreation and socialization for the citizens of Las Vegas. The City
must continue to be proactive in providing for programmable space in order to keep
up with demand. With the advent of year-round schools and double sessions
occurring at our school sites, the school buildings are not available for recreational
use as they have been in years past. These centers will be the first full-sized
recreation centers built since 1964.”

A list of the City of Las Vegas Capital Improvement Plan Projects, 1999-2003, is provided in
Appendix C.

The following describes relevant City of Las Vegas Capital Improvement Plan projects.

West Service Center. The City of Las Vegas will be expanding their service center at 7500 Sauer
Drive. The service center located near US-95 and Cheyenne Avenue reduces trips to the Downtown
area by providing services to residents in the northwest nearer to their homes.

Protective Services. The City of Las Vegas will be installing traffic signals, school flashers, street
lighting, neighborhood traffic control measures, optic-com systems, non-signal intersection
improvements, video traffic detection systems, hazard elimination improvements, pedestrian push
button retrofits, street sign upgrades and pavement markings to improve the safety of the street
network.
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Street Paving. The City of Las Vegas will continue its $214 million program to pave and improve
the arterial and collector streets in the project area.

Sewage Collection. The City of Las Vegas will also continue its $217 million sewer program which
includes the installation of sanitary sewer lines under City Streets, including the US-95/Rancho
Interceptor.

(2.) City of North Las Vegas Projects

The City of North Las Vegas Capital Improvement Plan, January 1998 identifies ongoing and
planned projects by the City of North Las Vegas over a five year period. The project area
encompasses roughly one-fourth of the land area of the City of North Las Vegas, including areas of
rapidly growing residential and business growth. The City of North Las Vegas’ Capital
Improvement Plan includes $415.6 million in infrastructure improvements in the categories of
roadways, street lights, traffic control, water utility, sewer utility, flood control, parks and recreation,
building and fire department.

The purpose of the City of North Las Vegas Capital Improvement Plan is “to provide quality
infrastructure in response to our quickly expanding area” and is not viewed as an inducement to
growth.

The following describes relevant City of North Las Vegas Capital Improvement Plan projects.

¢
Roadways. Nine of the 36 City of North Las Vegas roadway projects will improve the arterial
streets in the project area.

Walker Memorial Pool Park Improvement. The City of North Las Vegas will improve Walker
Memorial Pool Park on Martin L. King Boulevard south of Cheyenne Avenue. The improvements
will include improving parking areas, adding benches and tables, fencing play areas, replacing play
equipment, improving ADA accessibility and planting a landscape buffer along Martin L. King
Boulevard.

Northwest Branch Library. The City of North Las Vegas will build a new library on City owned
land on Alexander Road west of Martin L. King Boulevard.

Fire Station. The City of North Las Vegas will build a new fire station on Martin L. King
Boulevard south of Cheyenne Avenue.

(3.) Clark County

The Clark County FY 1999-2003 Capital Improvement program identifies ongoing and planned
projects by Clark County. Only a very small part of the project area is unincorporated. However,
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Clark County is responsible for the implementation of some projects of regional significance within
the boundaries of the Cities of Las Vegas and North Las Vegas. The Clark County Capital
Improvement Program includes $2.6 billion in infrastructure improvements. The following describes
relevant Capital Improvement Program projects.

Las Vegas Beltway. Clark County will construct the Western and Northern Segments of the Las
Vegas Beltway within the boundaries of the Cities of Las Vegas and North Las Vegas through the
year 2003. The Las Vegas Beltway will be located in the western and northern extremes of the
project area and will provide a circumferential route around the Valley, linking the project arez to
the southern and northeastern parts of the Valley. The Beltway will provide an alternative to US-95
for destinations in the southern part of the Resort Corridor.

North Las Vegas Runway. Clark County is the owner and operator of the North Las Vegas Airport,
located within the boundaries of the City of North Las Vegas. Clark County will be constructing
a new Runway 12L/30R to meet growing demand for general aviation facilities.

Public Schools. The Clark County School District has a ten year construction plan to build new
elementary schools, middle schools and high schools throughout the Valley. Two new schools,
Burke Elementary and Detwiler Elementary were construcizd in the project area in 1998. Additional
schools will be constructed in the project area in response to population growth.

C. Project Benefits \
The proposed project's primary benefit will be to provide the vehicular capacity necessary for the:
current and projected needs of the Northwest Region of the Las Vegas Valley (project area) by
promoting enhanced and efficient travel through the introduction of increased roadway capacity,
enhanced mass transit services and improved travel safety. Reduction of congestion is a critical need
in the project area.

In addition, the proposed project will improve overall travel conditions in the project area and
throughout the general Las Vegas Valley region, improve local and regional air quality, improve
travel safety, improve transportation service to and from the project area and the region's traffic
generators such as the Las Vegas Resort Corridor; improve travel time through the project area and
region; and generally promote more efficient use of energy. The proposed project will provide much
needed service to existing and emerging residential, commercial and industrial areas within the
project area, as well as the various community facilities that currently serve them. It will also
provide public benefits by contributing to fulfilling state and county transportation policies and
goals.
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D. Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Under the No-Build Alternative, the proposed project would not occur, proposed freeway and
roadway improvements would not be constructed and transit and transportation demand management
measures would not be implemented. The No-Build Alternative therefore, would not result in
impacts to natural and biological resources, or cultural resources, nor would it result in
socioeconomic impacts. The No-Build Alternative will not involve hazardous waste sites or
properties with environmental concerns. The No-Build Alternative will, however, have an affect
on air quality and noise and these impacts are discussed further below.

Build Alternatives A and B will result in a wide range of impacts. These impacts are generally
related to proposed physical improvements including freeway widening, arterial street improvements
and the construction of new arterial streets. The implementation of enhanced bus transit, park-and-
ride, a freeway management system and transportation demand management measures are generally
not expected to result in physical impacts which would require mitigation. The beneficial impacts
of the proposed project are included in the analysis of air quality and of energy resources.

Except for the widening of US-95 between Valley View Boulevard and Rancho Drive (in the vicinity
of the LVVWD North Well Field) the impacts of the proposed projects alternative (A and B) and
recommended mitigation are the same.

1. Natural Resources

a. Geology and Soils

(1.) Impacts

Soils to be disturbed by the project possess properties that can have an impact on road construction
and road maintenance. Soils with soluble sulfates are corrosive to concrete and all soils in the project
area have developed conditions that are corrosive to uncoated steel. Many contain cemented
horizons. Some soils contain large stones. Soil stability is reflected in the tendency to cave at cut
banks, collapse, or expand. Some soils are particularly prone to flooding during storm events and
all have a high potential to blow if disturbed and exposed to wind.

Soil properties and geological conditions can lead to construction and post-construction operation
constraints and impacts. Construction period issues include: the presence of cemented horizons and
desert pavement with large stones which can interfere with the operation of equipment and
excavation, the presence of unstable soils that cave at cut banks and restrict excavation activities;
flooding; blowing soils. Post-construction impacts include: structural damage and differential
settlement of road surfaces, bridge foundations, and storm drain structures from localized corrosion
and subsidence due to sulfate dissolution and position in a subsidence bowl; pavement damage due
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to the presence of collapsible or expansive soils; flooding; maintenance interference due to large
stones.

Impacts would be the same for both Alternative A and Alternative B.
(2.)) Mitigation

Numerous Best Management Practices (BMPs) and construction practices are available to mitigate
constraints and impacts with regard to geology, soils, and ground water resources. Those measures
deemed appropriate to minimize impacts identified will be implemented during all phases of the
proposed project. In addition, all project-related activities will be in conformance with the Las Vegas
Valley 208 Water Quality Management Plan.

b. Surface and Ground Water Resources
(1) Impacts

Potential project-related impacts to ground water resources include: loss of recharge area by the
addition of impervious surfaces; loss of water supply wells, artificial recharge wells, and a pumping
station; contamination of water supplies by the downward migration of pollutants during
construction and post-construction surface sources. Surface nonpoint source pollution can infiltrate
to the shallow aquifer zone. Storm water runoff and accidental spills are potential nonpoint surface
sources of pollution during both construction and post-construction periods. Potential impacts of
accidental spills are primarily restricted to the US-95 improvement sites because transported material
such as chemicals, petroleum, and radioactive nuclides from the Nevada Test Site are primarily
transported on US-95 in the project area.

In addition, the discharge of polluted shallow ground water, if present, that is collected during
construction period dewatering activities could lead to water quality impacts. Discharge methods that
potentially could impact ground water quality include infiltration and surface application for dust
control. If discharged at off-site locations, the reintroduction of this pollution source will increase
existing concentrations in the ground water which may subsequently leak downward to the
developed aquifer or discharge to Las Vegas Wash.

The subsurface vertical and lateral migration of contaminants in the project area is facilitated by
conduits provided by fractures, faults, and fissures. Highly fractured material is likely to be found
near the surface in the vicinity of faults exhibiting surface expression. Thus, areas of known faults
and fissures are considered particularly vulnerable to ground water quality impacts. Primary
recharge to the ground water system is from snowmelt and rainfall in the Spring Mountains. The
project is not expected to result in any impacts to the recharge area.
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The acquisition of one LVVWD well north of US-95 adjacent to Western High School with
Alternative A or three LVVWD wells, (including two wells in the North Well Field), and the
Bonanza Pumping Station, (also located in the North Well Field), with Alternative B will require
relocation of these facilities. The potential water quality impacts to water supply wells along the
proposed US-95 construction sites will be mitigated by the introduction of a closed system that
collects and contains storm water runoff and residual accidental spills which will be conveyed to an
on-site or adjacent off-site drainage system. Accidental spills will be cleaned up to the maximum
extent practicable immediately prior to any discharge of residual material to storm drains.

Impacts to surface water resources are related to water quality and the ability of the flood control
system of the project area to accommodate flood flows. Potential construction period impacts are:
increased sediment and pollutant loadings to surface waters from construction period storm water
runoff and pollutant loadings from direct discharges to storm sewer systems of shallow ground water
collected during dewatering activities. Elevated sediment loadings are a concern because of potential
erosion of unconsolidated material exposed at excavations and fill exposed during fill placement.
Potential post-construction impacts are: pollutant loadings from storm water runoff; increases in
flood flow discharge; impacts to existing and future flood control facilities.

There will be no adverse impacts to surface water quality from roadway runoff. In addition, the
proposed project will not adversely impact flood control in the project area watersheds. The
proposed project is compatible with the latest Clark County Regional Flood Control District Master
Plan.

(2.) Mitigation

In conformance with the Las Vegas Valley 208 Water Quality Management Plan, appropriate BMPs
will be implemented to ensure the continued protection of surface water quality throughout all phases
of the proposed project. During project operation, these include catch basin and inlet maintenance,
storm drain maintenance, and street sweeping. A specific storm water pollution prevention plan will
prepared for each construction project.

2. Biological Resources

a. Vegetation
(1) Impacts

Except at the LVVWD North Well Field, effects of Alternatives A and B are the same for widening
US-95, constructing arterial street improvements, and building new arterial connectors and other
improvements. These alternatives would eliminate small areas of previously-disturbed vegetation
but would not effect any special status species. Alternative A would not impact the LVVWD North
Well Field. A 14.5-acre strip along the northern edge of the LVVWD North Well Field would be
directly affected by Alternative B. Approximately 9 acres (62%) of this area consists of desert

Nevada Department of Transportation Xxiii



Final Environmental Impact Statement
US-95 Section 4(f) Evaluation

riparian vegetation which is about one-third of all of the desert riparian vegetation found in the
LVVWD North Well Field. Another 5 acres (35%) of the potentially-affected area consists of desert
shrub vegetation, and 0.5 acres (3%) consists of invasive vegetation. This alternative, therefore,
would result in a loss of 9 out of 30 acres (30%) of the desert riparian and 5 out of 58 acres (9%) of
the desert shrub vegetation community types in the LVVWD North Well Field.

Direct impacts to the desert riparian habitat would include removing 92 of the 201 cottonwood trees
(45.8%) and eight of the nine willow trees (89%) in the northern part of the L\ VWD North Well
Field as well as shrubs and forbs.

Indirect impacts to the remaining vegetation may be caused by changes in the microclimate and
environmental stability of the remaining habitat. With a large portion (46%) of the cottonwood
forest removed, it is likely that a major portion of the remaining 110 trees will be negatively affected.

Six plant species with special federal status were identified by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
as potentially occurring in the project area. Two of the six plants on the list, the Las Vegas
bearpoppy and Merriam's bearpoppy are known to occur in the project area. These plants are federal
species of concern. The Las Vegas bearpoppy is also listed as critically endangered in Nevada and
protected under Nevada Revised Statute (NRS) Section 527.260-.300. The remaining four plant
species, alkali mariposa lily, Las Vegas cats-eye, yellow two-tone beardtongue, and rosy two-tone
beardtongue, were not observed during the field surveys. In addition, habitat for these species was
not observed during the field survey. ‘

Four populations of bearpoppy occur in the LVVWD North Well Field. The largest bearpoppy
population on the LVVWD North Well Field consists of individuals of both species. This is the only
recorded site in Las Vegas where the two species co-exist. This population is located on gypsum fill
material which covers approximately 1.35 acres in the northwest corner of the LVVWD North Well
Field, near US-95. The other three populations are well removed from proposed improvements.

The impact of the loss of vegetation on the North Well Field is exacerbated by the uniqueness of the
site as the last natural desert riparian area in the Las Vegas Valley. Avoidance of the North Well
Field by realignment of the freeway (i.e., Alternative A) would avoid impacts and eliminate the need
for mitigation for vegetation.

The rare plant species that occur in the LVVWD North Well Field, the Las Vegas bearpoppy and
Merriam’s bearpoppy, would not be directly affected by either alternative. With Alternative A, US-
95 would approach no closer to the bearpoppy habitat than at present. With Alternative B,
individual plants are just outside the 200 feet proposed right-of-way and are protected by a fence
which would serve to keep construction equipment from destroying or damaging the plants. The
1.35 acres of gypsum substrate that provide habitat for these two species would not be within the
right-of-way required for either alternative. Gypsum habitat may be indirectly affected by
changes in drainage patterns after construction is completed. Approximately five acres of desert
shrub habitat that supports pollinators for bearpoppy population would be eliminated. This is
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roughly 8.6% of the desert shrub habitat found on the North Well Field, but is in close proximity to
the bearpoppy population. Without the pollinators, health and reproduction of the bearpoppy site
in the North Well Field will be negatively impacted. While not immediate, these impacts will likely
cause this population to decline, with extirpation of the plants at this site expected to occur within
a few years of construction.

According to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, “A draft memorandum of agreement (MOA) has
been prepared for the Las Vegas bearpoppy among Federal land management agencies, the Nevada
Division of Forestry, the Nevada Department of Transportation, Clark County, the Las Vegas Valley
water District (LVVWD), The Nature Conservancy, and the Service. The primary purpose of this
draft MOA is to provide management direction that will conserve the species and lead to reduction
or removal of threats. As an obligation in the MOA, the population of Las Vegas bearpoppy that
occurs on the LVVWD North Well Field is specifically identified for conservation and protection.
The Service considers the North Well Field population as one of three populations in the Las Vegas
Valley that have unique genetic material considered essential for the long-term survival of the
species. Irreversible adverse impacts to this important population of Las Vegas bearpoppy may
become the basis for the need to list the species under the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as
amended (ESA).” (FWS letter dated 11/10/98 see Appendix B). In addition to those mentioned
above, Nellis Air Force Base and the Nevada Natural Heritage Program are also included in the draft
MOA.

(2.) Mitigation

Mitigation would not be necessary for the No Build Alternative or for Alternative A since no impacts
to special status plant species or their habitats would occur with these alternatives.

With Alternative B, avoiding direct impacts to the bearpoppy population and its habitat would be
accomplished through several measures. The fence that currently protects the two species of
bearpoppy would be upgraded and strengthened to protect individual plants during and after
construction activities. Similarly, a temporary fence would be constructed around sensitive,
unoccupied habitat (e.g. gypsum substrate) to avoid damage to this habitat from construction
equipment. Final design of the Valley View/US-95 interchange and US-95 across the LVVWD
North Well Field would be coordinated with LVVWD personnel and USFWS staff to ensure that
drainage patterns are not altered by the proposed project in such a way as to directly affect this
sensitive species. Elimination of the proposed right-turn ramp from northbound Valley View
Boulevard to US-95 eastbound and re-vegetation of disturbed areas with native plants in order to
minimize the area of permanently disturbed desert shrub habitat will reduce impacts.

However, despite measures to avoid direct impacts, indirect impacts to the bearpoppy population are
expected to be severe enough to cause a decline and loss of the bearpoppy population on the North
Well Field with Alternative B. According to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, “In recognition of
the importance of habitat and populations on the North Well Field for the Las Vegas bearpoppy ....,
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the Service believes that substantial impacts at this site cannot be adequately mitigated.” (FWS letter
dated 11/10/98, See Appendix B).

b. Wildlife
(1.) Impacts
Alternative A would not impact wildlife in the LVVWD North Well Field.

Direct impacts to wildlife habitat in the LVVWD North Well Field with Alternative B include the
elimination of approximately one-third of the desert riparian habitat at the property including nearly
one-half of the cottonwood-willow forest habitat. Desert riparian vegetation is the most important
habitat for birds using the LVVWD North Well Field. It is also important habitat for small
mammals, some reptiles, a few species of bats, a coyote and the gray foxes which use this area.
Implementation of this alternative may cause a decline in the total number of individuals for each
species using the area and a decline in species abundance in the area.

Removal of 92 cottonwood and eight willow trees would eliminate nesting, perching, and roosting
sites for bird and bat species. A number of birds including verdin, bushtit, and Abert’s towhee, are
reported to be dependent upon the cottonwood canopy. It is unknown how much of the wildlife
diversity is dependent upon the dead wood and standing snags found in the direct impact zone.
However, negative effects on predatory and migratory birds are likely to be high if the cottonwood
forest is destroyed. The acquisition of property on the south side of US-95 with Alternative B might
also mean that the Woodhouse’s toad could be completely eliminated from the North Well Field.
Gray foxes may cease to use the area because the disturbance factor may become too great with a
reduction in suitable cover and increased traffic. The complete loss of some species from the area
through diminished population viability would be anticipated. In particular, the desert pocket mouse
population on the LVVWD North Well Field may be reduced to a level that is not sufficiently large
enough to maintain a viable population over the long-term. According to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, “The North Well Field contains the last population of the mouse in the Las Vegas Valley.
The desert pocket mouse is known to occur in Clark County along a narrow band on the first lens
of soil above the active drainage of the Virgin River and potentially along the Muddy River. Except
for protection provided by the LVVWD on the North Well Field, no protection exists for the
remaining population fragments. The loss of this population of desert pocket mouse may result in
the need to list the species under the Endangered Species Act.” (FWS letter dated 11/ 10/98, See
Appendix B).

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service identified 20 species with special federal status as potentially
occurring in the US-95 project area, including eight birds, three reptiles, and nine mammals. Of
these 20 species, potential habitat exists within the LVVWD North Well Field for four species. Two
of these - American peregrine falcon and western burrowing owl - were observed in the North Well
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Field during the 1997 surveys for this project. The other two species, the desert tortoise (Gopherus
agassizii) and the greater western mastiff bat (Eumops perotis californicus), were not observed
during the surveys. Of the additional sixteen special status species identified, none were observed
during the field surveys and no habitats suitable to support these species were observed. Surveys
of the arterial streets and vacant lots adjacent to US-95 and Summerlin Parkway indicate that no
suitable habitat exists in any of these areas for any of the 17 identified special status species
identified as potentially-occurring in the project area. Two peregrine falcons were observed at the
site in July 1997. The high density of mourning doves and the presence of suitable perch sites in
cottonwood snags and on power poles provides suitable foraging habitat for this species. There are
no suitable nesting sites for peregrine falcons in the LVVWD North Well Field.

Loss of riparian habitat would reduce the availability of foraging and nesting sites for mourning
doves. A decline in mourning dove population may lead to a decrease in the desirability of the
LVVWD North Well Field as a foraging area for the peregrine falcon resulting in the displacement
of the species from this site. Since the North Well Field represents the last remaining natural area
within the central Las Vegas Valley, this could adversely affect the viability of the peregrine falcon
within the central portion of the Valley.

(2.) Mitigation

With Alternative B, mitigation for the loss of habitat in the North Well Field would require the
development of suitable replacement habitat for the peregrine falcon.

At the present time, the Las Vegas Wash Desert Wetlands Park located in the southeast portion of
the Valley is the only other natural habitat area in the Valley which will support large numbers of
waterfow]l and mourning doves. Contribution to the Desert Wetlands Park program to expand
habitat suitable for foraging would be recommended as mitigation. However, acquisition of priority
land in southern Nevada along the Virgin or Muddy Rivers for the purpose of restoring breeding and
foraging habitat to compensate for the potential reduction in the Las Vegas Valley falcon population
could also be considered an alternative form of mitigation.

In addition to the Peregrine Falcon, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has expressed that impacts
to the Desert Pocket Mouse with Alternative B “cannot be adequately mitigated.” (FWS letter dated
11/10/98, see Appendix B). Since the Desert Pocket Mouse was found in all habitats on the North
Well Field, the impact on the Desert Pocket Mouse with Alternative B can be reduced by
revegetating portions of the North Well Field which are currently devoid of vegetation and classified
as “disturbed”. Replacement of the 14 acres of habitat lost on the North Well Field, with Alternative
B, with revegetated areas of equal size selected from the 87 acres of the North Well Field with no
permanent vegetation cover at the present time would provide some mitigation.

Additional indirect effects to wildlife habitat would result from remaining habitat being located
closer to the widened US-95 highway, resulting in increased noise levels, air pollution, and trash.
This degradation of remaining habitat would likely further reduce wildlife use of the area. Species
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that are currently present in low numbers (e.g. gray fox) may no longer use the area. Sensitive
species including the peregrine falcon and western burrowing owl would lose some foraging habitat.

c. Waters of the United States

Most of the jurisdictional waters of the United States in the project area which would be affected by
the project are minor drainageways covered under the State of Nevada General Section 404 Permit
#006.

A stream bed/channel located on the LVVWD North Well Field Las Vegas Springs National
Register Site is the only water of the United States affected by this project not covered by the
General Permit #006. With Alternative B, the northern approximately 325 fi. of the nearly 1/2 mile
long relic stream bed/channel from the Las Vegas Springs to Las Vegas Creek would be filled in.
Fill of this section of streambed/channel can be performed under Nationwide Permit Condition 14,
Roadway Crossings, but would be subject to Section 106 Consultation. The Section 106
Consultation for the proposed project would fulfill Corps of Engineers requirements since filling of
waters of the United States at this site would have no separate impact from the proposed project.
(Kevin Roukey, Corps of Engineers, Personal Communication, 3/22/99).

A Clean Water Act §404 jurisdictional wetland determination and delineation was conducted for
arterial and connector streets and US-95 outside the LVVWT3 North Well Field in November 1997.
Only one jurisdictional wetland was identified in the survey area; it is located on vacant land
southeast of the intersection of Durango and Desert Inn. This wetland would not be affected by
proposed project features.

The potential for wetlands in the LVVWD North Well Field was assessed in the field with
representatives from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers , U.S. EPA , and USDA Natural Resources
Conservation Services in June 1998. This cursory investigation did not include taking soil samples.
However, it is likely that only relict hydric soils not meeting jurisdictional wetland criteria would
be found at the site. Additionally, ground water levels are not suitable to maintain wetland
hydrology and surface water flow is not frequent or prolonged enough to create hydric conditions.

3. Cultural Resources

Archaeological, architectural and ethnographic surveys were performed in the project area with
archaeological testing conducted within the Las Vegas Valley Water District (LVVWD) North Well
Field. As aresult of the archaeological survey, eight (8) cultural resources were located within the
proposed project area including six (6) previously recorded archaeological sites and two (2) newly
recorded archaeological sites. The LVVWD North Well Field contains the Las Vegas Springs
National Register Site. The site complex consists of three numbered archaeological sites, 26Ck948,
26Ck949, and 26Ck3848 and is the only cultural property that will attain 4(f) status in the project
area (see Section D.11 below, for a discussion of Section 4(f) Resources). The eight site numbers
and descriptions are:
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26Ck948 Las Vegas Springs Site Complex; prehistoric, protohistoric, and historic

26Ck949 Spring Mound/Prehistoric midden with fire-cracked rock, sherds/lithics (part of 948)

26Ck3848 Remnants of the Old Spanish Trail and Mormon Trail, with part possibly located on 948
26Ck1647 Historic road bed

26Ck1767 Prehistoric lithic and historic trash scatter

26Ck2451 Historic (1940s) house foundation

26Ck5443 Historic trash dump and historic roads, ca. 1880s and/or 1910s to 1950s

26Ck5444 Prehistoric (Archaic and Anasazi) lithic and sherd scatter

As listed by the Keeper of the Register to the National Register on December 14, 1978, the Las
Vegas Springs National Register Site presently contains 33.5 acres and encompasses portions of two
sites. Site 26Ck948 contains prehistoric, protohistoric, and historic materials/features, and Site
26Ck3848, the Mormon Road, was thought to have passed through this location.

As the boundaries are defined by current testing, Site 26Ck948 encompasses a large, flat area
extending between the Big Springs Channel and Las Vegas Creek and measures approximately 725
meters east/west by 250 meters north/south (181,250 square meters). Recent studies have been
conducted by the University of Nevada at Las Vegas (UNLV). Based on these results, the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) has determined, and the Nevada State Historic Preservation
Officer (NV SHPO) has concurred, that the existing boundaries of the National Register District
be expanded to encompass all contributing features and associated artifactual materials (i.e., the
full 181,250 square meters), and treated as a 4(f) property, (see Section D.11, below, for a
discussion of Section 4(f) Resources).

No historic buildings or potential historic architectural districts were identified within the area
directly effected by the project except within the LVVWD North Well Field which contains the Las
Vegas Springs National Register Site.

An architectural assessment of the Las Vegas Springs National Register Site resulted in the
documentation of 22 historic structures/features of which six occur within the area of direct impact.
Table A summarizes the recommendations for the historic architectural features discovered within
the Las Vegas Springs National Register Site.
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Table B. Historic Architectural Features Documented for the APE with Alternative B.

Features Within the Area of Project Effect (APE)

Inv. No. Feature Name Date Built NR Status

1.1 Clark Street Pumpstation 1929 eligible/indiv.
8.1 Cleanout and Pipeline PL4 c. 1917 listed/contr.
11.1  Earthen Dam and Pond c. 1904 listed/contr.
11.2  Perimeter Barbed Wire Fence unkn (post-1925) listed/not contr.
16.1  Little Spring Springhouse c. 1911 listed/indiv.
18.1  Well No. Three 1940 listed/contr.

The ethnographic study addressed the roles of the 3-Springs Area (Las Vegas National Register Site)
in regional cultural landscapes, ecoscapes, and story/song scapes. The Big Springs Site is considered

culturally significant because it is located in a Southern Paiute ecoscape, a regional landscape, and
~ is a stop on a songscape (the Salt Song Trail).

a. Impacts
Under Alternative A, the Las Vegas Springs National Register Site is avoided.

Under Alternative B, 14 acres of the Las Vegas Springs National Register Site will be directly
impacted by the US 95 widening. Acquisition of lands from this site will have an adverse affect on
cultural resources and would result in an adverse visual effect. The realignment of US 95 into the
North Well Field will impact numerous natural features which contribute significantly to the historic
and visual landscape of the National Register site. These features include the headwaters of Las
Vegas Creek, Little Spring, half of Middle Spring, and the channel creek flowing out of Middle
Spring. Approximately half of the existing cottonwood canopy would be removed. The loss of this
vegetation and the increased noise level associated with the closer proximity of the traffic would
result in an adverse affect on the remaining National Register site complex.

b. Mitigation
With Alternative A, no mitigation is necessary for the Las Vegas springs National Register Site.
With Al'ternative'B, there are two possible mitigation approaches to the Las Vegas Springs National

Register Site. These are (1) data recovery and documentation, and (2) relocate impacted historic
architectural structures and undertake data recovery on cultural resources which cannot be relocated.
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If Alternative B is selected, impacts to the LVVWD North Well Field will require 4(f) consultation.
All remaining resources, which are common to both Alternatives A and B, either do not meet the
Criteria of Eligibility for the National Register, or are not a major factor in the selection of a
preferred alternative.

4, Socioeconomics

a. Economics
(1). Economic Impacts

Direct economic impacts from the proposed project will result from material purchases in the region
and construction payrolls. In addition, indirect and induced spending, or “multiplier effects,” will
occur as a result of the direct payments made for materials and labor. Much of the economic benefit
would occur within Clark County, the area in which the economic impacts are analyzed. For
Alternative A, the estimated $154.0 million to be spent on local material purchases would produce
$292.7 million in intermediate materials purchases, and the estimated $30.9 million in local labor
expenditures would produce $36.8 million in purchases. In addition, 5,531 person-years (or 850
persons annually throughout the 6.5-year construction period) of direct, indirect and induced
employment is expected to result from the proposed project, generating $83.0 million in earnings.
Similar impacts would result from the Alternative B. The estimated $153.4 million to be spent on
local material purchases would result in an estimated $291.5 million in intermediate materials
purchases, and $30.7 million in local take-home pay for the construction project would produce
$36.7 million in sales. The 5,510 person-years of direct and indirect employment resulting from the
proposed project would generate $82.6 million in earnings. For both build alternatives, the direct and
indirect economic impacts would occur during the construction period only.

Tax revenue loss from the proposed project is expected to be relatively small. The acquisition of
commercial and industrial property will result in an annual estimated loss of about $161,000 in
property tax revenues. The fiscal impact of residential property acquisition is dependent upon the
alignment alternative selected along US-95. Alternative A will result in the loss of approximately
$214,000 in annual property tax revenues while the Alternative B will result in the loss of
approximately $175,000 in property tax revenues annually.

(2). Business Displacement

Business displacement impacts are the same for both Alternative A and Alternative B. Up to 55
businesses and 1,367 employees could be displaced by the proposed project. Thirty-three businesses
will be directly displaced and an additional 22 businesses could potentially or indirectly experience
a displacement through ROW acquisition. The majority of business establishments expected to be
displaced are small businesses employing under 10 persons, but the majority of the jobs to be
impacted are within the six largest firms in the project area which each employ 300 persons or more.
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(3). Mitigation

Modification or refinement of preliminary designs to prevent loss of parking for businesses on
Martin Luther King Boulevard, and to allow American Medical Response to continue in.conjunction
the Martin Luther King Boulevard/Industrial Road Connector, are recommended to reduce the most
severe indirect and potential displacement impacts.

Mitigation measures to minimize business activity loss connected with relocation of full property
acquisitions include the following recommended actions.

> Provide for relocation assistance as authorized under the Uniform Relocation
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policy Act of 1970, AS AMENDED;

> Compensate for any direct loss of real property.

> Reimburse moving expenses for all businesses displaced by the proposed project.

> Compensate for reasonable expenses associated with the search for replacement
facilities.

> Provide a payment in lieu of moving expenses to businesses that choose not to
relocate.

> Provide advisory services to relocating businesses, including listings of comparable

commercial properties and business locations, and information on loan programs and
Small Business Administration programs.

Other governmental bodies (such as Clark County or the City of Las Vegas) may provide business
assistance as well as employment counseling services and job training programs for employees who
lose employment as a result of business displacement.

In addition to payments for property acquisition to owners of business property within the proposed
ROW, businesses to be displaced by the proposed project will be entitled to additional types of
monetary compensation through NDOT. Any business, farm or non-profit organization that qualifies
as a displaced person and legally occupies the premises to be acquired on the date of initiation of
negotiations for the purchase of property, and either moves or discontinues operation as a result of
the acquisition may be eligible for the payments, determined to be reasonable and necessary. These
forms of compensation are more fully described in the NDOT Brochure, Relocation Assistance in
Nevada. ' '
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Coordination between the NDOT Right-of-Way Division and various state agencies and other local
governments, organizations and groups such as local developers and realtors, the Las Vegas and
Clark County Better Business Bureaus and Chambers of Commerce will serve to further the
identification of replacement business sites for displaced business owners seeking assistance.

Although NDOT will be responsible for implementing the appropriate programs and assistance to
displaced businesses, ongoing coordination with these various organizations and groups pursuant
to the procedures and practices of NDOT and the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property
Acquisition Policy Act of 1970, AS AMENDED, will commence as needed and when deemed
appropriate upon the development of final engineering design plans. At that time, the actual number
of displaced businesses and the character of these businesses will be identified as well as any special
assistance requirements that may arise as a result of type of business operation, or the special needs
of the business owner.

b. Residential Displacement
(1). Impacts

The proposed project will result in the acquisition of approximately 396 residences with Alternative
A, and about 334 residences with Alternative B including both single-family residences and multi-
family residential units. The bulk of residential displacement necessary to implement the proposed
project will result from the US-95 widening. Other road improvements that will cause residential
displacement are: 1) the widening of Alta Drive for the Alta Connector; 2) the building of the
Martin Luther King Boulevard/Industrial Road Connector; 3) the widening of Industrial Road; and
4) the widening of Valley View Boulevard.

Population displacement from the proposed project is estimated to be up to be approximately 942
persons with Alternative A and approximately 772 persons with Alternative B.

(2). Mitigation

Mitigation measures to minimize the hardships that may be experienced by the households to be
displaces include: reimbursement of property loss at fair market value; reimbursement for moving
expenses; provision of supplemental housing payments and Last Resort Housing payments for
eligible relocates, and provision of advisory services such as relocation counseling. Procedures for
the acquisition of property and the relocation of households follow the provisions of the Uniform
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policy Act of 1970, As Amended.
Coordination of relocation efforts with various state agencies, local governmental bodies, developers
and realtors will serve to further the identification of relocation properties and the assistance of
families required to move. Replacement housing must be decent, safe and sanitary. Relocation
resources are available to all residential and business relocatees without discrimination.
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c. Land Use and Zoning Impacts

Direct impacts to land use are conversion of existing uses to highway right-of-way. The potential
for induced development resulting from the proposed project is expected to be minimal. The
proposed project is intended to better accommodate the past and future growth in the Las Vegas
Valley that has and is expected to occur. It is not expected that the improvements will alter existing
land use and development patterns. The proposed project is considered to be consistent with the land
use and transportation policies and objectives specified in the adopted plans of Clark County, the
City of Las Vegas, the City of North Las Vegas, and the Regional Transportation Commission.

The proposed project would require the acquisition of commercial, industrial and residential zoned
land, most of it currently developed. Generally, the loss of land zoned for residential and
commercial use is not expected to have an adverse impact on land use patterns or the relocation of
these businesses, since a small amount of land will be acquired relative to the amount of developable
commercial and residential land in the City of Las Vegas and the region. However, the loss of
industrial land could potentially have a more negative impact, since industrial uses are often
incompatible with many other uses. Within the City of Las Vegas boundaries, finding land
appropriate for industrial use may pose difficulties in accommodating relocated businesses or in
allowing for future industrial development.

No joint use development opportunities have been identified for any of the alternatives of the
proposed project.

d. Community Facilities
(1). Impacts

Direct impacts to community facilities would result from the acquisition of planned or existing
community facility buildings or land. Community facilities, including schools and parks will be
directly impacted by Alternatives A and B. Additionally, Alternative A would directly affect an
additional elementary school and Alternative B would affect the proposed Mojave Desert Preserve.
These impacts would result through improvements to Martin Luther King Boulevard, from the
widening of US-95 from Rainbow Boulevard to Martin Luther King Boulevard, and from
construction of the Martin Luther King Boulevard/Industrial Road Connector. Direct impacts range
from the acquisition of land fronting the improved roads to the potential displacement and relocation
of community facilities.

Torrey Pines Park, a City of Las Vegas neighborhood park, will be directly impacted by the
realignment and widening of US-95 which will require the taking of approximately 1.6 acres of this
7.6 acre park. As a result, both of the soccer fields in the northern portion of the park will be
eliminated in addition to portions of the park's jogging trail.
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Mirabelli Park, a small City of Las Vegas neighborhood park, is located adjacent to US-95 west of
Jones Boulevard. Located adjacent to the Mirabelli Community Center, this small park provides
passive recreational facilities to the nearby community. Although not directly impacted by the
proposed project, increased noise levels are predicted to affect the park.

Other parks in the project area, including Heers Park, Woofler Park, Meadow Street Park, Prentiss
Walker Swimming Pool and Park, Highland Village Park and Lubertha Johnson Park will not be
adversely affectgd by the proposed project.

The City of Las Vegas Department of Parks and Leisure Activities and the City of North Las Vegas
Department of Parks and Recreation, by joint-use agreement with the Clark County School District,
operate recreational programs such as “Safe Key”, “Summer Fun”, and little league baseball at the
elementary and middle school facilities (Grades K through 8) throughout the Valley. Through these
programs, supervised recreational activities for K through 8 grade school children are provided. All
the elementary and middle school facilities located within the project area are included in this
program. However, only the O.K. Adcock Elementary School and the Ruth Fyfe Elementary School
are directly affected by the proposed project.

The O.K. Adcock Elementary School Building and land adjacent to US-95 will be displaced. The
proposed right-of-way acquisition will require the taking of 2.4 acres of the 8.4 acre Adcock
Elementary School property including the school building and outdoor recreation area.

The widening of US-95 will result in only a minor taking of landscaped frontage from the Ruth Fyfe
Elementary School property. This minor taking will not affect the recreational function of the school
or it’s services. '

The proposed project will result in direct impacts to the City of Las Vegas pedestrian path and
bikeway which extends along southbound US-95 between Westcliff Drive and Jones Boulevard.
This impact will result in the elimination of the path and bikeway, particularly in the vicinity of the
O.K. Adcock Elementary School and the Torrey Pines Park.

(2). Mitigation

Mitigation of the impacts to Adcock Elementary School and the adjacent Torrey Pines Park involves
the consolidation of the recreational facilities for these two properties. This mitigation plan will
involve the reconstruction and functional replacement of the Adcock Elementary School on the
remainder of the park site, and the construction and functional replacement of the park recreational
facilities on the remainder of the school site with recreational facilities shared between the school
and the park.
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The introduction of noise walls along the widened US-95 right-of-way will serve to mitigate the
predicted increased noise levels resulting from the US-95 widening at the outdoor recreation areas
of Torrey Pines Park, Mirabelli Park, Adcock Elementary School and Fyfe Elementary School.

Mitigation for the City of Las Vegas pedestrian path and bikeway will involve the relocation of the
path and bikeway along the southbound lanes of the widened US-95. This realignment and
relocation of the path and bikeway will also serve the relocated O.K. Adcock Elementary School
facility and Torrey Pines Park. The realignment of the path and bikeway will be undertaken through
the cooperative efforts of NDOT, the City of Las Vegas Department of Parks and Leisure Activities
and the Clark County School District.

e Neighborhood Cohesion
(1). Impacts

Direct impacts, which consist of residential and commercial property acquisitions, are expected
within five neighborhoods. Indirect impacts, which consist of changes in access to and from a
neighborhood, motorist and pedestrian circulation within a community, and visual and noise level
conditions, are expected at varying degrees for all neighborhoods within the project area. Because
the proposed project roadways, with the exception of the Martin Luther King Boulevard/Industrial
Road Connector, are designed along existing arterials and highways, there would be no physical
barrier impacts, nor re-routing or vacating of local streets. Residential displacement is not expected
to pose substantial impacts to community cohesion given the number of residences in each
community. Potential business displacement within the West Las Vegas Neighborhood could be
an adverse impact to cohesion within this community as these businesses serve as central meeting
places for residents of the neighborhood.

By increasing the capacity of US-95 and the arterial streets and implementing enhanced bus service,
as proposed, traffic on local collector roads serving residential areas is expected to decrease. All
neighborhoods within the project area will experience improved access. Some communities will
benefit from improved circulation, while increases in traffic within some communities will present
some hazards at pedestrian crossings and may cause some change to the neighborhood’s character.

(2). Mitigation

The impacts of business displacements in the West Las Vegas Neighborhood will be minimized by
realigning of Martin Luther King Boulevard to the west in the area immediately north of Washington
Avenue to reduce the likelihood of displacing these businesses’ parking spaces. Indirect impacts
associated with changes in circulation can be minimized by sensitive planning when improvements
are taking place adjacent to residential areas and community facilities. This sensitivity includes
consideration of cross walks to access community facilities or local commercial centers.
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f. Environmental Justice

Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations
and Low-Income Populations, signed by President Clinton on February 11, 1994, directs federal
agencies to take the appropriate and necessary steps to identify and address disproportionately high
and adverse affects of federal projects on the health or environment of minority and low-income
populations to the greatest extent practicable and permitted by law.

The purpose of the environmental justice review is to determine if a disproportionate share of the
proposed project’s adverse socioeconomic impacts are borne by minority and low income
communities.

(1). Impacts

Impacts of the proposed project in the West Las Vegas neighborhood on Martin Luther King
Boulevard include the possible displacement of up to 11 local businesses, and the potential for more
difficult pedestrian access due to higher traffic volumes and widening of Martin Luther King
Boulevard. These impacts are not considered disproportionate because there is no indication that
the neighborhood has been treated differently from other areas either in the planning of the proposed
project or previous land use decision-making. However, because of the vulnerability of the
neighborhood and the fact that it may possess social cohesion, these impacts should be addressed
in mitigation planning.

The combination of the Martin Luther King Boulevard/Industrial Road Connector and the widening
of Industrial Road, designed to create a new corridor for north/south traffic, could displace up to 24
businesses employing 1,120 persons in total, including nearly 100 minority employees. These
improvements will primarily impact the industrial zone which runs along Western Avenue and
Industrial Road.

(2); Mitigation

Based on the above impacts and proposed mitigation measures, the project will not cause
disproportionately high and adverse effects on any minority or low-income populations as discussed
in E.O. 12898 regarding environmental justice.

If business displacement cannot be avoided through project design, relocation measures should
emphasize the following:

> Displaced businesses that are located within minority and low income communities and serve
an important role in the local community should receive priority in relocating to any
available sites in or adjacent to the community.
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> If a nearby relocation is not feasible for these businesses, relocation measures should address
the specific negative impacts that relocation will have on the community.

Pedestrian access concerns result from widening and increased traffic volumes on Martin L. King
Boulevard. In concert with community representatives, a plan will be established to address the
impacts of the proposed project. This will include measures such as enhanced pedestrian crossings
as well as the business displacement mitigation measures addressed previously. Involvement of the
community should be maintained throughout this effort.

g Utilities

Generally most, if not all, of the following utility companies have facilities located within the
existing right-of-way of US-95 and the arterial streets included in the proposed project:

Nevada Power

Southwest Gas

Las Vegas Valley Water District
Southern Nevada Water Authority
Central Telephone/Sprint

Cox Communications

Clark County Sanitation District and,
City of Las Vegas Sanitation District

Project impacts will include displacements, adjustments and relocations of existing utilities within
proposed right-of-way.

(1.) Impacts

In addition to transmission and distribution facility relocations for all utilities under Alternative A,
the proposed project will require the replacement of the Las Vegas Valley District (LVVWD) Well
No. 26. Based on information provided by the LVVWD, the replacement cost of this well is
estimated to be approximately $2,420,000. This cost includes the abandonment of the existing well,
land acquisition, construction costs, a new discharge pipeline and the construction costs for the new
pipelines. It is estimated that the time needed to replace this well is 36 to 48 months.

Under Alternative B, the proposed project will require the replacement of Well Nos. 79, 15a and 26
as well as the Bonanza Pumping Station. The replacement cost of these wells and the pumping
station is estimated to be approximately $14,830,000. This cost includes the abandonment of the
existing wells, land acquisition, construction costs, new discharge pipelines and construction costs
for new pipelines. It is estimated that the time needed to replace these facilities is 36 to 48 months.
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(2.) Mitigation

Coordination of construction schedules and techniques between officials from the Nevada
Department of Transportation, the design and construction engineer, the public works departments
of the Cities of Las Vegas and North Las Vegas and Clark County, the Las Vegas Valley Water
District and the individual utility carriers will serve to limit the potential for adverse disruptions to
existing services.

5.  Air Quality
a. PM,, Impacts Due to Construction Activities

Demolition/Construction related activities can result in short-term impacts to ambient air quality.
These impacts are typically related to fugitive dust emissions resulting from demolition and
construction activities. Other potential air quality impacts from stationary activities are usually
minimal when equipment is well maintained and operated in well ventilated areas. The potential for
impacts will be short-term, occurring only while demolition or construction work is in progress and
local conditions are appropriate.

Fugitive dust emissions typically occur during building demolition, ground clearing, site preparation,
grading, stockpiling of materials, on-site movement of equipment, and material transportation.
Fugitive dust emissions are greatest during dry periods, periods of intense construction activity and
during high wind conditions.

Impacts resulting from traffic disruptions during this period (i.., decreased roadway capacity) could
degrade air quality in the immediate surrounding environs. Traffic disruptions would be greatest at
major roadway intersections, thus resulting in increased queuing and CO and PM,, emissions.

Mitigation techniques to limit particulate emissions during demolition and construction activities
will include the following: where possible, use of water or chemicals for control of dust in the
demolition of existing buildings or structures, construction operations, the grading of roads or the
clearing of land; the application of asphalt, water or suitable chemicals on dirt roads, materials,
stockpiles, and other surfaces which can give rise to airborne dusts; covering, at all times when in
motion, open bodied trucks, transporting materials likely to give rise to airborne dusts; and the
prompt removal of earth or other material from paved streets onto which earth or other material has
been deposited. Deposition may occur by action of wind, storm water runoff, entrainment by
construction vehicles and re-entrainment of dust from construction sources and shall be removed by
periodic sweeping of streets. The potential for fugitive dust emissions from these activities would
cease once barren earth is covered or stabilized. This would minimize pollutant emissions during
high congestion periods hence, lowering the extent of potential impacts.
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A site specific dust mitigation plan for each proposed construction project will be prepared and
submitted to the Clark County Health District’s Air Pollution Control Division for review and
approval. Each site specific plan will include:

The total area of land surface to be disturbed and the total area of the project site in acres.
The dust generating operation(s) and/or activities to be carried-out at the site as well as the
actual and potential sources of fugitive dust emissions on the site.

A site plan showing the location of grading and/or earth moving activities, the location of
ingress/egress points, and the location of parking, staging, or storage areas (including storage
piles) for equipment, supplies, and/or trailers. _
Control measures to be applied for all sources of fugitive dust including plans or practices
to be implemented during high wind events.

No oil or other chemicals or suppressants which may adversely impact groundwater quality
by means or percolation or storm water runoff shall be used for dust suppression purposes.

Construction contracts will specify the use of low sulfur diesel fuel for all diesel engines utilized for
this project, and provide a mechanism to insure compliance with this requirement.

Each dust mitigation plan will include:

A list of all grading and grubbing equipment (graders, scrapers, dozers, etc.) to be used on
the project.

The number and size of water trucks, water pulls and stand tanks to be employed and the
distance and location of hydrants for refill.

A requirement to pre-soak at least one day prior to beginning dirt work.

A requirement for a separate water truck/water pull for each trencher used on the job.

A requirement for a separate water truck/water pull for each powered soil screening
operation. :

A requirement for a separate water truck/water pull for landscaping operations.
Specifications for moisture control and dust control of stock piles including material
imported to the job site.

Specifications for asbestos removal prior to building demolition.

Specification of blasting limitations.

Dust control measures will be used 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, even when there is no current
activity on the site. All contractors and subcontractors will be provided a copy of the Dust
Mitigation Plan and a copy will be available on-site at all times. The following dust control
requirements will be incorporated into each Dust Mitigation Plan:

~ The Contractor must take all reasonable precautions to minimize dust, even if additional

measures beyond those listed in the Dust Mitigation Plan are necessary.
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- All projects are required to set up a “gravel pad” at all site ingress and egress areas prior to
commencing construction activities. The entrance/exit must be properly graded to prevent
runoff from leaving the construction site.

— The Contractor shall not cause or permit fugitive dust to become airborne without taking
reasonable precautions and shall not cause or permit the discharge of visible emissions of
fugitive dust. Reasonable precautions may include, but are not limited to sprinkling,
compacting, enclosure, chemical, or asphalt sealing, cleaning up, sweeping, reducing
equipment operating speed or such other measures to accomplish satisfactory results.

— The Contractor shall not cause or permit the handling, transporting, or storage of any material
in a manner which allows or may allow controllable particulate matter to become airborne.

- If the Contractor cannon provide satisfactory control of fugitive dust, or upon notification by
the County Health District Control Officer, or his designated representative, the State
Contractor shall suspend all or part of the construction activities (except water trucks) related
to, or which may contribute to fugitive dust emissions.

- Paved ingress/egress and interior roads must be kept clean. Unpaved project ingress/egress
and interior roads must be watered, covered with type II gravel or treated with a chemical
dust suppressant.

- Stockpiles cannot exceed eight (8) feet in height (without County Health District Control
Officer approval and irrigation access) or get within 100 years of any occupied existing
structures.

- The Contractor shall not conduct or allow any open burning at the site.

— The Contractor will be responsible for continuous dust control until a method of soil
stabilization is implemented.

— Ifthere is no continuing development for thirty (30) days after “cleaning”, “grading”, “final
grade”, “demolition”, “trenching”, “stockpiling™ and/or any other disturbance of the topsoil
the Contractor shall stabilize disturbed areas within the construction site by the application
of a chemical dust suppressant or Type II gravel to any and all disturbed areas.

— Trucks loaded with materials likely to be a source of fugitive dust shall be watered down
and/or covered subsequent to leaving the site.

- Powered (motorized) crushing, screening or similar operations CANNOT BEGIN nor can
the installation or startup of boilers, generators or similar emission units begin until the
issuance of a Various Location Permit (VLP), Authority to Construct (ATC) and/or
Operating Permit for each Emission Unit by the Clark County Health District.
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— The Contractor shall install a sign prior to commencing construction activity, which is visible
to the public and measures at least eight (8) feet wide by four (4) feet high. The Sign must
conform to the Clark County Health District’s policy on Posting of Signage.

- All on site Superintendents(s), Supervisor(s), Foreman, etc., (anyone on site in a supervisory
position) prime and subcontractor, -must attend the Clark County Air Pollution Control Dust
Control Class or possess a current Dust Control Class Certificate/Card (expires every 2
years).

The feasibility of requiring a snap acceleration test utilizing SAE J1667 test procedures and opacity
limits of 55% for pre 1991 engines and 40% for 1991 and newer diesel engines will be explored for
this project. The feasibility of requiring an inspection or certification program to insure that diesel
engineers used for this project are in good operating condition, with clean air filters, properly
adjusted injection timing, unclogged injectors in good mechanical condition, properly operating
smoke puff limiters, and proper fuel pump calibration will also be explored.

b. Carbon Monoxide Impacts
(1.) No-Build Alternative

The analysis indicates potential violations of the eight-hour NAAQS for CO of 9 ppm during the
years 2015 (11.1 ppm) and 2020 (18.3 ppm). In the year 2020 No-Build there are two intersections
that have the potential for predicted CO values higher than the eight-hour NAAQS: #2 - Valley
View Boulevard/Desert Inn Road, and #6 - Rancho Drive/Washington Avenue.

(2.) US-95 Widening (Alternatives A and B)

The findings of the air quality analysis indicate that the air quality impacts of the proposed project
on those areas along the proposed widening of US-95 are beneficial.

There is a single predicted violation of the CO NAAQS in the areas along the proposed widening
of US-95 corridors during the year 2020 (9.6 ppm). As modeled, the proposed project would lessen
CO levels in this area and will conform to the State Implementation Plan (SIP). While it is predicted
that a single violation of the eight-hour NAAQS for CO will occur in the year 2020 under the Build
condition, the predicted concentration of 9.6 ppm represents a 16.5 percent decrease in the
concentration predicted at the same receptor under the No-Build condition (11.5 ppm). It is also
noted that the predicted violation represents a 47.5 percent decrease from the highest concentration
of 18.3 ppm predicted under the No-Build. As a result, no mitigation is recommended.

(3.) Impacted Areas Along Arterials/Connectors

= Base Year 2000—No intersections are predicted to have CO concentrations which exceed
the eight-hour or one-hour NAAQS.
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n Interim Build Year 2015—All eight modeled intersections are predicted to have CO levels
below the NAAQS in the year 2015.

] Design Year 2020 - In the year 2020 under the No-Build condition, two intersections are
predicted to exceed the eight-hour CO NAAQS of 9.0 ppm. All predicted one-hour CO
concentrations are below (within) the standards:

> #2 - Valley View Blvd./Desert Inn Rd (11.9 ppm), and
> #6 - Rancho Drive and/Lake Mead (11.0 ppm), and

In the year 2020 under the Build Alternative, there is one intersection predicted to exceed the eight-
hour NAAQS for CO. All predicted one-hour CO concentrations are below (within) the standards):

> #2 - Valley View Blvd./Desert Inn Rd (10.5 ppm).
(4.) Park-and-Ride Lots

The results of the microscale analysis for the park-and-ride lot intersections indicates that no
intersections will exceed the NAAQS for CO in the year 2000 or 2015. There is a single predicted
exceedance of the eight-hour NAAQS at 11.0 ppm in the year 2020 under the No-Build alternative.
This value is predicted to occur at the intersection of Rancho and Smoke Ranch. There are no
predicted exceedances under the build alternative in 2020.

(5.) Mitigation

The proposed project demonstrates an overall improvement in air quality by lowering the highest
eight-hour CO concentration under the No-Build alternative of 11.9 ppm to 10.5 ppm under the
Build alternative. The proposed project will not create any new violations. The next highest eight-
hour CO value under the Build alternative is 9.2 ppm. Since the eight-hour NAAQS value is based
on an average of one-hour values over a non-overlapping eight-hour period, a violation of the eight-
hour NAAQS is considered to be a value of 9.5 ppm or greater. Since predicted CO violations under
the No-Build condition will be lowered under the Build condition and no new violations will be
created, no mitigation is warranted.

The findings of the air quality analysis indicate that with the proposed project total ambient CO
concentrations within the project area will be reduced and overall air quality will be improved. In
addition, the proposed project will not increase the number of CO violations and that it will lessen
the severity of predicted CO violations.

The proposed project conforms to the SIP by eliminating and reducing the severity and number of
violations of the NAAQS for CO. The Regional Transportation Commission amended the RTP and
TIP on March 11, 1999, to include all the components of this project.
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6. Noise
a. Impacts

(1).  No-Build Alternative

The Future No-Build Alternative would result in an increase in traffic congestion; however, the
traffic noise level, which is directly related to both traffic volume and speed, would not increase
during the period of increased congestion, due to the decreased travel speeds. Therefore, the traffic
noise levels at the sensitive receptor locations in the No-Build scenario would essentially be the same
as the traffic noise levels under the Existing condition.

(2).  Build Alternative (US-95/Summerlin Parkway)

Alternative A exhibits predicted year 2020 noise levels ranging from 66 to 83 dBA, with noise
impacts expected to occur at all 30 noise sensitive areas analyzed along US-95 and Summerlin
Parkway. In total, this alternative would result in noise impacts to approximately 1,663 single-family
residences, 4,851 multi-family residences, three schools (including the Adcock Elementary School,
Fyfe Elementary School, and Western High School), two churches, one public park, Sunrise
Mountainview Hospital, Angel Park Golf Club, and two hotels.

Alternative B also exhibits predicted year 2020 noise levels ranging from 66 to 83 dBA, with noise
impacts expected to occur at all 30 noise sensitive areas analyzed along US-95 and Summerlin
Parkway. In total, this alternative would result in noise impacts to approximately 1,617 single-family
residences, approximately 4,851 multi-family residences, three schools (including the Adcock
Elementary School, Fyfe Elementary School, and Western High School), two churches, one public
park, Sunrise Mountainview Hospital, Angel Park Golf Club, and two hotels. Therefore, the only
difference between Alternative A and Alternative B is that the latter results in impacts to 46 fewer
single-family residences than the former.

(3.)  Arterial Roadway Improvements

As a result of the proposed improvements to the arterial streets, noise impacts would occur to
approximately 2,656 single-family residences, 1,382 multi-family residences, three schools, and a
church.

b. Mitigation

The analysis of mitigation measures included a range of considerations, including the placement of
noise barriers and/or berms. Noise barriers and berms are considered to be an appropriate form of
mitigation where predicted noise levels approach or exceed the FHWA Noise Abatement Criterion
(NAC) of 67 dBA.
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(1.)  Build Alternative (US-95/Summerlin Parkway)

Of the 30 noise sensitive areas (NSAs) impacted along US-95 and Summerlin Parkway, 27 areas are
proposed for consideration of noise barriers, with the remaining three areas consisting of land uses
that generally are not characterized by outdoor activities. Preliminary noise barrier locations with
uniform heights between 10 and 26 feet were modeled and evaluated along US-95 and Summerlin
Parkway. A total of 25 noise barriers (including walls and /or combination walls and earth berms),
with a total length of approximately 70,765 feet and costing $25,475,400 (based on an average height
of 18 feet) are being considered at 25 NSAs along US-95 and Summerlin Parkway.

The number of single- and multiple-family residences, schools, parks, and churches receiving various
levels of noise reduction benefits (i.e., 3, 5, and 7 or more dBA reduction scenarios) were counted
for each noise sensitive area. The number of benefits under each noise level reduction scenario was
then used to evaluate the appropriateness of each noise barrier height analyzed. The amount of noise
level reduction and number of benefitted receptors increase when the height of the barrier increases.
Noise level reductions range from 3 to 17 dBA at individual receptors within the NSAs studied. An
estimated 5,700 out of approximately 6,500 impacted receptors (homes, schools, etc.) would benefit
from an 18 ft. high noise barrier. For all but one area (NSA 29), future Build noise levels at a
majority of the first-row receptors will be reduced by at least 5 dBA, while noise levels at most of
the impacted receptors will be reduced by at least 3 dBA when a barrier of 18 feet is designed. Noise
levels at more than half of the impacted receptors in NSA 29 would be reduced by at least 3 dBA,
while the maximum noise level reduction at that NSA would be 12 dBA.

Based on a cost of $20 per square foot of barrier panel, it was determined that all areas studied, with
the exception of NSA’s 12 and 15, which are entirely comprised of golf course property, would
result in a cost-per-benefitted-resident value below NDOT's $10,000-per-resident threshold for
determining the feasibility of noise barrier construction.

Preliminarily, NDOT has concluded that each of the noise barriers evaluated, with the exception of
NSA’s 12 and 15, meet NDOT’s criteria for reasonableness and feasibility. At NSAs 12 and 15,
installation of noise barriers as a measure to minimize harm to this public recreational facility will
be considered. However, whether or not individual noise barriers are constructed and the actual
height to be constructed for each barrier will also be determined based on an evaluation of the
benefits associated with the various heights investigated, as well as public safety and aesthetic
considerations and community input received. A final decision will not be made until after and all
public involvement procedures have been completed.

(2.) Arterial Roadway Improvements

Barrier construction as a mitigation measure was considered in those areas adjacent to the several
arterial roadways that are proposed to be improved. At most locations these land-service roadways
are not conducive to the provision of noise barriers because of the numerous driveway access points
and at-grade cross-streets that exist. These conditions preclude the construction of effective noise
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barriers. Where existing single family and multi-family residences abut the street, full improvements
exist, including sidewalk, curb and gutter and lighting, up to the right-of-way line. Property
acquisitions to construct and maintain barriers would require extensive residential property
acquisition and would be cost prohibitive. Existing residences have 6 ft. high block walls at the back
of sidewalk which provides a degree of noise protection. In many cases, the construction of a noise
barrier higher than 6 fi. in these locations would be inappropriate from a visual perspective because
it would block views of distant mountains and be visually intrusive in typical yards which have only
a standard 30 ft. setback.

7. Hazardous Waste

Within the project area, 21 sites have been identified as potential hazardous waste sites, seven of
which are located within the proposed right of way for both Alternatives A and B. Many of these
sites have leaking underground storage tanks. The exact nature and extent of contamination of the
sites, which have been identified within the proposed right-of-way, will be determined prior to right-
of-way acquisition and any ground disturbance. Prior to construction, all guidelines and
specifications as cited in the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials
(AASHTO) Hazardous Waste Guide for Project Development, 1989, will be implemented by the
Nevada Department of Transportation. These guidelines lay out the steps to determine if there is a
hazardous waste present and the tasks involved if there is one present. These guidelines will become
part of the acquisition, design and construction contract documents.

8. Energy

By improving overall travel conditions and transportation services, the proposed project would
promote efficient use of energy. The proposed project will result in a savings of operational energy
when compared to the No-Build Alterative. This savings in operational energy is considered to
offset any of the construction or other indirect energy requirements which would result, in the long
term, in an overall net savings in energy use.

Because of the proposed project, the proposed arterial network which will serve the project area and
region will also function at a higher and more acceptable level of service and overall traffic patterns
in the area will move more freely to where vehicles operating on these roadways and the proposed
roadway will be able to travel the same distance in much less time. As a result, greater efficiency
of the existing arterial network is anticipated which will foster a more efficient consumption of
energy.

9.  Construction Period Impacts

Construction period impacts related to the proposed project could include traffic detours and utility
relocations and require temporary storage for construction materials and equipment. Some
temporary disruption in local circulation patterns may result during the construction periods. In
addition, construction may cause short-term air quality and noise impacts which could be mitigated
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by specifying best construction practices. Coordination between the Nevada Department of
Transportation and local and county engineering and public safety officials will serve to limit any
long term adverse impacts to local circulation and travel patterns.

10. Cumulative and Secondary Impacts

The proposed project is not expected to result in any major secondary or cumulative impacts except
as noted above. Although the proposed project may influence the timing of planned and
programmed developments throughout the project area and region, the proposed project is not
expected to result in any unanticipated induced development. In addition, the proposed project is
not expected to result in any cumulative impacts to any of the natural or man-made environments
within the project area. :

11.  Section 4(f) Resources

Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (49U.S.C.303(c)) and 23 CFR
771.135(a) (1) states that “the Secretary of Transportation/Administration may not approve a
transportation project requiring the use of any land from significant publicly owned public parks,
recreation areas or wildlife and waterfowl refuges, or any significant historic sites. The final
determination allowing this use must document that there is no feasible and prudent alternatives to
its use and the action or proposed project includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the
property resulting from such use.”

A Section 4(f) Evaluation has been prepared as part of this Final EIS for those parklands, public
recreational facilities and historic sites that will be impacted by the proposed project.

The word “use” or “actual use” as is stated in the evaluation occurs when; land from a Section 4(f)
property is acquired for a transportation project, referred to as a direct taking; or the proximity
impacts of the transportation project on the Section 4(f) site, without acquisition of land, are so great
that the purpose for which the Section 4(f) site exists are substantially impaired, known as
“constructive use”. ‘

The No-Build alternative would not require the actual use of any community park or recreational
facility nor would it result in any actual use or substantially impair any historic property listed on,
or eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places. As a result, the No-Build will not
result in any involvement with Section 4(f) resources.

Under Alternatives A and B, the proposed project will result in the acquisition of land from the City
of Las Vegas Torrey Pines Park at Hyde Avenue and Torrey Pines Drive, which is adjacent to the
site of the Adcock Elementary School, and an existing pedestrian/bicycle trail (along the south side
of US-95) between Westcliff Drive and Jones Avenue. These two public recreational facilities will
be impacted by the proposed project through direct takings which will result in an actual use of these
resources, and therefore, have been evaluated as Section 4 (f) resources in the Final EIS. Avoidance

Nevada Department of Transportation , Xxxvii



Final Environmental Impact Statement
US-95 Section 4(f) Evaluation

. of the school by shifting the alignment of US-95 to the north was evaluated but not cor::idered to be
feasible or prudent due to the extraordinary magnitude of costs, environmental impacts and
community disruption. Replacement of the park is proposed as mitigation. A nose barrier is
proposed to mitigate noise impacts. Through on-going coordination with officials from the City of
Las Vegas Department of Parks and Leisure Activities and the Clark County School District, the
proposed project includes all possible planning to minimize harm to these Section 4 (f) resources
resulting from their use.

Under Alternative B, the proposed project will result in direct impacts to the Las Vegas Springs
Archaeological Site as well as those parks and recreational sites identified with Alternative A. In
addition to mitigation measures to reduce impacts with Alternative B, an avoidance alternative
(Alternative A) is considered to be prudent and feasible.

Under Alternatives A and B, the City of Las Vegas Mirabelli Park and Community Center adjacent
to US-95 will experience noise impacts. A noise barrier is proposed to mitigate the noise impacts.

Under Alternatives A and B, the proposed project will also require land from the O.K. Adcock
Elementary School and will displace the school. Adcock Elementary School is considered as a 4(f)
Resource since the City of Las Vegas Department of Parks and Leisure Activities operates after
school public recreation programs using the school recreational facilities. Functional replacement
of the school is proposed as mitigation. Avoidance of the school by shifting the alignment of US-95
to the north was evaluated but not considered to be feasible or prudent due to the extraordinary
magnitude of costs, environmental impacts and community disruption. A noise barrier is proposed
to mitigate noise impacts. Through on-going coordination with officials from the City of Las Vegas
Department of Parks and Leisure Activities and the Clark County School District, the proposed
project includes all possible planning to minimize harm to these Section 4 (f) resources resulting
from their use.

Under Alternative A, the proposed project will require a minor acquisition from the landscaped open
recreational areas of Ruth Fyfe Elementary School. Fyfe Elementary School is also considered to
be a 4(f) Resource since the City of Las Vegas Department of Parks and Leisure Activities operates
after school public recreation programs using the school recreational facilities. The proposed
acquisition is negligible and will not affect the intended function of the school recreational facilities.
Avoidance of the school by shifting the alignment to the south has been evaluated as Alternative B.
Replacement of this acquisition with an equal sized remainder from the realignment of Valley View
Boulevard, contiguous to the recreational area, would provide mitigation if desired by the Clark
County School District.

Numerous other parks and recreational facilities operated by the City of Las Vegas Department of
Parks and Leisure Activities and the City of North Las Vegas Department of Parks and Recreation
and two additional schools (Tobler Elementary and Booker Elementary) with after school
recreational programs operated by these agencies are located adjacent to or near the proposed project
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with both Alternatives A and B. No Section 4(f) use is required from these parks and recreational
facilities and these facilities are expected to receive net benefits from improved accessibility.

12. Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources

Under each Build Alternative, resource commitments would enhance and increase local and regional
accessibility while meeting the short and long-term transportation needs of the Las Vegas Valley
Region.

13. Relationship of Local Short-term Use of the Environment and
Long-term Productivity

The proposed project would increase long-term productivity but will involve some short-term
disruption of existing activities.

E. Subjects of Controversy

Although mitigation measures have been recommended, the potential for impacts to the LVVWD
North Well Field property with Alternative B will generate opposition due to the potential for
adverse impacts to biological resources, the existing and future operations of the LVVWD, plans for
the Mojave Desert Preserve and archaeological and historic resources. The LVVWD North Well
Field is also the site of the Las Vegas Springs which is listed on the National Register of Historic
Places. Alternative B would directly impact this cultural resource which will also result in local
public and agency controversy.

At this time, there are no other known subjects of controversy associated with the proposed project.
F. Unresolved Issues with other Agencies

At this time, there are no major unresolved issues with local, county, state or federal agencies.
Requirements for specific permits are acknowledged as discussed above. Any unresolved issues that
may involve the local community, and as a result local and county agencies, are also discussed
above.

Nevada Department of Transportation xxxix






I. INTRODUCTION







Final Environmental Impact Statement
US-95 Section 4 () Evaluation

I. INTRODUCTION

An environmental analysis in the form of a Final Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4(f)
Evaluation (FEIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation) has been prepared to assess the potential environmental
impacts associated with the construction and operation of the proposed project which includes
roadway, safety and transit improvements along US-95, Summerlin Parkway and the local arterial
road network in the Northwest Region of Las Vegas (Project Area). The FEIS/Section 4(f)
Evaluation presents a comprehensive and comparative analysis of the potential environmental
impacts associated with two design alternatives for the widening of US-95, the widening of
Summerlin Parkway, the improvement of various local roads, local and regional transit enhancement
and Transportation Demand Measures (TDM) and the No-Build or No-Action Alternative. Both
beneficial as well as adverse impacts are identified and discussed in a qualitative, as well as
quantitative manner. A Section 4(f) Evaluation has been prepared as part of the FEIS to assess the
potential impacts to public parklands and recreational facilities and historic sites.

A Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation was issued on April 16,1999, and
public hearings were held on June 9 & 10, 1999. This FEIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation incorporates
revisions based on the comments received on the DEIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation. Comments on the
DEIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation, summaries of the comments and responses to the comments are
included in the FEIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation as Volume III (separately bond) Appendices D through
H.

The FEIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation has been prepared pursuant to the rules and regulations of the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 (as amended) as implemented by the Council
on Environmental Quality Regulations, 40 CFR parts 1500-1508 and the Federal Highway
Administration's (FHWA) Environmental Impact and Related Procedures (23 CFR 771). In
particular, the FEIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation has been prepared in compliance with FHWA Technical
Advisory TA 6640.8A (1987) and it is being submitted pursuant to 42 USC 4332 (2) (c), 16 USC
470(f) and Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act (49 USC 303 and 23 USC 138) by
the U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration and the Nevada Department
of Transportation.

The FEIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation provides a broad basis for which the proposed project has been
analyzed for potential impacts to the natural and man-made environments and it provides an
opportunity for public and agency input into roadway and transportation planning and the review of
the environmental consequences for the proposed project. It identifies the extent to which impacts
to the environment may be anticipated and the degree to which the potential impacts can be avoided
or limited. Where deemed necessary and required, the FEIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation identifies
appropriate mitigation measures which when considered as part of the implementation of the
proposed project, can serve to limit any potential adverse impacts. The FEIS/Section 4(f)
Evaluation also identifies the potential for project impacts to special population groups within the
project area.
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The proposed project resulted from the US-95 Major Investment Study (MIS) which was prepared
in April 1997 by the Nevada Department of Transportation. The MIS, entitled "US-95 Major
Investment Study, Detailed Evaluation of Alternative Strategies" served to develop a program to
meet the short and long term transportation needs for the Northwest Region of the Las Vegas Valley
(Project Area). The MIS evaluated alternatives which would provide increased opportunities for
enhancing mobility for local residents while at the same time, identifying technically sound and
practical solutions in response to the need to relieve congestion and accommodate the continued and
expanding growth of the region. The MIS also served to incorporate the needs and concerns of the
local community through direct involvement in the identification of alternative strategies and the
analysis of alternatives to be advanced for further review in the FEIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation.

The proposed project considers the widening of US-95 and Summerlin Parkway to accommodate
increased capacity and high occupancy vehicle lanes, new arterial street connections, arterial street
improvements, a regional enhanced bus service, a regional ride-share program and a freeway
management system.

The objective and purpose of the proposed project are to meet the short and long-term transportation
needs of the project area and provide improved transportation in response to regional growth,
decrease future congestion on the existing roadway network and enhance mobility. The project
objective and need are based on the projected limitations and inadequacies of the existing and
proposed arterial road network to handle projected traffic growth through the year 2020.

The project area includes portions of the City of Las Vegas, the City of North Las Vegas and
unincorporated urbanized areas of Clark County. The project area is defined as the area bounded
on the south by Desert Inn Road and on the east by Interstate-15 and Martin Luther King Boulevard.
On the north and west, the project area limits of improvements extend to Craig Road and Rampart
Road respectively, while the balance of the project area in the north and west is unbounded but
constrained by the limits of existing and planned development. Figure I-1 depicts the location and
extent of the project area within the Las Vegas Valley.

Environmental technical studies which support the findings of the FEIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation and
which provide greater detailed information and analyzes for the affected environment and impacts
and mitigation has been prepared separately to the FEIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation. These technical
studies have been prepared for hazardous waste, air quality, noise, soils/ geology and water
resources, vegetation and wildlife, archaeology and historical architecture, socioeconomics/land use
and aesthetics. See Section XIII for a listing of the technical studies. These technical reports and
studies are available for public review during normal business hours at the offices of the Nevada
Department of Transportation, District I at 123 Washington Street, Las Vegas, Nevada (702) 486-
3540.

Section II, “Description of the Proposed Project,” provides a description of the proposed project,
a general description of the project area and a historical perspective of the development, design and
need for the proposed project. Included in this discussion is an overview of the Major Investment
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Study which was prepared for this project. Section III, "Purpose and Need for the Proposed Project,”
discusses the purpose and need for the proposed project with respect to traffic and safety
considerations and the relationship of the proposed project to local and regional transportation
planning objectives as identified in the Major Investment Study. Section IV, "Project Alternatives,”
identifies and describes the two design alternatives for the US-95 widening and the Summerlin
Parkway widening, the local and arterial street and roadway improvements, the expanded and
enhanced transit program and TDM measures, the No-Build Alternative and the various freeway,
roadway, transit, Transportation Demand Management and Transportation System Management
alternatives which were considered and rejected as part of the Major Investment Study. Section V,
"Description of the Affected Environment" provides a descriptive analysis of the existing (baseline)
conditions for all of the various environmental elements within the project area while Section VI,
"Environmental Impacts and Mitigation" identifies and describes the beneficial and adverse impacts
associated with the construction and operation of the proposed project and appropriate mitigation
measures. Section VII, "Section 4(f) Evaluation,” presents the analysis of the impacts and the
appropriate mitigation associated with the project impacts to parklands and historic properties. This
section also presents the alternatives considered to avoid impacts to the Section 4(f) resources,
measures to minimize harm to the Section 4(f) resources and related agency coordination.

Section VIII, IX and X provide discussions on the "Adverse Impacts Which Cannot Be Avoided,”
the "Relationship Between the Short-Term Use of the Environment and the Maintenance and -
Enhancement of Long Term Productivity,” and the “Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of
Resources.” Section X1, “Comments and Coordination" discusses the coordination which occurred
between the local, state and federal agencies and other public and private concerns in the
development and design of the proposed project.

Sections XII, XIII, XTIV provide a listing of the persons, organizations and agencies to whom copies
of the FEIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation is b« - g provided, a listing of the various technical studies which
were prepared to support the findings of the FEIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation, and a listing of the
individuals who were responsible for the preparation of the FEIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation and the
various environmental technical studies. .

Individual bibliographies are provided with each of the seven technical studies prepared to support
this document and are available as cited above.

Appendix A provides Section 4(f) correspondence and includes correspondence received since the
DEIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation was issued as evidence of continued coordination with local agencies
to mitigate impacts to Section 4(f) resources.

Appendix B provides additional correspondence including a letter from the Federal Transit
Administration agreeing to participate as a cooperating agency.

Appendix C provides a list of projects planned by the City of Las Vegas within the project area.
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Appendices D through H provide public and public agency comments on the Draft EIS/Section 4(f)
Evaluation, as well as summaries of the comments and responses to the comments. Appendices D
through H are included as Volume III of the FEIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation, bound separately.
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II. DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PROJECT

A. Project Setting

The project area encompasses the northwest region of the Las Vegas Valley in Clark County,
Nevada. Comprised of over five million acres of land, Clark County is continuing to experience
strong commercial and residential growth, especially in the project area to the north and west of US-
95. Clark County is one of the fastest growing counties in the Untied States and recent trends
indicate that growth and development in the county, including the project area will continue at
varying rates over the next decade. With the ongoing and continuing expansion of the resort
industry, growth in all sectors of the Clark County economy is expected, thus resulting in further
growth and expansion of the travel corridors which serve the project area.

Existing land use in the project area is predominately residential, with commercial use concentrated
along many of the major arterial streets. The growth of the project area is fueled by the economic
growth in the Las Vegas Resort Corridor. With a 67% increase in population growth forecast over
the next ten (10) years, the project area is projected to house one-third of the population of Las Vegas
by the year 2005.

Figure II-1 provides a layout of the Las Vegas Metropolitan Area showing the location of the
Northwest Region (project area) with respect to the political jurisdictions within the Valley. The
project area served by the US-95 Transportation Corridor includes portions of the City of Las Vegas,
the City of North Las Vegas and unincorporated urbanized Clark County.

The project area is bounded on the south by Desert Inn Road and on the east by I-15 and Martin
Luther King Boulevard. On the north and west, the project area is bounded by the limits of existing
and planned development.

Figure II-2 shows the relationship between the project area and the geographic regions which
comprise the Las Vegas Valley. The southeast portion of the project area overlaps the Resort
Corridor which includes downtown Las Vegas and the “Las Vegas Strip.” Because of the
importance of the Resort Corridor as an employment center and its central geographic location, the
other regions radiate outward from the Resort Corridor.

The project area is linked to the Resort Corridor by a number of major roadways which include US-
95, Rancho Drive, Washington Avenue, Charleston Avenue, Sahara Avenue, Desert Inn Road and
Martin Luther King Boulevard. These roadways provide a system of alternative routes between the
project area and the Resort Corridor.

Nevada Department of Transportation -1
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B. Project Description

The proposed project is comprised of various transportation improvements which provide a coherent
transportation improvement strategy to meet the short, intermediate and long-term transportation
demands of the Northwest Region of Las Vegas (project area). These improvement projects include;
improvements to US-95, new arterial street connections, arterial street improvements, transit system
improvements and transportation demand management measures. The proposed project includes the
following transportation improvement projects which have been grouped into five elements as
follows: :

US-95 IMPROVEMENTS
Install a Freeway Management System on US-95
Widen US-95 to 10 lanes from Rainbow to I-15
Widen US-95 to six lanes from Craig to Rainbow
Widen Summerlin Parkway to six lanes from Rampart to Rainbow
Construct High Occupancy Vehicle Lanes on US-95 and the Summerlin Parkway

NEW ARTERIAL STREET CONNECTIONS
Martin Luther King to Industrial Road Connector including
widening Industrial to six lanes: Sahara to Wyoming
Rancho to Alta Connector including widening Alta to 6-lanes:
Rancho to Martin Luther King

ARTERIAL STREET IMPROVEMENTS

Widen Desert Inn Road from four lanes to six lanes:
Durango to Jones
Widen Arville Street to four lanes: Charleston to Sahara
Widen Martin Luther King to six lanes: Craig to Charleston
Widen Valley View to six lanes, Sahara to Desert Inn
Widen Carey Avenue to four lanes: Rancho to Clayton

- Widen Durango Drive to six lanes: Desert Inn to Edna
Widen Rancho to six lanes: Craig south to US-95
Widen Tenaya Way to four lanes: Westcliff to Smoke Ranch
Widen Torrey Pines to four lanes: Washington to Craig

TRANSIT SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS
Adopt Enhanced CAT Bus Service
Develop Park-and-Ride lots

TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT MEASURES
Adopt expanded rideshare program

The Northwest Region of Las Vegas, the project area, is defined to include the portion of the Las
Vegas Valley north of Desert Inn Road and west of I-15 and Martin Luther King Boulevard.
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The proposed project is intended to improve transportation in the Northwest Region of Las Vegas
by increasing regional roadway capacity, improving regional level of service, improving the safety
and operational efficiency of the transportation system, and increasing the mobility options available
to the traveling public.

The following sections describe the individual elements of the proposed project. Figure II-3 shows
the locations of the proposed physical improvements within the project area.

1.  US-95 Improvements

a. Installation of a Freeway Management System on US-95

The installation of a Freeway Management System along US-95 is proposed to improve traffic flow.
In addition to improving the flow of traffic along US-95, the Freeway Management System would
ensure that the capacity of the freeway and the alternate arterial corridors are optimally used. This
includes a “balanced diversion” of traffic from US-95 to the arterial street system in such a way that
it does not overload the arterial streets.

The following infrastructure is proposed as part of the Freeway Management System:

L Integrated Central Control Center

° Surveillance
. Detectors
. CCTV

° Traffic Control
. Ramp Meters

° Traveler Information
. Changeable Message Signs
e Trailblazer Signs

. Highway Advisory Radio

The primary objectives of the Freeway Management System are to observe traffic conditions, control
traffic, provide traveler information, promote incident management, and balance “Corridor” traffic
demand.

b. Widening of US-95 and Summerlin Parkway

The widening of US-95 and Summerlin Parkway would add 36 lane miles to both US-95 and the
Summerlin Parkway, and will include the following:

o Widening US-95 from six lanes to ten lanes from Rainbow Blvd. to I-15,
(five miles)

Nevada Department of Transportation -5
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° Widening US-95 from four lanes to six lanes from Craig Road to Rainbow

Boulevard (five miles), and
° Widening the Summerlin Parkway from four lanes to six lanes from Rampart

to Rainbow (three miles).

Widening of US-95 from six lanes to ten lanes for five miles between Rainbow Boulevard and I-15
would include the full reconstruction of the existing US-95 freeway and will require the acquisition
of additional right-of-way for the entire five miles.

Widening of US-95 from four lanes to six lanes from Craig Road to Rainbow Boulevard and
widening the Summerlin Parkway from four lanes to six lanes from Rampart to Rainbow Boulevard
would include the adding of a lane in each direction within the existing median. No additional right-
of-way acquisition would be required.

c. High Occupancy Vehicle Lanes

New lanes on US-95 and on Summerlin Parkway are proposed as High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)
Lanes. Of the 36 new freeway lane-miles proposed, approximately 26 lane-miles of HOV Lanes are
recommended for inclusion in the design of the widened freeways. This will facilitate rideshare
programs and regional efforts to implement Travel Demand Management (TDM) measures.

2. New Arterial Street Connections

The following new arterial street connections are proposed as a component part of the proposed
project

a. Martin Luther King to Industrial Road Connector

Martin Luther King is an existing four lane road which extends from Craig Road to Oakey
Boulevard. Widening Martin Luther King to six lanes is proposed to increase the north-south
capacity of this major arterial street entering the Resort Corridor from the north, (See Section II, 3)

Realigning Martin Luther King Boulevard, and elevating it over Charleston Boulevard, over I-15 and
over the U.P.R.R. and to tie into Industrial Road at Wyoming Avenue, is proposed to provide a direct
connection between Martin Luther King Boulevard, north of Charleston Boulevard and Industrial
Road south of Charleston Boulevard, thus providing an additional six lanes of capacity crossing I-15
and the U.P.R.R.

Industrial Road is six lanes wide south of Sahara Avenue. Widening Industrial Road from four lanes
with a median turn lane and a northbound shoulder to six lanes from Wyoming Avenue to Sahara
Avenue (2 mile) is proposed to provide additional north-south capacity and improve the flow of
traffic from the Martin Luther King Boulevard/Industrial Road Connector into the Resort Corridor.

11-6 Nevada Department of Transportation






o~

. Final Environmental Impact Statement
US-95 Section 4(f) Evaluation

By linking Martin Luther King Boulevard and Industrial Road in the City of Las Vegas, a new north-
south arterial would be created which parallels I-15 and extends the entire length of the Valley. In
conjunction with the proposed I-15 East Access Road (presently under construction south of the
Project area), the new north-south arterial would provide an alternative access to the major hotels
in the Resort Corridor which are located between 1-15 and Las Vegas Boulevard, from the
Stratosphere Tower in the north to Russell Road in the south.

Extending Martin Luther King Boulevard from Palomino Street (north of Charleston Boulevard)
to Industrial Road at Wyoming Avenue as a six-lane connector over Charleston Boulevard, I-15 and
the U.P.R.R. would require additional right-of-way. Widening Industrial Road from Wyoming
Avenue to Sahara Avenue would also require additional right-of-way.

b. Rancho/Alta Connector

North of US-95, Rancho Drive is four lanes wide with a median turn lane and outside shoulders. In
this section, Rancho Drive is proposed to be widened to six lanes by converting the shoulders to
travel lanes (see Section Il, 3). From US-95 to Alta Drive, Rancho Drive is presently six lanes wide.

Alta Drive is an existing two to four-lane roadway between Rancho Drive and Martin Luther King
Boulevard. The City of Las Vegas plans to widen Alta Drive to four lanes in the near future. The
need to widen Alta Drive to four lanes in this section stems from the recent extension of Alta Drive
eastward from Martin Luther King Boulevard to Bonneville Drive in downtown Las Vegas, with the
construction of an underpass of the Union Pacific Railroad. The Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)
includes the construction of a half interchange on I-15 at Alta Drive.

Widening Rancho Drive to six lanes north of Alta Drive and widening Alta Drive to six lanes from
Rancho Drive to Martin Luther King Boulevard would provide an improved route from the
northwest via Rancho Drive:

®  To Downtown Las Vegas via Bonneville Drive,

o To the “Strip” via the proposed Martin Luther King Boulevard/Industrial
Road Connector, and

o To I-15 via the planned Alta Interchange.

Widening Alta Drive from two lanes to six lanes from Rancho Drive to Martin Luther King
Boulevard will require additional right-of-way. However, additional right-of-way acquisition would
be required along Rancho Drive.

Nevada Department of Transportation 1I-9
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3. Arterial Street Improvements

The following are the major arterial streets are proposed for improvement as part of the proposed
project. These arterial streets are located within existing or projected congested areas and would be
improved to increase the roadway capacity in the Northwest.

° Widen Arville Street to four lanes: Charleston Blvd. to Sahara Avenue

° Widen Desert Inn Road from four lanes to six lanes: Durango Road to jones
Blvd.

Widen Valley View Blvd. to six lanes, Sahara Ave/ to Desert Inn Road
Widen Carey Ave. to four lanes: Rancho Drive to Clayton Street

Widen Durango Drive to six lanes: Desert Inn Road to Edna Ave.

Widen Martin Luther King to six lanes: Craig Road to Charleston

Widen Rancho Drive to six lanes: Craig Road south to US-95

Widen Tenaya Way to four lanes: Westcliff Drive to Smoke Ranch Road
Widen Torrey Pines to four lanes: Washington Ave. to Craig Road

The widening of Martin Luther King Blvd., and Valley View Blvd. will require additional right-of-
way along their entire lengths within the limits indicated. Widening the other streets can generally
be performed within existing right-of-way, although portions of a few isolated parcels will need to
be acquired.

4. Enhanced CAT Bus Service

The Citizens Area Transit (CAT) system has been in operation since December 5, 1992. The RTC
funds and directs the CAT service. The system is operated under contract with a private service
provider, ATC/Vancom and is presently operating at about 850,000 annual hours of service.

The proposed project would enhance CAT bus service by more than doubling the number of bus
service hours presently serving the project area. The expansion of this bus service will involve the
following types of enhancements:

o Extension of existing bus routes to serve the residential developments along
the periphery of the community;

] Decrease in the time (headway) between buses along all routes;

L Addition of new Non-Stop (Express) and limited Stop Services.

A component part of the Enhanced Bus Element is the development of approximately ten (1 0) park-
and-ride lots along the Express and Limited Stop bus routes. These park-and-ride lots would have
a minimum of 500 vehicle parking spaces and would be located in commercial areas in close
proximity to residential areas. The park-and-ride facilities would be located around the communi*+
on the outer edges i the zone of congestion and near the terminus of the express/limited stop route:
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General locations for these facilities have been identified by the Regional Transportation
Commission, (See Sections IV.B.2 and VI.D.4).

The combination of convenient parking and express bus service would enable riders to more easily
commute between home and the Resort Corridor on public transit.

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) is a cooperating agency in the preparation of this
environmental impact statement. Their review and approval is necessary since the enhanced CAT
Bus Service element will be implemented by the Regional Transportation Commission under the
auspices of the FTA and with funding approved by the FTA.

S. Transportation Demand Management (TDM)

Transportation Demand Management (TDM) actions are directed at trip reduction and encouraging
the use of transit, ridesharing, and other high-occupancy vehicle modes. These actions include:

o High Occupancy Vehicle Lanes: High Occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes on
US-95 and the Summerlin Parkway are proposed in conjunction with freeway
widening as an effective way to increase the person carrying capacity of the
freeway.

] A Freeway Management System on US-95: A Freeway Management System
is proposed in conjunction with proposed improvements to US-95 as an
effective means of improving traffic flow on US-95.

These TDM actions are considered low-cost measures to increase the effectiveness of the
transportation system in the project area. These TDM actions could be expected to result in
somewhat lower vehicular demand for trips between the project area and the Resort Corridor.

Since the Resort Corridor is the primary place for employment in the Las Vegas Valley, TDM
measures directed at Resort Corridor employees can also have a beneficial effect in the project area.
Continuation and expansion of the regional rideshare programs within the Resort Corridor to assist
in the implementation of TDM strategies are therefore also proposed as part of the proposed project.

C. Project History

In December 1995, the Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT), in cooperation with the
Regional Transportation Commission of Clark County, the City of Las Vegas, the City of North Las
Vegas and Clark County, Nevada, undertook a Major Investment Study (MIS) for the US-95
Transportation Corridor servicing the Northwest Region of the Las Vegas Valley (project area).
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The US-95 Transportation Corridor in the project area includes US-95 and the major arterial street
system which serves to convey traffic between the predominantly residential areas of the project area
and the Las Vegas Resort Corridor, the employment and recreational center of the Las Vegas Valley.

During January and February 1996, the City of Las Vegas, the City of North Las Vegas, Clark
County, the Regional Transportation Commission and the Nevada Department of Transportation
adopted the following Statement of Purpose and Need for the US-95 Major Investment Study.

“The purpose of the US-95 Major investment Study is to develop a program to meet the short and
long-term transportation needs of the Northwest Region of the Las Vegas Valley. The Study will
identify and evaluate alternatives which will provide increased opportunities for enhanced mobility
for Valley residents. The Study will seek technically sound, practical solutions in response to the
need to relieve congestion and to accommodate the continued growth of the community.”

The MIS was conducted in close cooperation with involved public agencies through regular meetings
of a Technical Focus Group comprised of representatives of local, state and federal agencies. A very
extensive public participation program was also conducted as part of the MIS.

The MIS was conducted in two phases. During Phase 1, alternatives were identified which would
be effective in reducing congestion and improving mobility in the project area. The following
reports were prepared during Phase 1 of the MIS:

° Technical Memorandum No. 1, Regional Needs Assessment, J anuary 1996
L Technical Memorandum No. 2, Demographic & Development Analysis,

March 1996
] Early Action Plan, May 1996 (Revised June 1996)
o Technical Memorandum No. 3, Phase 1 Public Involvement Summary,

Volume 1 and Volume 2, October 1996 Phase 1 Preliminary Evaluation of
Alternatives, February 1997 (Draft - September 1996)

Phase 1 of the MIS was completed in July 1996. Phase 1 recommended an Early Action Plan and
alternative transportation improvement strategies which were studied in more detail during Phase
2 of the MIS.

An Early Action Plan, prepared as part of Phase 1, was developed for the specific purpose of
identifying and implementing potential Transportation System Management (TSM) actions which
would be effective in reducing congestion and improving the flow of traffic in the Northwest Region.
A total of 37 TSM actions were identified as part of the Early Action Plan for the US-95 MIS and
were implemented by the jurisdictional agencies. The TSM actions involved safety and operational
improvements rather than capacity enhancements.

TSM actions implemented by NDOT, the Regional Transportation Commission and the City of Las
Vegas through the Las Vegas Area Computer Traffic System included system wide traffic signal and
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intersection modifications, construction of auxiliary lanes and accident investigation sites on US-95,
implementation of a service patrol on US-95, implementation of express bus service on Sahara
Avenue and other actions with a total estimated cost of $26 million.

The Early Action Plan was locally funded and covered a wide range of TSM actions. However,
these actions were insufficient to meet the long term purpose and need for the project.

During Phase 2 , a detailed evaluation of alternative strategies to meet the short and long-term
transportation needs was conducted. Initially three alternative strategies were evaluated during Phase
2:

] Alternative Strategy 1 - US-95 Improvement Strategy

] Alternative Strategy 2 - Fixed Guideway/Enhanced Transit/TDM Strategy
and

L Alternative Strategy 3 - Rainbow/Desert Inn Super Arterial Strategy.

During January, February and March 1997, the City of Las Vegas City Council, the City of North
Las Vegas City Council, the Clark County Board of Commissioners, the Clark County Regional
Transportation Commission and the State of Nevada Transportation Board each passed resolutions
adopting a “Locally Preferred Alternative” as a result of the MIS. Their adoption of a “Locally
Preferred Alternative” was based on the recommendations of the MIS Technical Focus Group, public
comments from public workshops and public comments received during public hearings conducted
by each of these governmental bodies.

The “Locally Preferred Alternative” was amended from Alternative Strategy 1 - The US-95
Improvement Strategy by adding enhanced bus service and transportation demand management. The
Locally Preferred Alternative was then also evaluated in detail for comparison with Alternatives 2
and 3. The Report US-95 Major Investment Study, Detailed Evaluation of Alternatives, April 1997
documented the development and comparison of the alternative strategies (Alternatives 1, 2 and 3
and the Locally Preferred Alternative). Details of the Phase II Public Involvement Program are
documented in Technical Memorandum No. 3, Volume 3, Public Involvement Summary, Phase II,
dated April 1997.

Public involvement was of critical importance to the successful completion of the US-95 MIS. It
was the goal of the public involvement program to maximize public participation in all phases of the
Study. It was felt that early and ongoing public involvement would result in more comprehensive,
supported, agreeable, and cost-effective solutions.

A combination of methods was utilized to notify the public about the MIS and to encourage
participation. The objective of these outreach efforts was to involve the public, disseminate
information, and to receive and consider comments and concerns. Input from the public and
governmental agencies also served as a check and balance to information derived from technical
data.
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The MIS team performed community outreach hv meetings with the public, local governmental
leaders, government agencies, homeowner assoc:ates, neighborhood associations and community
groups. Additional methods utilized to disseminate information included a telephone “Input Line,”
a project office, correspondence, direct mail such as newsletter/invitations, paid advertisements,
workshops, transportation fairs, agency interaction, Technical Focus Group meetings, display of
models and preliminary plans of proposed improvements, word-of-mouth, and media involvement.
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III. PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED
PROJECT

A. Project Purpose

US-95, between Interstate 15 and Craig Road, is the primary north-south travel corridor in the
Northwest Region (project area). At present, operating conditions are poor due to insufficient
capacity to accommodate heavy travel demands. The poor operating travel conditions will continue
to deteriorate during the next decade as population growth in the project area is projected to increase
by 67 percent. As a result of the projected population growth and resulting travel demands within
the project area, the arterial roadway network which also serves the project area will also experience
lowered levels of service and deteriorating travel conditions.

The proposed project is being designed to meet the short and long-term transportation needs of the
project area. Its intended purpose is to provide improved transportation in response to regional
growth, decrease future congestion on the existing roadway network and enhance mobility. The
project need is based upon the projected limitations and inadequacies of the existing and proposed
arterial road network to handle projected traffic growth through the year 2020.

This purpose and need was established as the basis for the US-95 Major Investment Study (MIS)
which served to identify and evaluate a range of alternatives to improve transportation in the project
area. During January and February 1996, the City of Las Vegas, the City of North Las Vegas, Clark
County, the Regional Transportation Commission and the Nevada Department of Transportation
adopted the following statement of purpose and need for the US-95 Major Investment Study.

“The purpose of the US-95 Major Investment Study is to develop a program to meet the short and
long term transportation needs of the Northwest Region of the Las Vegas Valley. The Study will
identify and evaluate alternatives which will provide increased opportunities for enhanced mobility
for Valley residents. The Study will seek technically sound, practical solutions in response to the
need to relieve congestion and to accommodate the continued growth of the community.”

The MIS was conducted in two phases. During the first phase, alternatives were identified which
would be effective in reducing congestion and improving mobility while the second phase presented
a detailed evaluation of alternative strategies to meet the short and long term transportation needs
of the region. The MIS identified the proposed project as the “Locally Preferred Alternative” and
it includes roadway capacity improvements to US-95 and Summerlin Parkway, arterial capacity
improvements, and the expansion and improvements to the local arterial street network. The
proposed project also includes the introduction of Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
measures which include: enhanced bus and transit operations, enhanced regional rideshare programs
and the introduction of freeway management system operations along US-95.
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The Regional Transportation Commission’s (RTC) Regional Transportation Plan, 1995-2015,
identified $1.733 billion in programmed improvements for the major arterial streets and freeways
in Las Vegas through 2015, including $390 million for the project area. Despite this level of
programmed investment, congestion is expected to continue to grow. Figure I1I-4 shows the major
arterial streets and freeway sections in the project area where traffic volumes are projected to exceed
the peak hour capacity of the roadways in the peak hour (peak hour V/C > 1.0) in the year 2020. The
major arterial streets and freeway sections shown in Figure III-4 are therefore expected to be severely
congested in the year 2020. The number of miles of severely congested major arterial streets and
freeways in the project area is expected to grow from approximately 40 miles in 1995 to over 100
miles in 2020 despite programmed investments.

At the present time, US-95 and the major arterial streets in the project area provide a combined
capacity of roughly 50,000 vehicles per hour between the project area and the Resort Corridor. This
capacity is not expected to increase very much with the improvements included in the Regional
Transportation Plan 1995-2015, since most planned improvements are outside the congested area.
The RTC’s Regional Transportation Plan, 1998-2020 includes the proposed project as part of the
RTC’s efforts to meet regional long term transportation needs and to establish air quality conformity.

At the present time, the existing capacity of the roadway network slightly exceeds the peak hour
traffic volumes. The peak hour traffic volume between the project area and the Resort Corridor is
expected to grow to over 80,000 vehicle trips per hour by the year 2020 and to exceed the peak hour
capacity of the roadways by at least 50% within the most congested areas near the Resort Corridor.

Tables I1I-1 and I1I-2 show the projected peak hour traffic volumes and capacity forecast for the years
1995 and 2020, respectively, for the combined roadways between the project area and the Resort
Corridor. In 1995, the volume/capacity ratio was approximately 0.85, in the congested areas of the
project area nearest the Resort Corridor. As shown in Table III-2, the peak hour capacity shortfall
in the year 2020 in the project area is estimated to average about 25,000 vehicle trips per hour.
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TABLE III-1
1995 PEAK HOUR VOLUME AND CAPACITY
FOR RESORT CORRIDOR COMMUTER TRIPS

Peak Hour Peak Hour
Vehicular Vehicular Peak Hour
Volume Capacity V/C Ratio
I-1S/MLK 36,000 42,000 0.86
Valley View 40,000 47,000 0.85
Decatur 41,000 54,000 0.76
Jones 39,000 67,000 0.58
Rainbow 36,000 61,000 0.59
Buffalo 24,000 48,000 0.50
Source: US-95 MIS
TABLE II1-2

2020 PEAK HOUR CAPACITY SHORTFALL
FOR RESORT CORRIDOR COMMUTER TRIPS (NO BUILD)

Peak Hour Peak Hour Peak Hour
Vehicular Vehicular Peak Hour  Vehicular Capacity
Volume Capacity V/c Ratio Shortfall
I-1S/MLK 84,000 49,000 1.71 35,000
Valley View 74,000 48,000 1.54 26,000
Decatur 80,000 58,000 1.38 22,000
Jones 96,000 75,000 1.33 24,000
Rainbow 103,000 84,000 1.23 19,000
Buffalo - 96,000 74,000 1.30 22.000
Average 25,000

Source: US-95 MIS

It may be concluded, therefore, that capacity improvements, (or conversely, demand reduction) to
accommodate an additional 25,000 vehicle trips (or 32,500 person trips) during the peak hour
between the project area and the Resort Corridor will be necessary to accommodate the projected
growth in traffic through the year 2020.

US-95 is presently operating at a very poor level of service, (level of service F), with severe
congestion occurring during peak travel hours. Without the proposed project, US-95 and the existing
roadway network is expected to experience ever increasing congestion. The proposed project is an
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overall strategy of transportation improvements to meet projected capacity shortfalls and
accommodate the anticipated future commuter trips for the year 2020.

B. Regional Growth

The project area comprises the northwest portion of the Las Vegas metropolitan area. The Las Vegas
Resort Corridor, the Central Business District and most of the commercial centers are located to the
east and south of the project area.

Since 1970, the population of Nevada has nearly doubled in each decade, making it the fastest
growing state in the United States. Since 1970, its population has grown from approximately
496,960 to over 1.6 millior:. a 240 percent increase which represents a 9.2 percent annual increase
in population growth.

Clark County has dominated the growth of population in Nevada. The latest available data for
population indicates that by 1996, Clark County’s population grew at an annual rate of 11.7 percent
to about 1,115,940. This represents over 66 percent of the residents in Nevada.

Growth in population and housing has been fueled by expansion in the hotel/resort industry, the
primary industry in the Las Vegas Valley. Most of the growth in the hotel/resort industry has taken
place in the Resort Corridor. Along with the unprecedented population growth and hotel/resort
industry growth, has come an unprecedented demand for transportation infrastructure to address the
fast growing development of large scale residential and commercial strip developments, particularly
in the project area.

The population of the project area was estimated to be approximately 243,000 in 1996, representing
approximately 27 percent of the population of the Las Vegas Valley. The population of the project
area is projected to increase by 67 percent to 407,000 persons by the year 2005, representing an
estimated 35 percent of the population of the Las Vegas Valley. While the population of the project
area is projected to grow disproportionatelv faster than the rest of the Valley, employment, as a
percentage of population in the project area 1: 2xpected to decline somewhat. It was estimated that
in 1996, one person was employed in the project area for each 2.6 residents in the region. It is
projected that by the year 2005, there will be one person employed in the project area for each 2.9
residents. As aresult, demand for transportation services is expected to increase, due both to high
population growth and a disproportionately lower employment growth, which will greatly increase
the flow of traffic between the project area and the Resort Corridor, the primary employment area
in the Las Vegas Valley.

During the year 1996, the Las Vegas Valley experienced three air quality exceedences of the 8-hour
NAAQS for Carbon Monoxide (CO). As a result of these exceedences, the Las Vegas Valley has
been designated as a serious non-attainment area for CO by the Environmental Protection Agency
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(USEPA). In this regard, the introduction of programs and measures to further reduce mobile source
emissions through the reduction of single-occupancy vehicle travel, improved and more efficient
travel along major roadway corridors and the local arterial network, as well as expanded transit
service is a matter of public importance and one which will serve to enhance the quality of life for
the residents of the project area and the Las Vegas Valley.

C. Existing Roadway Network

1. Freeways and Limited Access Roadways

The project area is linked to the Resort Corridor by a number of major roadways which include US-
95, Rancho Drive, Washington Avenue, Charleston Avenue, Sahara Avenue, Desert Inn Road and
Martin Luther King Boulevard. These roadways provide a system of alternative routes between the
predominantly residential project area and the Resort Corridor. Figure II-2 shows the relationship
between the project area and the other geographic regions which comprise the Las Vegas Valley.

Essentially, the project area is served by a single freeway, US-95. US-95 is centrally located with
respect to the most densely developed areas of the project area. US-95 extends westward from the
downtown "Spaghetti Bowl" Interchange at I-15, a distance of five miles to the Summerlin
Parkway/Rainbow Boulevard Interchange, and then turns northward a distance of 5 miles to Craig
Road, thence, US-95 turns northwestward as it proceeds out of the Las Vegas Valley towards the
town of Tonopah. From Downtown Las Vegas to the Summerlin Parkway, US-95 is a six lane
controlled access freeway with service interchanges at major arterials located at roughly one-mile
spacings. From the Summerlin Parkway to Craig Road, US-95 is a four lane controlled access
freeway with service interchanges at major arterials located at roughly one and a half mile spacings.
US-95 provides access to I-15, the Las Vegas Strip and to downtown Las Vegas from the project
area via the "Spaghetti Bowl" Interchange.

US-95 is centrally located in the project area and it is the only limited access freeway in the project
area and provides direct access to the Resort Corridor. As a result, US-95 is the preferred commuter
route between the project area and the Resort Corridor.

Summerlin Parkway is a City of Las Vegas owned and maintained four lane limited access arterial
which links the Summerlin master-planned community to US-95. The Summerlin community is
presently under construction with an anticipated build-out of 45,000 residential units. Summerlin
Parkway extends westward from US-95 at Rainbow Boulevard to Town Center Drive. A complex,
partly directional interchange connects US-95, the Summerlin Parkway and Rainbow Boulevard.
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Arterial Streets

The project area is served by an extensive network of major and minor streets, many of which are
at varying levels of improvement, expansion or construction. The following is a synopsis of the
major and minor arterial streets serving the project area:

Sahara Avenue, Charleston Boulevard, Lake Mead Boulevard and Cheyenne
Avenue are generally fully improved. The remaining major east-west
arterials either have sections which are unimproved or have not yet been fully
extended into developing areas.

Desert Inn Road has not been fully improved west of Valley View Boulevard.

Oakey Boulevard has not been fully improved west of Decatur Boulevard and
terminates at Durango Drive.

Alta Drive has not been fully improved between Martin Luther King
Boulevard and Valley View Boulevard.

Washington Avenue has not been fully improved west of Rainbow Boulevard
and terminates at the TPC Golf Course.

Vegas Drive has not been fully improved west of Michael Way.
Smoke Ranch Road /Carey Avenue has not been fully improved east of
Rancho Drive or west of Rainbow Boulevard and terminates at Desert

Shores.

Major east-west arterials north of Cheyenne are being improved in

" conjunction with development.

Desert Inn Road, Sahara Avenue, Oakey Boulevard, Charleston Boulevard,
Alta Drive and Washington Avenue are the only east-west arterials which
extend across the project area and cross I-15, thus providing access to the
Resort Corridor east of I-15. Bonanza Avenue, which extends into the
project area as an arterial street only as far west as Rancho Drive, is the only
other east-west arterial which crosses I-15 and serves the Resort Corridor.

Rancho Drive, Valley View Boulevard and Decatur Boulevard are the only
north-south arterials in the project area which are generally fully improved.
However, Valley View Boulevard extends only as far north as Washington
Avenue.

I-6

Nevada Department of Transportation



Final Environmental Impact Statement
US-95 Section 4(f) Evaluation

° The remaining north-south major arterials have sections which are
unimproved. In most cases, the unimproved sections correspond to
undeveloped properties where infilling has not yet occurred even though
much of the surrounding areas have been fully developed.

° West of Buffalo Drive, most north-south arterials are planned as part of
master planned developments.

° None of the north-south arterials cross I-15 or provide any direct access to the
Resort Corridor east of I-15. Rather, access to the Resort Corridor from the
north-south arterials is via US-95 and the east-west arterials.

D. Existing Travel Characteristics

The RTC Travel Demand Forecasting model (TRANPLAN) reports trip patterns and purposes in
terms of person trips. At the present time, there are an estimated 4 million daily person trips in the
Las Vegas Valley. Person trips vary from vehicle trips because of the potential of multiple
occupancy in private vehicles and the use of public transit. The average vehicle occupancy in the
Valley is about 1.3 persons per vehicle. Therefore, an average of three million vehicle trips per day
currently are estimated to take place in the Las Vegas Valley.

The following summarizes the current estimated daily person trips in the project area:
Total Valley Wide Daily Person Trips 4,000,000

Total Daily Person Trips with Origins or 1,349,000
Destinations within the Northwest Corridor

Daily Person Trips with Both the Origin and 625,000
Destination in the Northwest Corridor

Daily Person Trips with One Trip End in the Northwest 435,000
Corridor and One Trip End in the Resort Corridor

Daily Person Trips with One Trip End in the Northwest
Corridor and One Trip End in another Regional Corridor 289,000

Source: US-95 MIS
Currentfy, 34% of all trips in the Las Vegas Valley either begin or end in the project area. 16% of

all trips in the Las Vegas Valley occur entirely within the project area while 18% of all trips in the
Las Vegas Valley have one trip end in the project area and one trip end outside the project area.
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Currently, 32% of all trips in the project area, 435,000 daily trips, have their origin :: destination in
the Resort Corridor. These trips primarily utilize the seven major arterials: US-95. Rancho Drive,
Martin Luther King Boulevard, Washington Avenue, Charleston Boulevard, Sahara Avenue and
Desert Inn Road.

The 435,000 daily person trips between the project area and the Resort Corridor also represents 32%
of the total 1,340,000 person trips which are estimated to enter the Resort Corridor daily.

Whereas there are an estimated 1,340,000 daily person trips between the Resort Corridor and the
other regional corridors, there are only an estimated 1,000,000 daily person trips which pass between
the other seven regional corridors. Only 289,000 daily person trips, or 28% of the total estimated
1,000,000 daily interregional non resort corridor person trips, have their origin or destination in the
project area. The movement of traffic between the project area and the Resort Corridor is one of the
primary, dominant traffic movements in the Las Vegas Valley. Although this movement is the most
important and influential on the travel conditions within the project area, travel to other regional
corridors is also important.

As described below, person trips vary from vehicle trips because of the potential of multiple
occupancy in private vehicles and the use of public transit. The valley has low vehicle occupancy
rates and a relatively small volume of trips made on public transit, so the number of vehicle trips is
not substantially different from the number of person trips. Of the estimated 1,349,000 total daily
person trips in the project area, only about 18,000 or 1.3 percent are made on the transit system. The
remaining 1,331,000 trips are made in private vehicles and result in 1,008,000 vehicle trips per day,
for an average vehicle occupancy rate of about 1.3 persons.

E. Existing and Projected Trip Patterns and Purposes

Currently, approximately 1.35 million daily trips, or 34 percent of the Las Vegas Valley total trips,
have origins or destinations within the project area. These trips have two basic patterns.

1. Trip Patterns

a. Commuter Trips: Trips that have either their origin or destination within the project
area and their opposite trip end outside of the Resort Corridor
b. Internal Trips: Trips that have both trip ends within the project area for this report.

2. Trip Purposes

The traditional categories of trip purposes have been consolidated into three groups. These
groups include:
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a. Home-Based Work: Trips that have one end at home and the other end at work.
b. Home-Based Other: Trips that have one end at home and the other end at a
location other than work. :
c. Non-Home-Based: Trips that have neither end at home.

Table I1I-3 shows the trip patterns and purposes of the daily commuter and internal person trips in
the project area. For the Las Vegas Valley as a whole, 30 percent of all trips are home-based work,
35 percent are home based other, and 35 percent are non home based. Within the project area, 26
percent are home-based work trips, 38 percent are home-based other trips, and 36 percent trips are
non-home-based trips.

TABLE III-3
Project Area Daily Person Trip Patterns and Purposes (1995)
Trip Purpose
Trip Pattern Home-Based Home-Based Non-Home
Work Other Based Total
Commuter (to Resort - 156,000 125,000 154,000 435,000
Corridor)
Commuter (to other 69,000 104,000 116,000 289,000
Regions)
Internal 121,000 292,000 212,000 625,000
Total 346,000 521,000 482,000 1,349,000

Source: US-95 MIS

Of the 1.35 million daily trips in the project area, 724,000 (54 percent) are commuter trips, and
625,000 (46 percent) are Internal trips, with both origin and destination within the project area.
Sixty-one percent of all commuter trips in the project area have their origin or destination in the

Resort Corridor.

Future transportation system performance is a function of land use projections. Future mobility
conditions are estimated utilizing the RTC's TRANPLAN model. This model projects mobility
demands in terms of person and vehicle trips based on a series of assumptions that include residential
population, employment, and roadway capacity.

Future land use projections are based on historic data and include:

1995 land use

Historic land use patterns and intensities

Land use projections by local units of government

Major proposed developments that are part of the public record
Regional population growth projections
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Table III-4 shows the trip patterns and purposes of the projected daily person-trips in the year 2020
in the project area. Approximately 44 percent of the total trips to the Resort Corridor will be home-
based work trips; 28 percent will be home-based other trips; and 28 percent will be non-home-based
trips. Between 1995 and 2020, the total number of Commuter trips to and from the project area will
increase by about 87 percent to 1,351,000 daily person trips, and the total number of Internal trips
in the Northwest will increase by about 64 percent to 1,024,000 daily person trips. Commuter trips
between the project area and the Resort Corridor are expected to increase by about 67 percent from
435,000 to 725,000 daily person trips in the year 2020.

TABLE III-4

Daily Person Trip Patterns and Purposes (2020)

Trip Purpose
Home-Based Home-Based Non-Home

Trip Pattern Work Other Based Total
Commuter (to Resort 317,000 205,000 203,000 725,000

Corridor) .
Commuter (to other 175,000 224,000 227,000 626,000

Regions)
Internal 205,000 582,000 237,000 1,024,000
TOTAL 697,000 1,011,000 667,000 2,375,000

Source: Regional Transportation Commission TRANPLAN Model

F. Regional Distribution of Commuter Trips

3. Person Trips

Figures III-1 and III-2 illustrate the regional distribution of project area person trips in 1995 and
2020 respectively. These figures show the percentages of total daily person trips that are estimated
to occur to and from the three regional travel corridors adjacent to the project area.

These Figures illustrate that the Resort Corridor have highest trip-generation into the project area,
creating 60 percent of the daily Commuter person-trips to and from the project area in the year 1995
and 54 percent of the daily Commuter person trips by the year 2020. Trip distribution from the
adjacent corridors (West Central and Northeast) will grow from 40 percent of the daily Commuter
trips to and from the project area in 1995 to 46 percent of the daily commuter person trips by the
year 2020. . :
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2. Vehicle Trips
Person trips can be converted to vehicle trips by dividing the person trips by a vehicle occupancy
rate. The RTC provided vehicle occupancy rates for the three trip purposes. These occupancies are
shown in Table III-5 and apply to trips made throughout the Las Vegas Valley.
TABLE III-5

1995 Vehicle Occupancy Rates by Trip Purpose

Home-Based Home-Based
Work Other Non-Home-Based
Occupancy Rate 1.15 1.49 1.32

(Note: The overall vehicle occupancy rate is 1.32 and is derived by multiplying the occupancy rates for each
trip purpose by the number of person trips for that purpose to calculate the overall average occupancy rate.)

G. Transportation System Performance
1. Roadway Congestion

Based on RTC data, Figure III-3 displays those major arterial streets and freeways in the project area
where traffic volumes currently (1995) exceed capacity during the P.M. peak traffic hour and are
therefore considered to be severely congested at the present time. Approximately 80 miles of major
arterial streets and freeways in Las Vegas have a Volume/Capacity ratio greater than 1.0 (level of
service F+) during the evening peak hour at the present time. Approximately 40 miles or 50 percent
of these roadways are located in the project area. Figure III-4 displays those major arterial streets
and freeways in the project area, where traffic volumes are expected to exceed the peak hour
capacity of the roadways in the peak hour (peak hours V/C>1.0) in the Year 2020.

4. Highway Accidents

A total of 2,187 accidents were recorded on the nearly eleven mile section of US-95 between Craig
Road and I-15 in the three year period, 1993 through 1995; for an average of sixty-six accidents per
mile per year. Approximately 30 percent of the accidents involved injuries. Three quarters of the
accidents occurred in the four mile section of US-95 from Jones Boulevard to Martin L. King
Boulevard.

On average, two accidents occur each day on US-95 in the Northwest Region. This accident rate
is very high and is a major contributor to congestion during peak traffic hours.
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3. Transit System

The C:iizen Area Transit (CAT) system has been in operation since December 5, 1992. The RTC
funds and directs the CAT service. The system is operated under contract with a private service
provider, ATC/Vancom. The current system is operating at 850,000 annual hours of service. There
are currently 36 routes operating throughout the Las Vegas Valley.

During 1996, the total CAT system ridership was about 35 million passengers. The daily (weekdays
and weekends) average ridership has increased to about 100,000 passengers at the end of 1996. On
average, weekday system ridership exceeds weekend system ridership by approximately 22 percent.

Table III-6 shows the transit ridership in the project area by route for November 1996. Currently,
18 of the 36 CAT bus routes serve the project area. These 18 routes had a total ridership of 870,000
riders for the month of November 1996.

At the present time there are approximately 18,000 daily bus passengers boarding and/or
disembarking within the project area. Approximately, 7,500 daily bus passengers travel between
the project area and the Resort Corridor. Presently, therefore, bus passengers represent only 1.7%
of the total daily trips between the project area and the Resort Corridor.

The CAT fixed route bus fleet currently consists of 189 coaches, 177 of which have an average of
42 seats, and 12 of which are articulated and have an 86-person seating capacity.

The Regional Transportation Commission (RTC) has established a goal of achieving a 95 percent
Service Standard and of providing a minimum 30-minute service frequency during the peak hours
of 6 am. 1  p.m. on all routes. To achieve this goal, the RTC estimates that it would be necessary
to increase :ue bus fleet to a minimum of 243 coaches and to increase the annual hours of service
from 857.(+)0 at present to 1,135,000.

When the RTC’s goal is realized, it is likely that daily ridership between the project area and the
Resort Corridor will increase to over 8,000 riders per day, or about 1.8% of the 435,000 total daily
person trips between the project area and the Resort Corridor.

By the year 2020, the total person trips between the project area and the Resort Corridor is expected
to increase to 725,000 per day. Without further improvements in the CAT bus system serving the
Northwest, the percentage of total person trips between the project area and the Resort Corridor
using the CAT Bus Service would be expected to remain below 2% (on the order of 13,000 trips
per day in the year 2020).

II-16 Nevada Department of Transportation
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TABLE III-6
TOTAL TRANSIT RIDERSHIP BY ROUTE
NOVEMBER 1996 STATISTICS

RANK ROUTE RIDERSHIP
1 206/Charleston Boulevard 162,094
2 204/Sahara Avenue 113,617
3 215/Bonanza Road 69,152
4 214/D Street/H Street 67,172
5 203/Decatur Boulevard 67,540
6 210/Lake Mead Boulevard 63,567
7 207/Alta Drive/Stewart 54,250
8 106/Rancho Drive 46,303
9 208/Washington 43,588

10 105/Martin Luther King Boulevard 43,409

11 209/Vegas Drive Owens Avenue 36,547

12 101/Rainbow Boulevard 33,025

13 104/Valley View/Torrey Pines 28,056

14 102/Jones Boulevard 25,694

15 211/Smoke Ranch/Carey 17,627

16 205/0akey Boulevard 16,432

17 218/Cheyenne Road 14,308

18 402/NW Express 7,713

TOTAL 870,049

4.  Estimated Capacity Shortfall

Figure II- 5, shows the estimated year 1995 peak hour traffic volumes crossing the major arterials
in the project area as a function of distance from the Resort Corridor while the corresponding
capacities and V/C ratios for the combined major arterials are shown in Figures III-6 and III-7,
respectively. Within the project area, volume/capacity ratios decline as a function of distance from
the Resort Corridor. At the present time, peak hour traffic volumes are approaching 90 percent of
the roadway system capacity near the Resort Corridor.

Figure III-8 shows the estimated year 2020 peak hour traffic volumes crossing the major arterials
in the project area as a function of distance from the Resort Corridor while the corresponding
capacities and V/C ratios for the combined major arterials are shown in Figures I1I-9 and III-10,
respectively. Within the project area, peak hour traffic volumes are projected to substantially
exceed the roadway system capacity.

Nevada Department of Transportation H-17
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H. Roadway Supply and Demand

Volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratios, like those shown in Figures III-7 and III-10, are a measure of
roadway system performance. V/C ratios are the ratios of travel demand to capacity, with demand
defined as the volume of traffic traveling on the system in a specified time period, and capacity
being the maximum number of vehicles that the system can accommodate in that same time period.
When the volume of traffic exceeds the system’s capacity, congestion occurs.

Figure III-11 presents estimated year 2020 no-build peak hour traffic volumes in the project area.
These no-build volumes were derived using the RTC’s TRANPLAN model. Figure III-12 presents
the estimated year 2020 volume/capacity ratios in the project area with the “No-Build” Alternative.

In the absence of improvements (i.e., “No-Build”, Figure III-12) the volume of peak hour traffic is
projected to equal or exceed the capacity of most of the major arterial streets between Buffalo and
I-15 and between Cheyenne and Desert Inn, including US-95, Charleston, Sahara, Desert Inn,
Martin Luther King, Rancho, Valley View, Decatur, Jones, Rainbow and Buffalo. The average
regional V/C ratio is forecast to exceed 1.0, so that extreme congestion and level of service F will
prevail.

In contrast, with the proposed project, the peak hour volume of traffic on US-95 and the arterial
street system is generally less than the capacity of the improved roadway network. The average
regional V/C ratio is forecast to be less than 1.0 (see Figure III-15). Figure III-13 presents projected
year 2020 peak hour traffic for the proposed project using the RTC’s TRANPLAN model. Figure
I1I-14 shows changes in projected year 2020 peak hour traffic compared to the “No Build”
Alternative. Compared to the “No Build” Alternative, the proposed project shows increasing traffic
volumes on US-95, Rancho Drive and Martin Luther King reflecting the increased capacity of these
roadways and lower traffic volumes on the other arterial streets. Figure III-15 shows the estimated
year 2020 volume/capacity ratios (using the TRANPLAN Model) on US-95 and the arterial streets
in the project area with the proposed project.

111-24 Nevada Department of Transportation
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US-95

Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Section 4(f) Evaluation

I. Summary

The proposed project will provide the capacity to accommodate projected year 2020 transportation
demand in the project area. US-95 and the arterial street network are currently experiencing severe
congestion during peak travel hours. Without improvement, US-95 and the arterial network is
expected to experience increased congestion through the year 2020. The proposed project will
address the purpose and need by the following:

Improve the flow of traffic from the residential growth areas of the project area into the
employment centers of the Resort Corridor.

Increase the capacity of the roadway system linking the project area with the Resort
Corridor. ‘

Improve roadway operations and levels of service.

Improve overall mobility within the project area through enhanced transit service.
Facilitate rideshare programs and regional efforts to implement TDM measures.

Improve overall travel safety.

Accommodate planned growth within the project area.

Improve the operational efficiency of the US-95 corridor through the introduction of
Freeway Management System operations.

Improve the distribution and flow of traffic in the congested portions of the project area by
improving the arterial street network.

Decrease dependence on single-occupancy vehicles.

Increase vehicle occupancy on the project area roadway network through the introduction
of Transportation Demand Management Measures, constructed in conjunction with HOV
lanes on US-95 and the Summerlin Parkway.

Improve pedestrian access in the project area.

111-30
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IV. PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

A. Major Investment Study Analysis of Alternatives

The US-95 Major Investment Study was undertaken by the Nevada Department of Transportation

“to evaluate a full range of alternative transportation improvements to serve the short, intermediate
and long-term needs of the Northwest Region of Las Vegas and to select a transportation alternative
for inclusion in the Clark County Regional Transportation Plan.

The Major Investment Study Process was considered to be well suited for the evaluation of the
Northwest Region of Las Vegas because of the need to combine both FHWA and FTA planning and
project development processes, (since both roadway and transit alternatives would be considered),
and the need to integrate National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) principals, including
consideration of multiple altematives, consideration of environmental impacts and public
involvement.

The Major Investment Study (MIS) provision provided flexibility in the planning and project
development process for federally funded transportation projects by allowing local planners to select
one of two options. The planning process selected, known as Option 1, enabled the MIS to proceed
and conclude prior to beginning the NEPA documentation process.

The US-95 MIS was conducted from December 1995 through April 1997. Following the Option 1
planning process, the MIS included both technical and environmental evaluations. However, during
the preparation of the MIS, the level of detail of social, economic and environmental analysis was
limited to the degree to which these factors would affect the comparison of alternatives and the
decision making process.

The MIS considered a wide range of transportation improvement altemnatives including arterial street
improvements, new arterial streets, improvement of existing freeways (including widening, HOV
lanes, reversible lanes, freeway management systems, and double-decking), new freeway corridors,
super arterials, enhanced bus service, transportation system management, travel demand management
and fixed guideway transit. These improvements were considered both individually and combined
into alternative transportation strategies.

During the MIS, environmental conditions were evaluated based on consultation with agency
professionals having jurisdictional responsibilities, review of available data and mapping, field
reconnaissance and public participation. Environmental factors considered during the MIS process
included residential and commercial displacements, natural resources (specifically native vegetation
and wildlife habitat), cultural resources, parks, schools and recreational facilities, air quality, noise,
aesthetics and hazardous materials.

Nevada Department of Transportation ‘ 1V-1
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For potential environmental impacts, a collaborative process of public involvement and agency
coordination was used to determine the importance of these environmental factors at the MIS icvel
of the evaluation process. This was particularly important in considering social impacts including
displacements and relocations, neighborhood cohesion, neighborhood quality and lifestyles and
access to community services.

The MIS process involved a collaborative process, involving the public, local stakeholders and
community groups, local and regional government agencies, regulatory agencies and local and state
officials. Due to the need to integrate these groups into the decision making process, the MIS
workflow process provided for maximum public participation at all stages of the Study. Since the
goal of the MIS was to reach a decision to include a particular transportation alternative in the
adopted regional transportation plan, the development of public consensus was of paramount
importance.

Figure IV-1 outlines the workflow process which was followed for the MIS.

At the beginning of the MIS, a Public Information Program was established which was continued
throughout the MIS. The Public Information Program included a series of Public Workshops (seven
total), a project information hotline, a community information office, paid advertising, public service
announcements, press releases, media advisories, direct mailing of newsletters and workshop
advisories, presentations to home owners associations, presentations to local officials and
participation at Town Hall meetings. During the course of the MIS, in addition to the public
workshops, 73 meetings were held with homeowners associations, neighborhood associations,
citizens advisory boards and other stakeholders and nearly 800 phone calls and personal visits were
made to the project information hotline and community information office.

At the outset of the Study, a Technical Focus Group was established. The Technical Focus Gre -
met periodically during the course of the MIS to provide technical direction. Members of t:..
Technical Focus Group included representatives of:

* The Federal Highway Administration * Clark County Department of Public Works

* The Nevada Department of Transportation * Clark County Comprehensive Planning

» The City of Las Vegas * The Regional Transportation Commission

* The City of North Las Vegas * The Las Vegas Area Computer Traffic System

The Technical Focus Group met a total of 16 times in twelve months Federal Transit Authority
representatives were also invited to attend the Technical Focus Group Meetings.

At the beginning of the MIS, a regional needs assessment was performed which identified
transportation problems and capacity shortfalls in the Northwest Region of Las Vegas (Technical
Memorandum No. 1, January 1996). This allowed the development of a statement of purpose and
need.

-2 Nevada Department of Transportation
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Issues to be addressed by the MIS were established through meetings of the Technical Focus Group
znd through Public Workshops held in March 1996. The identification of issues allowed a range of
:iternative transportation improvements to be identified and also established the framework for an
r-arly Action Plan of region-wide safety and operational improvements which was adopted in May
1996.

Alternative transportation improvements were preliminarily evaluated through technical studies and
demographic analyzes which culminated in public workshops in July 1996. During the public
workshops, a broad range of transportation alternatives were selected for inclusion in alternative
transportation strategies to meet short, intermediate and long-range demand.

A detailed evaluation of alternative transportation strategies was then conducted to provide a
comparison of alternative strategies considering both technical and preliminarily-identified
environmental effects. A series of public workshops were held in November 1996. Based on the
comments received during the public workshops and during public hearings conducted in accordance
with local ordinances, a “Locally Preferred Alternative” was adopted during January, February and
March 1997, by the City of Las Vegas, the City of North Las Vegas, Clark County, the Regional
Transportation Commission (RTC) and the Nevada State Transportation Board.

The MIS final report was published in April 1997. Local officials have included the “Locally
Preferred Alternative” in The Regional Transportation Plan Update.

The “Locally Preferred Alternative” has been advanced for analysis in the EIS as Alternative A. As
discussed in Section IV-B.3, the proposed project (Alternatives A and B) is the only alternative
studied in the US-95 MIS which meets the purpose and need for the proposed project. All the
alternatives identified and evaluated during the US-95 MIS process, failed to meet the purpose and
need for the proposed project for the reasons discussed in Section IV-B.3.

Importantly, the proposed project combines roadway improvements with transit improvements and
transportation demand management. It has been recognized by the public as well as by local and
state governmental officials that conventional roadway improvements alone cannot satisfy the
growing need for increased capacity and increased mobility in the northwest Region. Therefore, the
proposed project relies heavily upon practical TDM measures including enhanced bus service, HOV
lanes and freeway management systems which can be implemented within local fiscal constraints.

Since the proposed project (Alternatives A and B) is the only alternative which was found to meet
the project purpose and need, potential environmental impacts which were preliminarily identified
during the Major Investment Study were not the determining factor in the selection of alternative
transportation strategies. However, potential environmental impacts were considered in the decision
to advance the proposed project for further study and in the identification of design alternatives for
the proposed project. The proposed project includes major design alternatives (A and B) which can
reduce or avoid many of the potential environmental impacts preliminarily identified in the US-95
MIS.
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B. Alternatives Considered

1. No-Build Alternative

Under the No-Build Alternative, the proposed project would not be constructed or implemented and
the existing local and regional road and highway network would essentially remain in its current
~ configuration with only normal maintenance and repair of the existing roadways and associated
structures by the respective agencies and departments. In addition, the No-Build Alternative assumes
that all currently planned projects included in the RTC’s Regional Transportation Plan 1998-2020
will be constructed but that none of the roadway or transportation demand management
improvements proposed as part of the proposed project would be undertaken.

The No-Build Alternative is not considered to be a viable alternative to the proposed project due to
the following:

® Traffic volumes throughout the base network will continue to increase with
unacceptable increases in the volume/capacity ratio, substantial declines in
traffic flow conditions, and potential increases in accident rates.

® Increased travel through the project area and between the project area and the
Resort Corridor will continue to increase and lead to additional congestion
and level of service F conditions.

® Decreased efficient use of energy.
] General decline in safe and efficient travel.
® Existing and new development under construction as well as planned and

- programmed will not be adequately served.

Although the No-Build Alternative is not considered to be a viable alternative to the proposed
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