Thrar iy

: | US-95
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL

IMPACT STATEMENT/

FINAL SECTION 4(f) EVALUATION

i
'
H
i

Las Vegas, Nevada

Volume Il

DICES D, E, F, Gand H

Nevada »
Department of Transport:
Division of Environmental Services

and

Federal Highway Administration
and

Federal Transit Administration
Coaperating Agency

November 1999






& TABLE OF CONTENTS

Appendix D - Agency Comments On The Draft Environmental Impact Statement
and Responses

Appendix D.1 ... ... . Agency Comments
AppendixD.2 ..................... Summary of Agencies Submitting Comments
AppendixD.3 ........ ... ... ... ... ... Response to Agency Comments

Appendix E - Oral Statements Made at the Public Hearing and Responses

AppendixE.1 ... ... ... ... ..... Oral Statements Made at the Public Hearing
AppendixE.2 ......... Summary of Oral Statements Made At The Public Hearing
AppendixE.3 ........... Response to Oral Statements Made at the Public Hearing

Appendix - F Comment Forms and Responses

Appendix F.1 ... Comment Forms
AppendixF.2 ...... ... ... .. .. .. ... Summary of Comment Forms
Appendix F.3 .. ... ... ... .. ... Response to Comment Forms

Appendix G - Comment Letters and Responses

Appendix G.1 .. ... Comment Letters
AppendixG.2 ........... ... .. .. .. .., Summary of Comment Letters
Appendix G.3 ........ ... ... .. Response to Comment Letters

Appendix H - Petitions and Form Letters and Responses

Appendix H1 ... .. ... ... ... . Petitions and Form Letters
AppendixH.2 ......................... Summary of Petitions and Form Letters
AppendixH.3 ......................... Response to Petitions and Form Letters






APPENDIX D

AGENCY COMMENTS
ON THE
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
AND RESPONSES






APPENDIX D.1

AGENCY COMMENTS






o“@%‘i‘. ‘
¢ MR ‘g UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY N
] REGION IX | |
%‘J _ 75 Hawthome Street AT
San Francisco, CA 94105 , o

JuL 8 1888
Mr. Daryl N. James
Environmental Services Division
Nevada Department of Transportation
1263 South Stewart Street
Carson City, NV. 89712

Dear Mr. James:

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the project entitled US- 95, Las Vegas,
Nevada. Our review is pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA),
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), and
Section 309 of the Clean Air Act.

The Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT) and Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) propose 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. It is one of the fastest growing regions in Las Vegas Valley. The
proposed project improvements include: widening of US 95 and Summerlin Parkway,
new arterial street connections, arterial street improvements, enhanced bus service,
park-and-ride lots, a freeway management system on US 95, and an expanded
rideshare program. According to FHWA and NDOT, these improvements are intended
to improve transportation by increasing regional roadway capacity, improving regional
level of service, improving safety and operational efficiency and increasing mobility
options available to the travelling public. The intent of the improvements is to meet
short, intermediate, and long-term transportation demands of the Northwest Region of
Las Vegas up to the year 2020. .

The No Action alternative and two altemative alignments for US 95 widening are
presented. The northern alignment, Alternative A, would avoid significant adverse
impacts to the Las Vegas Valley Water District North Well Field and its’ Las Vegas
Springs National Register Archaeological Site. This alternative also has the potential to
displace 51 businesses and 396 residences. The southern alignment, Altermative B,
would avoid 62 residences by displacing 14 acres of the Las Vegas Springs National



Register Archaeological Site. Both Altemative A and B would directly impact community
facilities, including schools and parks (4(f) facilities). The enhanced bus service and
transportation demand management (TDM) measures are common to both action
alternatives. Altemnative A is FHWA's preferred alternative.

The Northwest Region of Las Vegas is located in an area classified as serious
nonattainment for carbon monoxide (CO) and particulate matter (PM10)(pg. V-155).
Mobile sources and associated road construction are major sources for CO and PM10
in Las Vegas Valley. We question the conclusion that the proposed project will improve
air quality and meet intermediate and long-range transportation needs. In fact, we
believe continued reliance on road capacity expansion to ease traffic congestion may
hinder attainment of air quality standards. A growing body of evidence suggests that
additional highway capacity does not simply relieve congestion at fixed levels of usage,
but generates additional travel as well. Thus, long-term relief of congestion and
improvement of air quality is not certain.

Furthermore, CO violations are predicted to occur even under the build
alternative; the air quality and transportation model assumptions are unclear; the
effectiveness of already implemented TDMs is not stated: and growth projections have
historically been greatly underestimated. Model results for Vehicle Miles Travelled
(VMT) and volume to capacity (v/c) ratios show only minor improvements between the
existing and projected future with project conditions (Chapter lIf). Small changes in
model assumptions would easily eliminate the projected air quality benefits. If
congestion is not significantly improved by the project, air quality and volatile organic
compound (VOC) emissions would be significantly worse than existing conditions due
to the greater number of cars on a 10 lane highway versus 6 lane highway. Given the
historical underestimation of growth projections, we also believe a regional conformity
analysis would not show conformity using current growth projections.

We also object to the potential significant impacts to noise, established core
neighborhoods, and community and 4(f) facilities. Noise levels are already very high
and will not be improved by the proposed highway expansion (pg. VI-139 to 143).
Furthermore, the neighborhoods most adversely affected are old core neighborhoods
who would benefit the least from the US 95 widening proposal. We note that widening
of US 95 would provide only a minor improvement in the level of service (LOS)(LOS F
to LOS D) and congestion.

The DEIS states that arterial street improvements, enhanced bus service, TDM
measures, and widening of US 95 will be implemented simultaneously in the short-term
to meet short-term and long-term demand (pg. 1V-49). We object to an immediate
implementation of US 95 widening which has significant adverse impacts without major
improvements in transportation capacity or congestion, air quality, or noise or without a
clear, strong commitment to improved transit options. We propose a phased approach
with periodic reevaluation of the anticipated benefits of project components. Such an
approach may help avoid the untenable choice between displacement of 62 homes
(Alternative A) versus elimination of unique historical, archeological, and biological
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resources (Alternative B). First, aggressively implement all measures that address
short-term demands. After short-term demands are met, project components to meet
long-term demands can be reevaluated to determine whether and how well they can
address the remaining projected transportation needs. Those components which
maximize congestion relief and provide the greatest reduction in Vehicle Miles Travelled
(VMT) should be given implementation priority.

EPA strongly advocates implementation of mass transit and transportation
demand management (TDM) measures. These measures can be implemented quickly
and at minimal cost to the environment. We believe these transportation tools should
be aggressively implemented before development of costly and potentially harmful
highway construction projects. We also urge reconsideration of other mass transit and
TDM components (e.g., light rail, high density development, infilling, telecommuting)
which can accommodate future transportation demands at minimal cost to the
community or environment. As was stated in the Major Investment Study (MIS)
conducted for the Resort Corridor, pgs 6-7, "Enhancing the regional transit system
external to the Resort Corridor, so that public transit is a viable alternative to the private
automobile, is a necessary component to the mobility solutions for the Resort
Corridor...An enhanced transit system alone, without incentives to change Single
Occupancy Vehicle (SOV) travel behavior, will not attract sufficient person trips to offset
the increase in travel demand in the Las Vegas Valley." The local community must also
address growth in the region. If growth issues are not resolved, transportation needs of
the region will not be meet.

Because of the objections stated above, we have classified this DEIS as
category EO-2, Environmental Objections - Insufficient Information (see attached
‘Summary of the EPA Rating System"). We believe significant adverse impacts on the
environment and community could be avoided by implementing a phased approach or
other feasible alternatives. In addition, proceeding with the proposed action could set a
precedent for future road widening actions that collectively would result in significant air
quality, noise, and community impacts without adequately addressing intermediate or
long-term transportation needs. We appreciate the opportunity to review this DEIS.
Please send two copies of the Final EIS to this office at the same time it is officially filed
with our Washington, D.C. office. We are available to meet with you to discuss our
comments. If you have questions or wish to meet with us, please call me at (415) 744-
1566, or call Ms. Laura Fuijii, of my staff, at (415) 744-1601.

7
Sinc "e/ly,
(Cprer1-7
Deanna Wieman

Deputy Director
Cross Media Division
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cc:  Mr. John T. Price, FHWA
Louis Berger & Associates, Inc.



SUMMARY OF EPA RATING DEFINITIONS

This rating system was developed as a means to summarize EPA's level of concern with a proposed action. The
ratings are a combination of alphabetical categories for evaluation of the environmental impacts of the proposal
and numerical categories for evaluation of the adequacy of the EIS.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT OF THE ACTION

"LO" (Lack of Objections)
The EPA review has not identified any potential environmental impacts requiring substantive changes to the
proposal. The review may have disclosed opportunities for application of mitigation measures that could be
accomplished with no more than minor changes to the proposal.

"EC" (Environmental Concerns)
The EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the
environment. Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred alternative or application of mitigation
measures that can reduce the environmental impact. EPA would like to work with the lead agency to reduce these
impacts. :
"EO" (Environmental Objections)
The EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that must be avoided in order to provide
adequate protection for the environment. Corrective measures may require substantial changes to the preferred
alternative or consideration of some other project alternative (including the no action alternative or a new
alternative). EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts.

"EU" (Environmentally Unsatisfactory)
The EPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient magnitude that they are
unsatisfactory from the standpoint of public health or welfare or environmental quality. EPA intends to work with
the lead agency to reduce these impacts. If the potentially unsatisfactory impacts are not corrected at the final EIS
stage, this proposal will be recommended for referral to the CEQ.

ADEQUACY OF THE IMPACT STATEMENT

Category 1" (Adequate)
EPA believes the draft EIS adequately sets forth the environmental impact(s) of the preferred alternative and those
of the alternatives reasonably available to the project or action. No further analysis or data collection is necessary,
but the reviewer may suggest the addition of clarifying language or information.

"Category 2" (Insufficient Information)
The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA to fully assess environmental impacts that should be
avoided in order to fully protect the environment, or the EPA reviewer has identified new reasonably available
alternatives that are within the spectrum of alternatives analysed in the draft EIS, which could reduce the
environmental impacts of the action. The identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussion should be
included in the final EIS.
"Category 3" (Inadequate)

EPA does not believe that the draft EIS adequately assesses potentially significant environmental impacts of the
action, or the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably available alternatives that are outside of the spectrum of
alternatives analysed in the draft EIS, which should be analysed in order to reduce the potentially significant
environmental impacts. EPA believes that the identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussions are
of such a magnitude that they should have full public review at a draft stage. EPA does not believe that the draft EIS
is adequate for the purposes of the NEPA and/or Section 309 review, and thus should be formally revised and made
available for public comment in a supplemental or revised draft EIS. On the basis of the potential significant impacts
involved, this proposal could be a candidate for referral to the CEQ.

*From EPA Manual 1640, “Policy and Procedures for the Review of F ederal Actions Impacting the Environment.”
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COMMENTS
Air Quality

1. EPA questions the basic premise that air quality will be improved by the
proposed project. First, it is not clear what assumptions were used in the air quality and
transportation models for existing and reasonably foreseeable transportation projects,
projected growth, or VMT. For example, there are no assurances that the fixed
guideway for the Casino Strip will actually be built. Yet we note that the proposed
increase in bus service in the Northwest Region will be supported by Resort Corridor
buses displaced by the fixed guideway system (Air Quality Technical Study, pg 1-1 9).
Second, the effectiveness of already implemented TDMs is not stated nor is much data
included on how additional TDM measures will be implemented or funded. Thus, credit,
such as VMT reductions and improved air quality, for these measures may be very
overestimated. Third, the model results for VMT and v/c ratios show only minor
improvements from the existing and projected no action conditions. Small changes in
model assumptions, such as growth projections, could easily eliminate the projected air
quality benefit of the proposed project. Growth projections have historically been
significantly below actual growth figures. Finally, if congestion is not significantly
‘improved by the project, carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter (PM10) and VOC
emissions would be worse than existing conditions due to the greater number of cars on
a 10 lane highway versus 6 lane highway.

2. Given the historical underestimation of growth projections, we believe a regional
conformity analysis would not show conformity using current growth projections. The
recent Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) amendment, which added the proposed
project to the RTP, did not incorporate the latest growth projections.

3. Northwest Region of Las Vegas is located in an area classified as serious
nonattainment for CO and PM10 (pg. V-155). Although the Build Alternative would
reduce the number of CO violations, violations would still occur (Air Quality Technical
Study, pg. VI-3). A fundamental objective of the project should be reduction of CO
violations through reduction of VMTs and increasing the number of passengers per
vehicle. We commend the commitment to single High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes,
increased bus service, and park and ride lots. Nevertheless, we believe more
aggressive implementation of TDMs is required to achieve permanent long-term
reduction in traffic congestion and improvement in air quality. We urge aggressive
implementation of expanded 24 hour HOV lanes and bus-only lanes, pricing measures
(HOT lanes), subsidized or free transit fares, transit combined with local shuttles,
additional transit or rail transit;-and transit combined with land use measures designed
to promote trip reductions, such as density requirements near station locations.

4, PM10 is of significant concem in Las Vegas Valley. The major source category
for this pollutant in Las Vegas is construction. Although we recognize the temporary
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nature of proposed road construction, we believe all feasible mitigation measures
should be implemented to avoid aggravating existing poor PM10 conditions. We note
that project implementation will take place over a period of 20 years (pg. IV-49). The
FEIS should provide a more detailed list of specific and aggressive mitigation measures
- with a firm implementation commitment. ’

5. The FEIS should provide additional CO air quality modelling information
regarding the affect of intersection queues and signalling on projected air quality
emissions. It is not clear, with the current level of documentation, if signal timing data
was incorporated into the modelling to determine the impact of increased queuing at
intersections such as Rancho and Smoke Ranch.

Alternatives Analysis

1. The alternative analysis has not persuasively demonstrated that the preferred
alternative will fully address the purpose and need of the project. The project purpose
and need is to develop a program to meet the short, intermediate, and long term
transportation needs of the Northwest Region of the Las Vegas Valley (Chapter Iil).
Major components of the preferred alternative, Alternative A, are expansion of bus
service, implementation of Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures, and
widening of US 95 and Summerlin Parkway. While aggressive expansion of bus service
and implementation of TDM measures may address short-term needs, it is questionable
whether intermediate and long term transportation needs can be fully met given the
widespread rapid growth in this region. We note that growth projections for Las Vegas
Valley have historically been significantly underestimated.

Growth in the Northwest Region of Las Vegas is clearly one of the underlying
causes of existing and future transportation problems. To fully address intermediate
and long-term transportation needs, the community must address growth in the region.
If growth issues are not resolved, transportation needs will not be meet. Many regions
in the US are addressing transportation, environmental, and socioeconomic issues by
engaging in dialogue about smart growth, appropriate and effective land use planning,
quality of life, and livability of their communities. How the Northwest Region of Las
Vegas grows will profoundly affect the ability to meet intermediate and long-term
transportation needs. Thus, we urge FHWA and NDOT to take this opportunity to
facilitate an open dialogue on smart growth, quality of life, and livability issues in the
community. For instance, what are the transportation and quality of life tradeoffs
between high density development and low density suburbs; public transit and single-
occupancy vehicles; and light-rail and new highways?

2. The alternatives analysis does not appear to evaluate the impact of additional
trips induced by the additional highway capacity. In addition, it is unclear whether local
community master plans assume or call for widening of US 95 and whether these plans
were influenced by the anticipated future expansion of this roadway. Growth projections
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could therefore be over or underestimated. It seems reasonable that t!1e DEIS could
both overestimate travel activity in the no-build scenario and underestuma{e it in tr!e
build scenario. These potential errors in demand calculations could result in a projection
for a greater need for the highway expansion, while at the same time projecting fewer
impacts than may really occur. We believe that an attempt should be made, even
though the available tools are limited, to revise the travel demand estimates in the EIS
to reflect the demand and land use factors in the build and no-build scenarios.

A growing body of evidence suggests that additional highway capacity does not
simply relieve congestion at fixed levels of usage, but generates additional travel as
well. In the 1995 report entitled *Expanding Metropolitan Highways: Implications for Air
Quality and Energy Use," the Transportation Research Board concluded that "The
evidence from the studies reviewed here supports the view that highway capacity
additions can induce new trips, longer trips, and diversions from transit.* A November
1998 study by the Surface Transportation Policy Project analyzed 15 years’ worth of
congestion data compiled by the Texas Transportation Institute, and found that "metro
areas that invested heavily in road capacity expansion fared no better in easing
congestion than metro areas that did not." The report goes on to say, “Since the
1940's, dozens of traffic studies have found that traffic inducement does indeed occur.
. . The most notable of these covers 30 urban areas in California from 1973 to 1990.

- The authors, UC Berkeley researchers Mark Hansen and Yuanlin Huang, found that at
the metropolitan level, every 1% increase in new lane-miles generated a 0.9% increase
in traffic in less than five years, which led them to conclude that ‘With so much induced
demand, adding road capacity does little to reduce congestion.’

We recognize that the tools to analyze induced travel are not fully developed at
this time. However, if the phenomenon of induced travel is real, as the reports cited
above seem to suggest, the serious air quality nonattainment status of Las Vegas
seems to warrant at least a preliminary assessment of this phenomenon in the context
of this project. For example, perhaps an auto ownership model and a flexible trip
generation model could be used to begin to assess the impacts of induced travel in the
build alternative. It would also be useful to examine incentives to change SOV travel
behavior and attract person trips to alternative modes and to examine if changes in
local land use patterns would support additional transit in the Northwest Region.
Furthermore, an analysis of peak spreading between the base year and 2020 could be
useful to help determine the degree of trip suppression in a no-build alternative.

3. The DEIS does not provide sufficient information on the relative transportation
benefits of each project component such as TDM measures or widening US 95. We
recommend the Final EIS (FEIS) provide data which describes the percent contribution
of each project component towards achieving intermediate and long-term transportation
needs. For example, clearly describe the level of congestion relief (e.g., Level-of-
Service improvement, v/c ratios) achieved and how long this relief will last by widening
US 95. Compare different project components by providing a table showing how much

3
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each component contributes to achieving short, intermediate and long-term
transportation needs. For instance, Table IV-3: Alternative Comparison Matrix shows
115 vehicle miles travelled (VMT) reduction for Alternative A and 9 VMT reduction for
Alt 1 US 95 widening. It is our understanding that the VMT difference between these
two altematives is due to the capacity provided by enhanced bus service which is part
of Alternative A. Thus, a table comparing different project components would show the
amount of VMT reduction due to enhanced bus service, US 95 widening, TDM
measures, etc.

4, We continue to believe light-rail or other mass transit alternatives are feasible
and appropriate. We note that the size of the fixed guiderail alternative evaluated in the
Major Investment Study (MIS) was based upon anticipated ridership versus the actual
size that is feasible. A larger capacity system is feasible and would meet the criteria for
addressing intermediate and long-term capacity needs.

Noise

The DEIS clearly indicates that noise is a significant problem. Existing noise
levels are already approaching the FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria of 67dBA.
Widening of US 95 and Summerlin Parkway will only exacerbate this existing problem.
In fact, all noise sensitive areas along the project alignment will be adversely affected
and will approach or exceed the FHWA criteria for noise mitigation. Thus, we strongly
urge you to fully commit to abatement of the increased noise to the maximum extent
feasible. For example, the maximum sized sound wall necessary to ensure less than
the 67dBA noise standard at all noise sensitive areas and receptors should be
constructed. ‘

General

1. ltis clear that widespread rapid development will continue to increase impervious
surfaces throughout the project area. Thus, the proposed project and continued
development could pose a significant cumulative impact on flood control efforts. We are
aware of the Clark County Regional Flood Control District Master Plan developed to -
provide adequate flood protection for Las Vegas Valley. We are also aware of citizen
concerns that this Master Plan may have underestimated flood risks and undersized
proposed facilities or may not have been implemented adequately. The FEIS should
provide additional information (e.g., maps, diagrams, data) that demonstrates that
cumulative impacts to flood control will not result in adverse impacts to flood protection
and the environment. :

2. The decision to avoid significant adverse impacts to the Las Vegas Valley Water
District North Well Field and its’ Las Vegas Springs National Register Archaeological
Site is noted. The description of this Site and its natural habitat clearly demonstrate the
uniqueness of its historical, archeological, and biological features. As stated, this area

4
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contains unique and rare historical and archeological resourcés, is the last natural
desert riparian area in Las Vegas Valley, and provides critical habitat for the special
status desert pocket mouse, Las Vegas bearpoppy, and Merriam bearpoppy (Chapter
Hl & VI). . .



- .

JUL-16-99 FRI 03:44 PM  NDOT FAX: 7028687322 PAGE 1

United States Department of the Interior

" OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240

Co.

o T

-~

t9

Fax#

ER-99/442

ror [l [ 2
78 ERi0s

Post-it* Fax Note
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Co+Dapt,

L8 1999

Mr. John T. Price
Division Administrator

Phone #

"2y 1%6 6704

Federal Highway Administration
705 N Plaza Street. Suite 220
Carson City, Nevada $9701-0602

Dear Mr. Price:

This is in response to the request for the Department of the Interior's comments on the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation for US-95, Summerlin Parkway. and

the Local and Arterial Road Network in the Northwest Region of Las Vegas, Clark County,
Nevada. :

We concur that there is no prudent and feasible alternative to the proposed project. if project
objectives are to be met. We also concur with the proposed measures to minimize harm to
Section 4(f) resources, providing that they are included in the final plans and implemented at
highway expense.

In the meantime. we recommend continued cooperation and coordination with the City of Las
Vegas Department of Parks and Leisure Activities and the Clark County Historic District in
order to arrive at definitive agreements concerning project impacts and mitigation measures to
Torrey Pines Park, City of Las Vegas pedestrian and bikeway, and the Adcock Elementary

School. Documented evidence regarding this matter should be included in the Final Section 4(f)
Evaluation.

We also recommend continued cooperation and coordination with the State Historic Preservation
Officer and Native American Tribes concerning project impacts and mitigation measures to
historic and archeological resources. including the Las Vegas Springs National Register Site.
Preparation of a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) may be necessary to document avoidance
alternatives and mitigation measures to cultural resources, in compliance with Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended. A signed copy of the MOA should be
included in the Final Section 4(f) Evaluation, if one is prepared.
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The Department of the Interior has no objection to Section 4(f) approval of this project by the
Department of Transportation, providing that agreements concerning mitigation measures to
Section 4(f) resources are included in the Final Section 4(f) Evaluation.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments.

P —

Sincerely.

Willie R. Taylor
Director, Office of Environmental
Policy and Compliance

cc:
Mr. Thomas E. Stephens, P.E.. Director
/ Nevada Department of Transportation
1263 South Stewart Street
Carson City, Nevada 89712
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United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
Washington, D.C. 20240
ER 99/442 JUL 19 1999
Mr. John T. Price
Division Administrator
Federal Highway Administration

705 N Plaza Street, Suite 220
Carson City, Nevada 89701-0602

Dear Mr. Price:

This supplements our comments to you of July 8, 1999, on the Draft Envirbnméﬁ@ Impact
Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation for US-95, Summerlin Parkway, and the Local and Arterial
Road Network in the Northwest Region of Las Vegas, Clark County, Nevada.

The Department’s U.S. Geological Survey offers the following comments and observations
concerning this project.

GENERAL COMMENTS:

The text provides good descriptions of geologic conditions, soils, and the resultant mitigation of
any effects produced by the project altematives. However, no references for geologic mapping
are included in the discussion except the reference to Bell (1993) and Zikmud (1996) in Figure
V-1. In addition, the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) lacks a reference section
covering all relevant references. References in the text and a complete bibliography of all
material used for the DEIS are needed. Attached are references that cover the area that should be
considered and cited.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS:
Page V-1, Section 1: Geology, first paragraph:

Neogene is more accurate than Pliocene because faults in the basin are known to be active in
Pleistocene and were likely active during late Miocene, in addition to Pliocene, time. The
statement, “. . . lacustrine sedimentary deposits . . .,” needs further explanation such as “possible
lacustrine and other fine grained deposits associated with past ground-water discharge (Quade
and others, 1995).”

Postit' FaxNote 7671 [P*= )0l |pedes® B

*oC Lot [From
Co./Dept. Co.
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Mr. John T. Price -2-
Thank you for the opportunity to contribute information to this DEIS.
Sincerely,
Willie R. Taylor a“‘é}\

Director, Office of En
and Compliance

ental Policy

Attachment: References

cc:  Thomas E. Stephens, P.E.
/ ~ Director, Nevada Department of Transportation
1263 South Stewart Street
Carson City, Nevada 89712
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REFERENCES:

Bell, J.W., Ramelli, A.R., and Caskey, S.J., 1998, Geologic Map of the Tule Springs Park
Quadrangle, Clark County, Nevada: Nevada Bureau of Mines and Geology Map 113

Mauti, J.C., and Bachuber, F.W., 1985, Las Vegas NW Quadrangle geologic map: Nevada
Bureau of Mines and Geology Urban Map 3Dg, scale 1:24,000

Matti, J.C., Bachuber, F.W., Morton, D.M., and Bell, J.W., 1987, Las Vegas NW Quadrangle
geologic map: Nevada Bureau of Mines and Geology Urban Map 3Dg, scale 1:24,000

Matti, J.C., Castor, $.B., Bell, J.W., and Rowland, S.M., 1987, Las Vegas NE Quadrangle
geologic map: Nevada Bureau of Mines and Geology Urban Map 3Dg, scale 1:24,000

Quade, J., 1986, Late Quaternary environmental changes in the upper Las Vegas Valley, Nevada:
Quaternary Research, v. 26, p. 340-357

Quade, I., Mifflin, M.D., Pratt, W.L., McCoy, W., and Burckle, L., Fossil Spring Deposits in
the southern Great Basin and their implications for changes in water-table levels near
Yucca Mountain, Nevada, during Quaternary time: Geological Society of America
Bulletin v. 107, p. 213-230



¢ e,
§ 4 % | UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
% L D= s | Office of the Under Secretary for
1"'0 & Oceans and Atmosphere
M Washington, D.C. 20230

May 14, 1999

Daryl James, Chief
Environmental Services Division
Nevada Dept. of Transportation
1263 South Steward Street
Carson City, Nevada 89712

Dear Mr. James:
Enclosed are comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

for US-95 Las Vegas, Nevada. We hope our comments can assist
you. Thank you for giving us an opportunity to review this

document.
Sincerely,
Seern TN\l 7
Susan B. Fruchter
Acting NEPA Coordinator
Enclosure

@ Printed on Recycled Paper




MEMORANDUM FOR: Susan B. Fruchter
Acting NEPA Coordinator

FROM: Charles W. Challstrom
Acting Director, National Geodetic Survey

SUBJECT: DEIS-9905-01-US-95 Las Vegas, Nevada

The subject statement has been reviewed within the areas of the National Geodetic Survey’s
(NGS) responsibility and expertise and in terms of the impact of the proposed actions on NGS
activities and projects.

All available geodetic control information about horizontal and vertical geodetic control
monuments in the subject area is contained on the NGS home page at the following Internet
World Wide Web address: http://www.ngs.noaa.gov. After entering the NGS home page,
please access the topic “Products and Services” and then access the menu item “Data Sheet.”
This menu item will allow you to directly access geodetic control monument information from
the NGS data base for the subject area project. This information should be reviewed for

identifying the location and designation of any geodetic control monuments that may be
affected by the proposed project.

If there are any planned activities which will disturb or destroy these monuments, NGS
requires not less than 90 days’ notification in advance of such activities in order to plan for

their relocation. NGS recommends that funding for this project includes the cost of any
relocation(s) required.

For further information about these monuments, please contact Rick Yorczyk; SSMC3,
NOAA, N/NGS; 1315 East West Highway; Silver Spring, Maryland 20910;
telephone: 301-713-3230 x142; fax: 301-713-4175.
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July 8, 1999

Daryl James, Chief

Environmental Services Division
Nevada Department of Transportation
1263 South Steward Street

Carson City, NV 89712

Dear Mr. James:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) for US-95, Las Vegas, Nevada. We are responding on behalf of the U.S.
Public Health Service, Department of Health and Human Services. Please remove Mr. Charles
Custard’s name and address from your mailing list, and send all future NEPA documents for
public health review to the address on this letter.

Because of the volume of DEISs available for review each year and our limited resources, a
comprehensive review of every document developed under the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) is not conducted. However, we screen most of the documents and select for review
those which, in our view, pose the most significant potential for impacts upon human health.

With the long standing history of the NEPA process, and the fact that many projects are similar
in scope, our experience in reviewing EISs allows us to anticipate areas of potential health
concerns typically associated with these projects. Therefore, we are providing a list of topics
which may involve potential public health concerns which are of particular interest to us.

We recommend that during the NEPA process the sponsors ensure that the topics below are
considered along with other necessary topics/concems, and be addressed if appropriate for the
proposed project. Mitigation measures/plans which are protective of the environment and public
health should be described in the EIS wherever warranted for adverse impacts.

AREAS OF POTENTIAL PUBLIC HEALTH CONCERN:

I. Water Quality/Quantity :
- special consideration to private and public potable water supply, including ground and
surface water resources
- compliance with water quality and waste water treatment standards
- ground and surface water contamination (e.g. runoff and erosion control)
- body contact recreation
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II. Air Quality

- dust control measures during project construction, and potential releases of air toxics
- potential process air emissions after project completion
- compliance with air quality standards

[II. Wetlands and Flood Plains
- potential contamination of underlying aquifers
- construction within flood plains which may endanger human health
- contamination of ihe food chain

IV. Hazardous Materials/Wastes
- identification and characterization of hazardous/contaminated sites
- safety plans/procedures, including use of pesticides/herbicides; worker training
- spill prevention, containment, and countermeasures plan

V. Non-Hazardous Solid Waste/Other Materials
- any unusual effects associated with solid waste disposal should be considered

VI. Radiation
- proper management to avoid exposure which may adversely affect human health during and
after construction of project

VII. Noise
- identify projected elevated noise levels and sensitive receptors (i.e. residential, schools,
hospitals) and appropriate mitigation plans during and after construction

VIII. Occupational Health and Safety

- compliance with appropriate criteria and guidelines to ensure worker safety and health

IX. Land Use and Housing
- special consideration and appropriate mitigation for necessary relocation and other potential

adverse impacts to residential areas, community cohesion, community services
- demographic special considerations (e.g. hospitals, nursing homes, day care centers, schools)
- consideration of beneficial and adverse long-term land use impacts, including the potential
influx of people into the area as a result of a project and associated impacts
- potential impacts upon vector control should be considered
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While this is not intended to be an exhaustive list of possible impact topics, it provides a guide
for typical areas of potential public health concern which may be applicable to various federal
projects. Any health related topic which may be associated with this NEPA project should
receive consideration when developing draft and final EISs.

Sincerely,

;r/wwf/ L/ W

Kenneth W. Holt, MSEH

Emergency and Environmental Health Services Division
Chemical Demilitarization Branch (proposed) (F16)
National Center for Environmental Health



STATE OF NEVADA
ETHR G MORROS SENNY . GUINN WLLEN BIAGG

Shnector Crernor idmmsrator

S T02) 4862850 FAX 1702} $36-2863

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION AND NATURAL RESOURCES
DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

Las Vegas Office)
335 E. Washington, Suite 4300
Las Vegas. Nevada %89101-1049
June 3. 1999

Mz, Daryl James

Nevada Division of Transportation
1263 S. Steward St.

Carson City, Nevada 89712

RE: US-95 Dratt EIS/Section 4(t) Evaluation

SEC Tracking No. 1999-157
Clearinghouse Tracking No. E1999-135

Dear Mr. James:

In response to the May 5. 1999. letter by Louis Berger & Associates. Inc., comments by the Nevada Division of

Environmental Protection on the above subject are attached. These are the same comments provided earlier this
vear on a previous draft of the subject document.

It vou have any questions. please do not hesitate to call me at 702/486-2857.

Sincerely.

!

PO AN e

Brenda Pohlmann
NDEP Bureau ot Corrective Actions

BLP:ar
Attachment
el wiatt:

David Coppernhwaite. State Environmental Commission, Carson City, NV
Doug Zimmerman, Burcau of Correetive Actions. NDEP. Carson City, NV

11 LSERS.ARUSHANA' USYSEIS2.LTR

Carson Lity Office: 17751 BR7.4870 . 03 WO Nve Lane, Carson ity NV SUT06-0866
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Governor
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(T02) 186-2850 ; =

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION AND’ NATURAL RESOURCES

DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
(Las Vegas Office)
555 E. Washington, Suite 4300
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101-1049

January 21, 1999

Mr. Roger Pation

Louis Berger & Associates, Inc.
1500 E. Tropicana Ave., Suite 215
Las Vegas, Nevada 89119

RE: US-95 Draft EIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation

Dear Mr. Patton:

The Nevada Division of Environmental Protection - Bureau of Corrective Actions (NDEP-BCA) has reviewed the
December 1998 DRAFT "US-95 Environmental Impact Statement Section 4(f) Evaluation” Soils/Geology/Water
Resources and Hazardous Waste Technical Studies. The following comments focus on known contamination sites
which are under the purview of NDEP-BCA. These include leaking underground storage tank facilities and other
soil and groundwater contamination sites subject to the corrective action requirements of Nevada Administrative
Code chapters 445A and 459, and the federal Resource Conservarion and Recovery Act (Public Law 94-580).

Of particular concern to NDEP-BCA are contamination sites listed in the Hazardous Waste Technical Study. The
document indicates that some portions of these properties will be acquired by the Nevada Department of
Transportation (NDOT). (Nine sites are designated for partial or total acquisition.) As each acquisition occurs.

NDOT will become the responsible party (unless indemnified by the prior owner) for corrective action under NDEP
purview.

Also. non-acquired sites may be of concern where offsite plumes of contamination are encountered by road and
utility workers. During excavation activities in such areas, OSHA guidelines for volatile organic compounds and
other substances will be important.

The Soils/Geologv/Water Resources Technical Study describes various environmental effects typical of roadway
projects, such as surface water and groundwater impacts from stormwater runoff. dewatering activities, and water
application for dust control: increased nonpoint source pollution and reduced groundwater recharge due to an
increase in paved area; and accidental spills of petroleum products and other substances. The document states that
accidental spills will be cleaned up to the maximum extent practicable immediately prior to any discharge of
residual material to storm drains, presumably during both construction and operation of the roadways. NDEP notes

that the responsible party for such cleanups is not specified. and requests.a central point of contact for
environmental matters during this US-95 project. '

Carson City Office:  1702) 687-4670 . BT W N ane, Larson Gity, NV KOTING-OKb6



Mr. Roger Patton

RE: US-95 EIS - Comments on 12/98 Draft
January 2. 1999

Page 2 of 2

Regarding the two proposed alternatives for highway widening between Valley View Boulevard and Rancho Drive.
from the standpoint of resource conservation NDEP-BCA recommends Aiternauve "A”. t Alternative "B" would
“take” thiree drinking water production wells and the Bonanza Pumping Station, requiring replacement by as many
as four new wells. and would make four additional production wells vuinerable to project-related nonpoint source
impacts. NDEP notes that alternative "B" would also take 14 acres of the Big Springs Archeological District.)

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call me at 702/486-2857.

Sincerely,

Brenda Pohimann
Bureau or Currective Actions

BLP:ar

cc: Doug Zimmerman. Bureau of Corrective Actions, NDEP, Carson City, NV

11 YUSERSVARUSHANAVUSOSELS. LTR



STATE OF NEVADA

PETER G. MORROS KENNY €. GUINN ALLEN BIAGG)
Director Governor ] Admuustrator
FAX (702) 386-2863

(702) 486-2850

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION AND NATURAL RESOURCES

DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
(Las Vegas Office)
555 E. Washington, Suite 4300
Las Vegas. Nevada 89101-1049

June 14, 1999

Mr. Daryi James, Chief
Environmental Services Division
Nevada Department of Transportation
1263 South Steward Street

Carson City, NV 89712

RE:  Additional Comments on the US-95 Dréft EIS/Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation

SEC Tracking No. 1999-157
Clearinghouse Tracking No. E1999-135

Dear Mr. James:

The Nevada Division of Environmental Protection (NDEP) provided comments to the above-referenced
draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) in a letter dated June 3, 1999. There is an additional
comment that the Division would like to provide as an addendum to this correspondence.

It has come to our attention that the information used to compile Table V-49: Known Contamination
Sites and Their Remediation Status Within 250 Feet of Proposed Right-of-Way is several years out-of-
date and does not reflect the current status of these projects. As an example, the Golden Engines &
Cylinder Head property located at 1414 Industrial Road was assessed and closed with no further
requirements for further assessment or remediation. Similarly, the Western Linen Service site at 1205

Western Avenue has been closed.

Our files are available to the public and can be accessed by yourselves or your contractor to update
your records to reflect a more accurate picture of the current situation on these cases. Please feel free
to contact me at 486-2857 if you have any questions concerning this matter.

Sincerely,

s oy
oo Vol e —

Brenda Pohlmann
Remedial Action Program Supervisor
Las Vegas Bureau of Corrective Actions

Carson City Office:  (775) 687-4670 . 333 W. Nye Lane, Carson City, NV 89706-0866

O 196y



Mr. Daryl James
June 14, 1999
Page 2

BLP:blp

cc: David Cowperthwaite, State Environmental Commission, Carson City, NV
Doug Zimmerman, Chief, Bureau of Corrective Actions
Roger Patton, Louis Berger & Associates, Inc., 1500 E. Tropicana Ave., Ste. 215, Las Vegas, NV 89119
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KENNY C. GUINN

JOHN P. COMEAUX
STATE OF NEVADA Director

DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION
209 E. Musser Street, Room 200
Carson City, Nevada 89701-4298
Fax (775) 684-0260
(775) 684-0222

July 1, 1999

Mr. John Whittaker
NDOT

1253 S. Stewart St.
Carson City, NV 89712

Re: SAINV # E1999-135

Project: DEIS for road improvements on US 95 and other roads in NW LV Valley
Dear Mr. Whittaker:

Enclosed are the comments from the Nevada Office of Historic Preservation,
the Natural Heritage Program and the Bureau of Health Planning & Statistics
concerning the above referenced report. These comments constitute the State
Clearinghouse review of this proposal as per Executive Order 12372. Please
address these comments or concems in your final decision. If you have
questions, please contact me at 684-0209.

Smcerely,

Clezz ¢ oy

Heather K. Elliott
- Nevada State Clearinghouse/SPOC



STATE OF NEVADA WMo
DEPARTMENT OF MUSEUMS, LIBRARY AND ARTS Lol ’\\
STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE
100 N. Stewart Street
Carson City, Nevada 89701-4285

KENNY C. GUINN
Governor

DALE A. R. ERQUIAGA RONALD M. JAMES
Department Director State Historic Preservation Officer

VAR
June 29, 1999 ~Er
Heather Elliott B
Nevada State Clearinghouse ' ”ﬂ 39 ~.
N /

Department of Administration 1 &g %
Budget and Planning Division \*‘\ S
209 East Musser Street., Room 200 )

s
T~
()

.

MR W ‘J
Carson City, NV 89701-4298 R
\\ ;
Re: “DEIS for Road Improvements on US 95 and Other Roads in Northwest Las Vegas
Valley.”
Dear Ms. Elliott:

The Nevada State Historic Preservation Office (NSHPO) received your
correspondence concerning the subject undertaking on May 13, 1999. Our office has
no additional comments at this time. The Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) is supported as written.

Please contact Eugene M. Hattori, Archeologist, at 775-684-6362 if you have any
questions concerning this correspondence.

Sincerely,
T
Rebecca R. Ossa

Architectural Historian

(for Eugene M. Hattori)
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DATE:  May 12, 1999 S T
Govemor's Office Legisiative Counsel Bureau ~Conservation-Natural Resources C
Agency for Nuclear Projects Information Technology " | Director's Office J
Business & Industry Emp. Training & Rehab Research Div. State Lands
Agriculture PUC Environmental Protection
Energy Transportation Forestry
Minerals UNR Bureau of Mines [ wildlite |
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Tourism UNLV Library Region 2
Fire Marshal Historic Preservation Region 3
Human Resources Emergency Management Conservation Districts
Aging Services Washington Office State Parks
[__Health Division 1 Nevada Assoc. of Counties Water Resources
Indian Commission Nevada League of Cities Water Planning
Colorado River Commission - Natural Heritage
Wild Horse Commission
Nevada SAI# E1999-135
Project: DEIS for Road Improvements on US 95 and Other Roads in Northwest Las Vegas Valley

CLEARINGHOUSE NOTES: NDOT sent copies of this document to: SHPO, NDEP, WILD #3 and NNHP. Ifyou did not get a

copy, please call the Clearinghouse.

Please evaluate it with respect to its effect on your plans and programs; the importance of its contribution to state and/or local areawide goals and
objectives; and its accord with any applicable laws, orders or regulations with which you are familiar.

Please submit your comments no later than July 1, 1999. Wse the space below for short comments. If significant comments are provided,

please use agency letterhead and include the Nevada SA! number and comment due date for our reference. Questions? Heather Efliott, 684-
0209.

THIS SECTION TO BE COMPLETED BY REVIEW AGENCY:

—_No comment on this project — Conference desired (See baiow)

____Proposal supported as written _—Conditional support (See below)

_«“Additional information below ___Disapproval (Explain below)
AGENCY COMMENTS:
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CLARK COUNTY A-95 CLEARINGHOUSE COUNCIL
CLARK COUNTY GOVERNMENT CENTER
500 S Grand Central Pky Ste 3012
PO Box 551746
Las Vegas NV 89155-1746 « (702) 455-4181

May 18, 1999

Louis Berger & Associates, Inc.
Attention: Roger J. Patton, P.E.
1500 E. Tropicana Ave., Suite 215
Las Vegas, NV 89119

Dear Mr. Patton:

This letter is to inform you that the above titled informational item was received by the Clark County
A-95 Clearinghouse on May 12, 1999. This item will be reviewed by the Clark County
Clearinghouse Technical Committee at 8:45 a.m., on Thursday May 27, 1999. The review will take
place in the Regional Transportation Commission Conference Room, located at 301 E. Clark
Avenue, Suite 300, Las Vegas, Nevada.

Final review will be made by the Clark County A-95 Clearinghouse Council members on Thursday,
June 10, 1999, at 8:15 a.m., in the Clark County Government Center Commission Chambers, 500
S. Grand Central Parkway, 1st Floor, Las Vegas, Nevada.

The Clark County A-95 Clearinghouse Council generally reviews and comments on the
informational items without taking action. Therefore, we ask each Clearinghouse Council member
to forward their comments to you directly.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (702) 455-5192

Sincerely,

o

Patricia Battie
Office Specialist

COUNCIL MEMBERS .
Commissioner Myrna Williams, Chair, Clark County - Counciiman David Wood, Vice Chairman, City of Henderson
Councilman Larry Brown, City of Las Vegas * Councilman John K. Rhodes, City of North Las Vegas
Councilman Bryan Nix, City of Boulder City » Councilman Cresent Hardy, City of Mesquite
Richard B. Holmes, Technical Committee Chairman



Department of Comprehensive Planning

500 S Grand Central Pky + Ste 3C12 - PO Box 551741 -« Las Vegas NV 89155-1741
(702) 455-4181 + Fax (702) 385-8940

John L. Schiegel, Director + Phil Rosenquist. Assistant Director - Lesa Coder. Assistant Director
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July 7, 1999

Daryl N. James

Nevada Department of Transportation
1263 South Stewart Avenue

Carson City, NV 89712

RE: US 95 Draft Environmental impact Statement

Dear Mr. James:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this document. Clark County
Comprehensive Planning submits the following comments for the public record and subsequent
review by the Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT) and the Federal Highway

Administration. These comments represent reviews by our Advanced Planning and Environmental
Planning Divisions.

Trails Input
Page xxiii, Section d., Community Facilities , (1) Impacts, and Page xxiii, (2). Mitigation discussed
the elimination of a path and bikeway along O.K. Adcock Elementary School and the Torrey Pines

Park. Mitigation “will involve the relocation of the path and bikeway along the southbound lanes
of the widened US-95.”

In Volume Il of the document, the preliminary drawings show a 10-foot bicycie easement that ends
at Jones Boulevard. Clark County Comprehensive Planning has taken the lead to continue the
development and implementation of a Regional Trails and Bicycle Plan. While we appreciate the
relocation of the path and bikeway along US-95 with any reconstruction of the freeway—to truly
provide an intermodal facility with an additional commute option, the path or bikeway
(approximately five miles long) could be constructed and continuous along the new alignment of
US-95 and terminate close to the downtown area of Las Vegas. The pedestrian and bicycle
travelers could then access the CAT bus system at the Downtown Transportation Center and
continue on to the Downtown and Resort Corridor employment centers. The path and bikeway
would also be a transportation facility eligible for federal funding.

To that end, we request that NDOT consider one of two options to be included as part of the
uitimate facility:

1. The designation of the south-side maintenance easement as a “shared-use facility” to allow for

the extension of a continuous path and bikeway from Jones Boulevard to Martin Luther King
Boulevard. :

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
SRUCE L. WOODBURY. Chairman + ERIN KENNY. Vice-Charr
YVONNE ATKINSON GATES - DARIO HERRERA + MARY J. KINCAID + LANCE M MALONE « MYRNA WILLIAMS
DALE W. ASKEW. County Manager
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2. Including a path and bikeway as a part of the recenstructed US-95 freeway facility from Westcliff
Prive to Martin Luther King Boulevard. This would include the portion that would aiready be rebuilt
with the new facility and the extension to Martin Luther King Boulevard.

In option 1, crossing at major intersections will be a hazard. However, the pre-design depicting the
reconstruction of US-95 and the major intersections (Decatur, Valley View, Rancho, etc.) show that
future traffic signals will be located close enough to US-95 and the maintenance corridor to allow
bicycle commuters a fairly smooth transition across the intersections. These conflicting issues
could be addressed during the preliminary engineering and design phase, before right-of-way
acquisition and the determination of the ultimate facility. In option 2, the crossings at major
intersections could be completely eliminated.

Air Quality input

particulate matter (PM10)

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for improvements to US-95 correctly notes that
Demolition/Construction related activities can result in short-term impacts to ambient air quality for
PM10 (particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter). Las Vegas Valley remains a “serious”
non-attainment area for PM10 and the U.S. EPA has determined that this constitutes a significant
public health hazard. In the continuing effort to reduce PM10 emissions and improve ambient air
quality, we recommend that site specific dust mitigation plans for each construction project be
prepared and submitted to the Health District's Air Pollution Control Division for review and
approval. Site specific dust mitigation plans are not currently required by the Clark County Health
District. Site specific plans, at a minimum, should inciude the following:

a) The total area of land surface to be disturbed and the total area of the project site in acres.
b) 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.

c) 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.

d) Control measures to be applied for all sources of fugitive dust including plans or practices to be
implemented during high wind events.

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

Reduction of particulate emissions and particulate precursor emissions, which contribute to high
PM10 concentrations and urban haze, should be a goal. Incorporate a mitigation measure to
require that all 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.

Explore 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 utilized for
this project. The feasibility of requiring an inspection or certification program to-insure that diesel
engines 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, should also be expiored.



Mitigation techniques (pages xxvii and VI-131) should delete the use and appiication of oil as a

mitigation measure to abate airborne dust because of the environmental impacts to storm water
and water quality.

On page xxvii, statement is made that “The potential for fugitive dust emissions from these
activities would cease once barren earth is restored by landscaping.” Landscaping is not a
common practice employed by Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT). The statement
should be modified to read as follows: The potential for fugitive dust emissions from these activities
would cease with the application of soil stabilizers and periodic re-application of dust suppressant.
Finally, as re-entrained road dust has been identified as a source of PM10, the DEIS shall identify
methods of reducing emissions from this category.

carbon monoxide analysis

This project is contained in the Regional Transportation Commission of Clark County's
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). This positive
conformity determination has been made (page xxix). This conformity determination indicates that
the cumulative impact of all projects, including the US 95 widening project, will not result in any
increases in exceedances and will also assist in attaining the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS). However, the project level air quality technical analysis conducted as part
of the DEIS indicates that there is one expected exceedance of the carbon monoxide standard
which will occur in 2020 (9.6 ppm)[page xxviii] associated with the widening, and a second at Valley
View and Desert Inn Road (10.5 ppm). The DRAFT Clark County State Implementation Plan
prepared by Comprehensive Planning did not identify a violation at this location. Therefore, the two

documents should be consistent with one another, or an explanation of the differences should be
provided.

On page 1I-11, Transportation Demand Management (TDM) is included to increase the person
carrying capacity of freeway. In doing so, greater benefits are provided to the Build Scenario.
What mechanic is in place to insure that the benefit claimed will be monitored? Equally important,
what mechanism is in place to insure that the benefit will be maintained? To legitimize this benefit,
the Record of Decision approving the DEIS must address monitoring and performance of TDM.

On page V-155, the number of monitoring sites for PM,, and CO are incorrect. At present there
are 14 locations measuring CO and 15 measuring PM,,,.

The first paragraph on page V-156 mentions that there were no values that exceeded the NAAQS
during 1997 or 1998. Two exceedances were recorded in December 1998 at the Sunrise Acres
site which subsequently replaced the East Charleston site.

Multi Species Input

Any action resulting in the take (i.e. harm, harass, kill) of species listed as either threatened or
endangered under the Federal Endangered Species Act and/or State of Nevada, listed by the
Nevada Division of Forestry, will require appropriate permits from the appropriate federal agency,
Clark County, and/or the State of Nevada where such species are not already covered under the

provisions of the Clark County Desert Conservation Plan’s interlocal agreements with the Nevada
Department of Transportation.



Soecifically, for parcels acquired under Recreation an Public Purposes lease arrangements with
the Bureau of Land Management and all permit conditions regarding the take and mitigation of
federally protected threatened or endangered species remain in effect for the term of the lease and
must be followed as outlined in the lease arrangement.

Construction activities which might result in the take of state listed critical plant species, such as
the Las Vegas Bearpoppy, will require the appropriate permits from the Nevada Division of
Forestry.

Again, thank you very much for the opportunity to review and comment.

Sincerely, /|
A
i KV s e
\ John L. Scﬁfééel 2
" Director
JLS:AP:bh

cc: Jory Stewart
Kristine Bunnell
Christine Robinson
Russell Roberts
Alan Pinkerton




CLARK COUNTY HEALTH DISTRICT

P.O. BOX 3902 -

625 SHADOW LANE - LAS VEGAS. NEVADA 89127 - 702-383-1276 -~ FAX 702-383-1443

June 4, 1999

Mr. Daryl James, Chief
Environmental Services Division
Nevada Department of Transportation
1263 South Steward Street

Carson City, NV 89712

Dear Daryl,

The Health District has reviewed portions of the Air Quality Technical Study which is an

element in the US-95 Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Draft Section 4(f)
Evaluation.

Table IV-1 contains the highest carbon monoxide monitoring values in Clark County for
1996-1998. The source of data is the AIRS Executive for Windows. The data
extraction date indicated is October 5, 1998. As of that date, those would have been

the correct entries referenced for the 1998 column; however exceedances did occur in
the last month of 1998.

The entry for 1997 CO at Sunrise Acres should be at 10.0 for 8-hour and 12.2 for the 1-
hour. The 1998 entries for this site should be 13.4 ppm and 10.3 ppm respectively.

Table IV-2, for PM,,, shows the same data extraction date, but most values are not
correct. We have attached the audited results for these 3 years. The units are

micrograms per cubic meter. The District operates more stations than Table V-2
indicates. |

If you have any questions, please give me a call at (702) 383-1276.
Sincerely,

Michael H. Naylor, Diréttor
Air Pollution Control Division

MHN/ck

Cc: Russell Roberts
Dennis Ransel

CLARK COUNTY . LAS VEGAS NORTH LAS VEGAS . BOULDER CITY HENDERSON



Particulate Matter (PM;q)

1996

Airs Code iSite |Address County | NOB|Mean| 1* High|
320030601 |Bouider City 1005 Industrial Rd. Clark| 332 20 191
320030020|Craig Road 4701 Mitcheil St. Clark| 339 52 385

20030016|City Cznter 559 N. 7th. St. Clark| 347| 47 267
320031022|E. Flamingo 210 E Flamingo Rd. Clarki 309 54| 339
320030298 |Green Valley  |248 Arroyo Grande Clark| 309 39 446
320032001 {McDansel 1600 Lake Mead Blvd.| Clark| 339| 358 388
320030539{E. Sahara 4001 Sabara Ave. Clark| 350 48 300
320030558 |Microscale 2801 E. Charleston Clark| 347 S5 340
320030007|S.E. Valley 545 W. Lake Mead Clark| 342| 35 152
320030107 {Pittman 1137 N. Boulder Hwy.| Clark| 342 49 386
320030043 |Paul Meyer Park|4525 New Forest Dr. Clark| 346 50 264
320030071 |Walter Johnson {7701 Ducharme Ave. Clark|{ 352 33 256
320031019{Jean Township25S.RS9E. Clark| 355 19 180




Particulate Matter (PM,,) {p.g/Ms}

1997
Airs Code |Site Address County | OBS|Mean| 1* High|
320030022{ Apex Township 18s Clark| 347 17 105
320030601 | Boulder City 1005 Industriai Rd. Clark| 335 16 91
320030020|Craig Road 4701 Mitchell St. Clark| 335 45 198
320030016|City Center 559 N. 7th. St. Clark! 342 38 135
320031022 |E. Flamingo 210 E Flamingo Rd. Clark{ 337 49 160
320030298 |Green Valley |248 Arroyo Grande Clark| 333 44 339
320032001 {McDaniel 1600 Lake Mead Bilvd.| Clarki 331 65 397
320030539|E. Sahara 4001 Sahara Ave. Clark| 331 35 186
320030558 |Microscaie 2801 E. Charleston Clark| 340 45 136
320030007|S.E. Valley 545 W. Lake Mead Clark| 342 35 155
320030107|Pittman 1137 N. Boulder Hwy.l Clark| 344 41 258
320030043 |Paui Mever Park|4525 New Forest Dr. Clark| 335 39 152
320030071|Waiter Johnson |7701 Ducharme Ave. Clark| 334 23 108
320031019|Jean Township25S.RSIE. Clark| 337 16 93
320030072|Lone Mountain !3525 N. Valadez St. Clark| 192 33 111




Particulate Matter (PM;g)

1998
Airs Code |Site Address County | OBS |Mean| 1* High
320030022 | Apex Township 18s Clark | 334 | 19 191
320030601 |{Bouider City 1005 Industrial Rd. Clark | 343 | 14 69
320030020 |Craig Road 4701 Mitchell St. Clark | 331 | 45 208
320030016 |City Center 559 N. 7th. St. Clark | 339 | 39 135
320031022 |E. Flamingo 210 E Flamingo Rd. Clark | 240 | 44 281
320030298 |Green Valley  |248 Arroyo Grande Clark | 325 | 33 129
320032001 {JD Smith 1301B E. Tonopah Clark | 8 | S1 130
320032001 |McDaniel 1600 Lake Mead Bivd. | Clark | 239 | 39 | 169
320030539 |E. Sahara 4001 Sahara Ave. Clark | 338 | 32 98
320030558 |Microscale 2801 E. Charleston Clark | 338 | 39 132
320030007 |S.E. Valley 545 W. Lake Mead Clark | 338 | 28 76
320030107 |Pittman 1137 N. Boulder Hwy. | Clark | 328 | 36 135
320030043 |Paul Mever Park|{4525 New Forest Dr. Clark | 336 | 37 161
320030071 |Waiter Johnson {7701 Ducharme Ave. Clark | 330 | 20 59
320031019 {Jean Township25S.RS9E. Clark | 289 | 13 43
320030072 |Lone Mountain |3525 N. Valadez St. Clark | 324 | 28 94
320030073 |Pelo Verde 333 Pavillion Center Dr.| Clark | 189 | 25 119
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Gale W. Fraser, I, P. i
crn v | July 29, 1999
BOARD Of DIRECTORS

Lay Brown

Chanmon Dary! James, Chief
Cyeses s | Environmental Service Division
CresentHardy | Nevada Department of Transportation
City of Meaguta 1263 South Steward Street

Carson City, NV 89712

RE:  US-95 Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation,
Las Vegas, Nevada

Dear Mr. James:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft US-95 EIS. Clark County
Regional Flood Control District is named as the lead agency for the Las Vegas Valley
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) storm water permit. The
NPDES permit has been issued to Clark County, NDOT, and the cities of Las Vegas,
North Las Vegas and Henderson. On behalf of the Las Vegas Valley NPDES co-
permittees [ offer the following comments:

During the construction phasc, control measures for PM 10 and storm water quality should
compliment each other. Urban runoff from the Las Vegas Valley is a pollutant
contributor to the Las Vegas Wash. Furthermore, the Las Vegas Valley is designated as
a “serious” non-attainment area for PM10 and the U.S. EPA has determined that this
constitutes a significant public health hazard. In an effort to mitigate storm water runoff
from construction sites, a general storm water permit is required for construction activities
associated with industrial or construction activities disturbing 5 or more acres. A site
specific Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan ( SWP3) that describes how the applicant
intends to control runoff from the construction site should be prepared. The SWP3 should
include the following:

1. The total area of land surface to be disturbed and the total area of the
project site in acres.

2. Identify the short and long term Storm water BMP’s (structural and non-
structural).

3. Therelationship between Air Quality particulate matter Best Management
Practices (BMP’s) and Storm water Management BMP's (Las Vegas
Valley 208 recommendation).

600 S. Grand Central Parkway, Suite 300 » Las Vegas, Nevada 89106-4511
(702) 455-3139 » FAX: (702) 455-3870
Websita: http://www.cerfed.org
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Mr. Daryl James /
July 29, 1999
Page 2

The dust generating operation(s) and/or activities to be carried-out on-site
and off-site and the actual and potential sources of on-site and off-site
fugitive dust emissions.

5. A site plan showing the location of grading and/or earth moving activities,
the location of ingress/egress points, and the location of on-site and off-
site parking, staging, or storage areas (including storage piles) for
equipment, supplies, and/or trailers.

6. No oil or other chemicals or suppressants which may adversely impact

groundwater quality by means of percolation or Storm water runoff shall
be used for dust suppression purposes.

Please contact me should you have any questions regarding these comments.

Sincerely,

)

Kevin Eubanks, RE.
Assistant General Manager

KLE:emf

Fil:  NPDES ‘99
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July 2, 1999

Daryl N. James, P.E., Supervisor
Environmental Services Division
Nevada Department of Transportation
1263 South Stewart Street

Carson City, Nevada 89712

RE:  Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the US 95 Widening Project

Dear Mr. James:

The City of Las Vegas would like to offer the following comments and recommendations
concerning the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the US 95 Widening Project. The

comments of the US 95 Citizen’s Review Committee have been incorporated into this
correspondence.

Environment:

1. The City recommends the preparation of a detailed Dust Mitigation Plan for all phases of
construction. Chemical dust-suppressing agents should be applied to all internal unpaved

construction roads. Best Management Practices (BMP) should be used to ensure chemical
dust-suppressing agents do not migrate off-site.

2. The City recommends employing BMP such as silt fences and hay bailing to minimize the
impact of construction on storm water quality.

Mitigation Measures:

1. The widening of Martin Luther King Boulevard between Vegas Drive and Washington will
adversely impact the Bonanza Village community. To lessen this impact, the City

recommends the construction of a security wall along the affected edge of the Bonanza
Village neighborhood.

2. The City recommends restricting the hours of construction from 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. in an

effort to minimize construction noise and activities adjacent to residential areas during
evening hours.

400 STEWART AVENUE « LAS VEGAS. NEVADA 89101-2986
(702) 229-6011 (VOICE) « (702) 386-9108 (TDD)



3.

The Citizen’s Committee recommends the placement of relocated electrical lines
underground to minimize the impact on remaining homes.

Sound Barriers:

1.

!\)

6.

’

The Citizen’s Committee recommends the construction of sound walls prior to project start to
minimize noise levels during construction.

The Citizen’s Review Committee recommends that drought-tolerant landscaping be placed
along both the front side and back side of all sound walls to reduce the adverse effect these
type of structures place on the aesthetics of affected neighborhoods..

The Citizen’s Review Committee recommends that the sound walls be made of a material
that is either resistant to graffiti or able to be cleaned easily to remove graffiti with a minimal
level of effort.

The City recommends that sound walls be placed on the west side of US 95, just south of
Cheyenne, where the hospitals abuts the highway.

. The City recommends placing sound walls along US 95 adjacent to the LVVWD property to

minimize sound increase on housing along the eastern edge of this property.

The City concurs with the 18 feet high sound walls proposed in the EIS.

Buffer Zones:

1.

During City Council discussions, a homeowner requested that the State acquire 13 homes,
currently scheduled to remain on Reba Avenue after the expansion, and extend the frontage
road (shown as Alaska Street in the EIS) west from Michael Way to Jones. This action
would extend the frontage road length and provide a larger buffer zone for the remaining
homes. The Citizen’s Review Committee recommends this request be granted contingent
upon discussions with all 13 homeowners as well as the remaining homeowners in the
surrounding areas.

Two homeowners, residing on the south side of Lowden Ave. (between Rainbow and Jones,
Just west of Adcock school), recommended that the State acquire all homes on the north side
of Lowden contingent upon discussions with the homeowners indicating this preference.

Several citizens requested that the State acquire all-‘homes on Deerbrook Lane because of the
proximity to the proposed expansion. The City recommends that the State offer a “willing
buyer/willing seller” program for those persons outside the footprint of the proposed

expansion. In addition, adequate landscape buffering should be provided for the homes
which will face the expanded freeway.



Traffic Issues:

1.

1

(93]

The City recommends road improvements to the exit ramp onto Rainbow Blvd. from
Summerlin Parkway east (expansion of exit and turn lanes which turn north onto Rainbow)
and Summerlin Parkway east to northbound US 95 and that a fly-over be considered. We
recommend addressing these improvements prior to the expansion of US 95. No
improvements should be constructed that prohibits an eastbound to northbound link.

The City recommends expanding the exit from Summerlin Parkway westbound onto Rampart
Blvd. Specifically, a dedicated turn lane as well as an additional lane to better facilitate the
flow of traffic at that intersection. We also advise a modification to the existing plan to
include a dedicated turn lane and a choice lane that offers an exit or continuance westbound
on the Parkway.

Business owners located on the west side of the existing Decatur interchange request the
elimination of the median at Decatur and Churchill. The proposed median would prevent
northbound traffic on Decatur from making a left tumn onto Churchill Street. The City
recommends removal of the median from the current plan and replacement with a left turn
lane on northbound Decatur at Churchill.

The expansion of the Decatur interchange will increase the amount of traffic flow near area
schools and school crossings. The City recommends installing a railing/fencing barrier
between the curb and sidewalk in areas traveled by school children.

Relocation Issues:

1.

Compensation of relocated homeowners should be based on values before the project was
approved in early 1997, or current values, whichever may be greater.

Charleston Heights Neighborhood Preservation Park (formerly called Torrey Pines Park) will
be significantly impacted. It is imperative that the State and the City agree to a plan that will
allow the neighborhood to remain as whole as possible with respect to parks and recreational
opportunities. This plan should involve both the restoration of a neighborhood park and
monies to re-establish programmable recreation space at another site.

Community Involvement:

1.

[0

Many residents and business owners have expressed the need to meet “one-on-one” with the
Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT) staff to discuss site specific relocation issues.
The City recommends NDOT establish a procedure for holding such meetings and mail
pamphlets to all affected residents.

Area residences and businesses should be notified that sound barriers and landscaping buffers
will be maintained by NDOT. The City recommends that NDOT establish a contact phone
number to report graffiti and landscaping issues.



~

J.

Various concerns regarding project schedules were raised in the public hearing, specifically,
the Martin Luther King - Industrial Road connector. The City recommends that NDOT
provide the public with project schedules by construction year dates.

The City requests that a project presentation by the consultant be made to the new City of Las
Vegas administration.

Traffic Comments:

1.

9

The City recommends the preservation' of a nght-of-way from the downtown area to the
northwest for a fixed guideway monorail system.

The proposed realignment of the US 95 northbound exit ramp to southbound Rainbow
reduces the radius of the ramp curve. Presently, this curve has a posted 25 mph advisory
speed. The proposed curve will require an even more reduced speed. We believe vehicles
will be unable to slow down sufficiently in such a short distance to safely maneuver this

curve. The City recommends that the geometrics of this realignment be carefully studied
when under design.

. The realignment of the US 95 - Jones intersection eliminates the signalized exit for the

commercial development on the northeast corner. The City recommends that the realignment
design of the new commercial driveway allow for the development to exit through a traffic
signal and align the driveway with the proposed Clarice realignment.

The City agrees with the Alternate “A” alignment for the section of US 95 adjacent to the
LVVWD North Well Field. This alignment provides a larger radius for the US 95 eastbound

entrance ramp at Valley View and permits access to this ramp from the Meadows Mall
driveway.

The schematic (figure V-26) shows access ramps for Martin Luther King Boulevard. The

two-ramp intersection must be adequately spaced to provide proper progression through the
traffic signals at these locations.

The City recommends that continuous illumination be provided throughout the limits of the
US 95 and Summerlin Parkway widening projects and not just at the ramps. These two
corridors carry large volumes of traffic traveling at high rates of speed.

The City recommends that NDOT evaluate the possible advantages of an HOV lane proposal
to determine whether it would be efficient to provide access to these lanes to all motorists
irrelevant of number of occupants during non-peak hours.

The City recommends including Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) infrastructure such
as fiber optic cable for communication, changeable message signs, ramp metering, and video
detection, in both the US 95 and Summerlin Parkway projects.



9. The City recommends the inclusion of sidewalks, continuous lighting, traffic signal upgrades,
traffic signal interconnect, dual left turn lanes and exclusive right turn lanes in the Rancho
Drive and Martin Luther King widening projects wherever justified. These two corridors
serve as north-south alternates to US 95 and I-15 and should be designed to carry as much
capacity as possible in order to relieve congestion on the highways.

10. The Buffalo Drive westbound exit ramp of the Summerlin Parkway should be widened to
allow for two exit lanes as part of the Summerlin Parkway project.

Miscellaneous Issues:

1. Land use for the west side of US 95 south of Las Vegas (figure V-14) is coded incorrectly.
The land use is multi-family.

The City of Las Vegas strongly supports the choice of Alternative A. This selection will have far
fewer environmental impacts and allow preservation of the unique natural features of the
LVVWD North Well Field Las Vegas Springs National Register Site.

The City of Las Vegas recognizes the amount of work involved in preparing this type of
document and commends NDOT for its efforts. The City also wishes to recognize the
tremendous efforts of the US 95 Citizen’s Review Committee which worked tirelessly to define
recommendations to lessen the impact of the US 95 expansion on the surrounding
neighborhoods. We look forward to working with NDOT on the successful completion of the
widening of US 95 and trust that the above recommendations will be considered as the project
develops.

Sincerely,

; ? 4
Vir Valentine
City ager

VV/LW

c: Richard D. Goecke
Charlie Kajkowski
O.C. White
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June 28, 1999

Daryl James, Chief

Environmental Services Division

Nevada Department of Transportation

1263 South Steward Street ’
Carson City, Nevada 89712 /

Dear Mr. James:

Upon receipt of the US-95 Draft Environmental impact Statement/Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation, the Cit
of Las Vegas' Planning and Development Department evaluated the proposed US 95 widening relativ
to park and trail planning. The City is initiating a Parks Master Plan and Trails Master Plan with a
proposed schedule for City Council adoption in December, 1999.

The planning concepts for trail functions include home-work destinations. The US-95 project presents
an excellent oppcriunity to establish a multi-modal transportation corridor and cculd be developed with
a home-work trail for residents who live in the west or northwest and .work in or near the downtow
area. In addition, the planning concepts include establishing trails that link to other trails. The US-SL
trail could link to the proposed Beltway trail at the US-95 / Beltway intersection near Centennial
Parkway, and extend west along Summeriin Parkway to the western Beltway, creating one continuou
loop with multiple access points.

It would be efficient to design and construct the trail with this phase of the US-95 comidor expansion. in
order to more fully explore the potential of trails along the US-85 expansion area, | will be calling on yo!

to set a meeting for discussion of the possibility of incorporating a trail design and construction as pai..
of the US-95 corridor project.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important transportation issue.

Sincerely,

-

Kira L. Wauwie
Senior Planner

KWikw

Cc: Tim Chow, Director of Planning and Development
Virginia Valentine, City Manager
Dick Goecke, Public Works Director
John McNellis, Deputy City Manager
Charlie Kajkowski, City Planning Engineer
Christopher Knight, Comprehensive Planning Manager
file
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City Manager
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Council Members
William E, Robinson
John K. Rhodes
Paula L. Brown
Stephanie S. Smith

Patrick P, Importuna

City of North Las Vegas

Public Works Department - Gary W. Holler, P.E., Director
2266 Civic Center Drive « North Las Vegas, Nevada 89030-6316
Telephone: (702) 633-1200 -« Fax: (702) 649-4696

January 19, 1999

RE: US-

95 Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Roger . Patton, P.E,

Louis Berger & Associates, Inc.,
1500 East Tropicana Ave., Suite 215
Las Vegas, NV 89119

Dear Mr. Patton:

The City of North Las Vegas r
Following are our comments.

1.

N

ov bW

10.

1.

eviewed the US-95 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS).

Page iv, last paragraph - Clark County, not North Las Vegas, secured the funds for the
additional runway at the North Las Vegas Airport.
Page xiv, last line - |s “Central Valley" referring to the central part of the Las Vegas Valley? |

am most familiar with this term in reference to the Central Valley of California.
Page xxviii, Utilities list - "Prime Cable" should be

a. Desert Inn is currently being im
b. Oakey Boulevard has been improved exce
Page ill-17, Estimated Capacity Shortfal

actual count,
The volumes shown in Figure 11-8 does not s
shown in Figures -11 and 111-13.

Page IV-23 - The Desert Inn R i

current project.

eem to have any relationship to the volumes



12.

13.

14,

Page VI-84, Carey Avenue from Rancho Drive t
school crossing on Carey Avenue at Cla
school attendance zone boundaries we
south in the CVT Gilbert School zone.
Page VI-110, Noise Impacts - This section does not address the noise sensitive areas on
Martin Luther King Boulevard between Lake Mead Boulevard and Craig Road.

Additional comments - Enclosed are additional comments specific to the Martin Luther King
Boulevard and Carey Avenue projects dated 1/13/99.

o Clayton Street - At one time there was a
yton Street. That crossing was removed when the
re changed so that there were no students from the

If you have any questions, please call me at 633-1235.

Sincerely,

Cfuuiz/ Aot

Charity Fechter
Transportation Planner

cC:

Jim Bell, P.E,
Robert Harary, P.E.
Don Schmeiser, AICP
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NEVADA POWER COMPANY l;l

June 28, 1999

Mr. Daryl N. James, P.E. Chief

NDOT Environmental Services Division
1263 South Steward Street

Carson City, Nevada 89712

SUBJECT: US-95 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STUDY
COMMENTS BY NEVADA POWER COMPANY

Dear Mr. James:

For over 94 years, Nevada Power Company has met the electrical needs of the Las Vegas
Valley. In some cases, meeting the needs of the community requires relocation projects
driven by improvements or expansions to other infrastructure such as US-95. To meet
the demands of the US-95 widening project, a team of project managers, engineers,
designers and land and permit experts has been assembled. The leader of that team is
Don Ritchie. Any future communication regarding this project should be sent to Mr.
Ritchie at mail station 10.

The project team has completed a preliminary review of the subject EIS, including the
proposed plans for widening US-95, as well as the arterial street improvements. Some of
the proposed improvements will have significant impact to our transmission and
distribution facilities. At this time, the impacts cannot be definitively quantified because
the environmental impact study has not been approved. However, the following
comments can be provided.

e Relocating transmission facilities could require 27 to 30 months. This period will be
less if use-permits are not required by the City of Las Vegas. Inquiries are being
made with the city to determine if use-permits will be required for this project. If
required, the use-permit process generally requires a minimum of three months but
could take up to six months. Upon receipt of the use-permits, the easement
acquisition, engineering, design, material procurement, and construction process
could take an additional 24 months. Nevada Power Company’s Land Rights
documentation is being assembled for NDOT’s use in planning the acquisition
requirements. Overall coordination of the acquisition efforts with NDOT and the
City of Las Vegas on a continuing basis is essential to the timely completion of this
project. ‘

e Commencing design and material procurement prior to permitting can shorten the
above time frame. If NDOT were to agree to cover any excess costs associated with
redesigns and additional procurement as a result of use-permit requirements, NPC
could begin the process much earlier.

5226 WEST SAHARA ¢« LAS VEGAS. NEVADA 88146 « P.O. BOX 230 * LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89151-0001 « 702/367-S000



Mr. Daryl N. James, P.E. Chief

NDOT Environmental Services Division
June 28, 1999

Page 2

e Due to the high levels of demand on the electrical system, NPC cannot, in some
cases, schedule outages from May 15 through October 15. The decision to plan an
outage is made on a case by case basis considering many factors. Therefore, if NPC’s
work cannot be completed by May 15 of a particular year, completion could be
delayed until the following October.

e Many of the electrical facilities along US-95 have third-party utility attachments.
Along with those attachments, there are contractual obligations that must be complied
with when relocating these facilities. These obligations may- increase the cost of
relocation as well as the time needed to relocate.

* Many of the arterial improvements do not require additional taking on the part of
NDOT or NPC. However, these improvements may impact electrical facilities and
require relocations of these facilities because of changes in design standards, such as
sight lines (visibility setbacks), bus turn out lanes, etc.

e It is vital that secure land rights be provided for relocated electrical facilities
wherever facilities have existing rights. Where our existing facilities are located in
franchise, comparable land rights will be provided for the relocated facilities. Should
the origin or sufficiency of NPC land rights be questionable, we will request NDOT
assistance in acquiring land rights and/or modifying relocation requirements needed
to accomplish the relocation.

* If, during relocation, overhead facilities are required to be placed underground, or
relocated to an alignment that is substantially different than existing, it is understood
by NPC that the land rights will be obtained by NDOT, including easements for
ground-mounted equipment and enclosures, as appropriate.

e It is also understood that any changes defined as betterments to NPC’s facilities will
be at NPC’s expense and as such will not constitute a cost impact to the proposed
project. All other cost to NPC to relocate facilities will be at the expense of those
requesting or requiring the relocation and as such will constitute a cost impact to the
proposed project. Early discussions related to the anticipated relocations are vital so
guidelines can be established to determine the separation of ‘betterments’ from those
required by the US-95 project. Of particular concern are changes from existing
overhead facilities to proposed underground facilities.



Mr. Daryl N. James, P.E. Chief

NDOT Environmental Services Division
June 28, 1999

Page 3

The above comments do not address all of the impacts, but are indicative of the concerns.
The opportunity to have met with your representatives was very much appreciated. They
were very helpful and informative. A very positive and constructive relationship has
been established. This relationship will help ensure the timely completion of this very
important project. As soon as the record of decision is issued for on the environmental
impact statement, the relocation process can begin.

Sincerely, M

o

William T. Roullier
Director, Land Services
(702) 367-5464

cc: D. Ritchie NPC
R. Zabst NPC
J. Zelling NPC
J. Bast NDOT

S. Henson NDOT

BR/cw/mb
G:com/US-95/NDOT6-28-99
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GENERAL MANAGER

DAVID A. DONNELLY. PE.
v OEPUTY GENERAL MANAGER
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RICHARD J. WIMMER
Wik iy 30,195 e AAGES
District

CHARLES K. HAUSER
GENERAL COUNSEL

Dary! N. James, P.E., Supervisor
Environmental Services Division
Nevada Department of Transportation
1263 South Stewart Street

Carson City, NV 89712

RE:  Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the US 95 Widening Project

Dear Mr. James:

The Las Vegas Valley Water District would like to offer the following comments and recommendations
concerning the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the US 95 Widening Project.

1. The District strongly supports the choice of Alternative A. We would like to commend NDOT and
the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) for working with the State Historic Preservation Office
(SHPO), the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, and District staff during the environmental site analysis
process and providing a thorough assessment in the EIS of the important water storage and

transmission facilities as well as the unique biological and cultural resources which are located in the
North Well Field.

2. While not specifically addressed in the EIS, the District recommends the installation of noise barriers
along US 95 adjacent to the North Well Field. Local ecologists consider the North Well Field to be
a noise sensitive area; that is, noise impacts affect the presence and behaviors of a number of unique

native species (bats, raptors, phainopepla, etc.) which could be mitigated by the installation of noise
barriers.

3. With regards to the Las Vegas Springs Archacological Site and protection of Section 4(f) resources,
the District anticipates continued coordination with NDOT, FHWA, and the SHPO upon selection of

a preferred alternative and the subsequent evaluation as to any direct or indirect impacts to this Section
4(f) resource in the final EIS and the final Section 4(f) evaluation,

4, The District will continue to cooperate and coordinate with NDOT and FHWA with regards to the
reconstruction of the Valley View Boulevard Overpass, which the District understands will remain
approximately at its present elevation but realigned somewhat to the east to facilitate construction.
Pleasc let us know how we can help you achieve this objective in a timely and effective manner.

1001 5. Valley View Bivd. » Las Vegas. Nevada B2153 = (702) 870-2011
Vigit our website at www ivwwd com 3

BOARD OF DIRECTORS
Myrna Williams. Pragident » Yvonne Atkinson Gates. Vice-Presient
Darin Herrera, Erin Kenny, Mary J Kincaid. Lance M. Malone. Bruce L. Woodbury
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The District looks forward to working with NDOT on the successful completion of the widening of US 95
and trusts that the above recommendations will be considered as the project develops.

Sincerely,

.U/M&

Patricia M
General Manager

¢ David Donnelly, Deputy General Manager, Engineering/Operations, LVVWD
Richard Wimmer, Deputy General Manager, Administration, LVVWD
Charles Hauser, General Counsel, LVVWD
Robert D, Williams, Field Supervisor, US Fish & Wildlife Service
Ron James, Nevada State Historic Preservation Officer
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US-95

Final Environmental Impact Statement
Section 4(f) Evaluation

APPENDIX D.2

Summary of Agencies Submitting Comments

A total of 14 letters were received from government agencies and quasi-governmental
organizations.

.Four letters were received from federal government agencies and include:

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

U.S. Department of Interior

U.S. Department of Commerce, and

U.S. Department of Health and Human Services

Five letters were received from Nevada State agencies and include:

Nevada State Department of Conservation and Natural Resources, Division
of Environmental Protection

Nevada State Department of Administration, State Clearinghouse;
Nevada State Department of Museums, Library and Arts, State Historical
Preservation Office

The National Heritage Program (forwarded by the State Clearinghouse), and
Nevada State Bureau of Health, Planning and Statistics

Six letters were received from local governments and include:

Clark County A-95 Clearing House Council

Clark County Department of Comprehensive Planning

Clark County Health District, Air Pollution Control Division
Clark County Flood Control District

City of Las Vegas

City of Las Vegas Department of Planning and Development
City of North Las Vegas.

One letter was received from the Nevada Power Company.

One letter was also received from the Las Vegas Valley Water District.

Nevada Department of Transportation D.2-1
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Final Environmental Impact Statement
US-95 Section 4(f) Evaluation

APPENDIX D.3

RESPONSE TO AGENCY COMMENTS

A. RESPONSE TO COMMENTS OF FEDERAL AGENCIES

1. Response to the General Comments of the Environmental Protection
Agency ‘

The proposed project (Alternatives A and B) is comprised of an integrated program of
transportation improvements which provide a coherent transportation improvement strategy
to meet the transportation needs of the Northwest Region of Las Vegas (project area)
through the year 2020. It is based on two principles; 1) that expansion of roadway capacity
alone will not meet the complex transportation needs of the project area, and 2) that transit
and transportation demand management (TDM) measures alone cannot accommodate the
unprecedented growth in travel demand predicted for the project area.

Therefore, the proposed project combines roadway improvements; enhanced bus transit
and transportation demand management in an integrated, inter-dependent manner. With
the proposed project, approximately one-half of the projected future increase in commuter
trips are proposed to be accommodated by constructing roadways available to single
occupant vehicles. The other half of the projected future increase in trips will be
accommodated by facilities or measures targeted at multiple occupant vehicles. Providing
multi-occupant vehicle options is seen as the key to increasing mobility, reducing the
reliance on single occupant vehicles, reducing congestion and improving air quality.

The enhanced bus element of the proposed project would provide a 240% increase in bus
service in the project area, targeted at peak hour commuters. It would include expansion
of bus routes, decreased headway, and express and limited stop service. However,
expansion of bus service will be counter-productive if the roadways used by the buses are
too congested to allow the passage of vehicles. Expansion of bus service is, therefore,
inter-dependent upon the other elements of the proposed project.

The proposed improvement of US-95 includes 26 lane miles of High Occupancy Vehicle
(HOV) lanes for the exclusive use of buses and carpools (72% of the total new lane miles
provided). It also includes a modern freeway management system to improve the flow of
traffic and manage congestion.

Local arterial street improvements will reduce congestioh on a regional level while,
simultaneously, transportation demand management measures directed at trip reduction
will encourage the use of transit, ridesharing and other high occupancy vehicle modes.
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The intended purpose of the proposed project “is to provide improved transportation in
response to regional growth, decrease future congestion on the existing roadway network
and enhance mobility.” (Section lll.A, page lll-1.) With the No-Build Alternative, the
average peak hour trip demand in the project area is predicted to exceed the capacity of
the roadway network by 40%, resulting in extreme congestion (Section Ill.A, Table I1i-2).
With the proposed project (Alternatives A and B) the proposed transportation system in the
project area is expected to be able to accommodate projected peak hour trip demand
without exceeding the capacity of the roadway system. Consequently, when compared to
the No-Build Alternative in the future, the proposed project is expected to significantly
improve congestion.

The proposed project is included in a conforming Transportation Improvement Program
(TIP). Population forecasts used as a basis for transportation analysis for the TIP are
based on a consensus of local planning agencies using the best available data at the time
that the traffic forecasting model was calibrated. The current TIP received a positive
conformity finding by the Federal Highway Administration and the Federal Transit
Administration and received no comments from the Environmental Protection Agency.

Land use and population forecasts for Las Vegas are being continuously reviewed and
revised and the Regional Transportation Commission’'s TRANPLAN computer traffic
forecasting model is being continuously updated. A new TIP is prepared every two years
and amended periodically. Each new TIP, or amendment, is subject to a conformity
determination. New and amended TIP’s will include updated analyses based on updated
land use and population forecasts. The proposed project will not be able to proceed
without positive determinations of conformity with each new TIP or TIP amendment, since
the Federal Highway Administration is prohibited from approving, or funding projects which
are not included in a conforming TIP.

Noise levels adjacent to the existing US-95 highway are very high at the present time.
Noise barriers are proposed along US-95 adjacent to residential areas in order to provide
mitigation for noise impacts. Public comments have been highly supportive of the
installation of noise barriers as proposed in the DEIS to mitigate the impacts of noise (see
Appendices E, F and G).

A “phased approach” to implementing the proposed project is recommended in the
comment letter. As stated in Section IV.6, “the various elements of the proposed project
will be constructed and implemented over a period of time.” “To meet short-term demand
and relieve congestion in the short-term (1 to 8 years) the construction of arterial street
improvements, the construction of arterial street connections and the implementation of
enhanced bus service and-transportation demand management measures would be
initiated in the short-term.”
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The Clark County Regional Transportation Commission (RTC) is committed to aggressively
implementing enhanced bus transit service and expanded transportation demand
management measures in the short-term to meet short-term demand.

The Citizen Area Transit (CAT) bus system has been in operation since December 5, 1992.
As shown in Table 1, CAT ridership has increased from 14.9 million riders in 1993 to 46.5
million riders in 1998. The average annual rate of growth of CAT ridership in Las Vegas
is 26% per year. The CAT bus system has provided a 13% average annual increase in
service hours and an 18% average annual increase in service miles. These rates of
growth far exceed the population growth rate and underscore the RTC’s commitment to
providing CAT bus service to meet short term transportation needs.

TABLE 1
Annual CAT BUS SYSTEM RIDERSHIP AND SERVICE PARAMETERS
Annual Annual
Annual increase in Increase in
Increase in Service Service Service Service
Year Ridership Ridership Hours Hours Miles Miles
1993 14,969,572 585,134 6,384,660
1994 22,156,338 48% 706,491 21% 9,030,903 41%
1995 26,310,241 19% 729,993 3% 9,236,025 2%
1996 35,044,533 33% 858,746 18% 11,283,446 22%
1997 40,889,954 17% 915,451 7% 12,771,276 13%
1998 46,562, 413 14% 1,084,798 18% 14,253,589 12%
|L_Average Annual Increase 26% 13% 18%

In March, 1998, the RTC created a Transportation Demand Management Division. The
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Division is that component of the Regional
Transportation Commission which provides alternative transportation choices to
commuters in the Las Vegas Valley, in an effort to reduce traffic congestion, improve air
quality, and provide a better quality of life in the region.

Since its inception, the TDM Division has aggressively established and pursued a number
of goals and objectives which include:

- A CAT MATCH Commuter Services Program to encourage carpools.

- A program to encourage employers to partner with the RTC in providing CAT
MATCH service.

- A program to encourage development of vanpools.

- An incentive program for employees to use transit or vanpools..
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A program to promote the creation of employer front door reserved transit

(shuttles). o _ _
- A park-and-ride program partnership with local commercial and business
enterprises, and / B
- A tele-commuting informational program.

Despite the anticipated success of enhanced bus transit and transportgtion dgmgnd
management measures to meet short-term demand, the widening of US-95 in combination
with enhanced transit, TDM and arterial street improvements is needed to meet long-term
demand. '

Widening of US-95 is proposed to follow the implementation of enhanced bus and TDM
measures, as a second phase of the proposed project. Unfortunately, the widening of US-
95 is anticipated to take up to 10 years. Therefore, to meet long-term demand, (8 to 20
years), activities leading to the widening of US-95 including design, property acquisition,
relocations, etc., must begin immediately following approval of the EIS/ROD.

Phasing of the proposed project elements as described above is considered to be essential
to the success of the proposed project to meet both short and long-term demand, reduce
congestion and improve air quality. Enhanced bus transit and transportation demand
management measures will be aggressively implemented to address short-term demands,
giving implementation priority to those elements of the proposed project which provide the
greatest reduction in vehicle miles traveled. The widening of US-95 will be implemented
on a phased time schedule necessary to supplement the other elements of the proposed
project to meet long-term demand.

A “light rail” strategy was evaluated in the US-95 Major Investment Study, Detailed
Evaluation of Alternatives, April, 1997 and rejected as discussed in Section IV.B.4.b.(2) of
the EIS. Although “light rail' is believed to be economically feasible, enhanced bus service,
included as part of the proposed project, is considered to be a more practical mass transit
solution to meet the mobility needs of the project area through the year 2020.

The comment letter states that “the local community must also address growth in the
region” and page 2 of the specific comments urges “FHWA and NDOT to take this
opportunity to facilitate an open dialogue on smart growth, quality of life and livability issues
in the community.”

These comments are believed to be right on target and consistent with on-going actions
to involve the entire community in developing solutions for growth issues.

The Southern Nevada Strategic Planning Authority (SNSPA) was created by the 1997
State Legislature under Senate Bill 383, sponsored by Senator Jon Porter. The SNSPA
was mandated to complete a number of tasks, including developing a regional Strategic
Plan, prioritizing the objectives and strategies relating to the growth of Clark County and
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recommending regional growth management legislation to be considered by the 1999 State
Legislature. The 21 member Authority was established consisting of elected
representatives from the Southern Nevada City Councils and the Clark County Board of
Commissioners along with Southern Nevada business leaders and residents.

From 1997 through 1999, the 21 members of the SNSPA and its subcommittees reviewed
and compared land use master plans and capital improvement plans from each of the local
Southern Nevada jurisdictions. No two plans or programs were alike, and a major
accomplishment for the SNSPA was the creation of common reporting criteria for all local
government agencies. The SNSPA has now produced a Strategic Plan to address growth
in Southern Nevada, Planning For Our Second Century, A Twenty Year Initiative For
Responsible Growth in Southern Nevada, which creates goals, objectives and strategies
for the following twelve areas highly impacted by future growth:

- Economy/Economic Development
- Schools/Education

- Air Quality and Environment

- Housing

- Land Use and Growth Strategies
- Parks & Recreation

- Public Safety

- Transportation

- Water Supply/Distribution

- Water quality/WWastewater

- Flood Control

- Health Care

The Strategic Plan for Southern Nevada was presented to the 1999 State Legislature and
in its entirety, the Strategic Plan offers a regional consensus on ways to meet the effects
of future growth while enhancing the quality of life in Southern Nevada.

While the term of the SNSPA expired in 1999, the 1999 State Legislature, acting on the
recommendations of the SNSPA, created the Southern Nevada Regional Planning
Coalition (Senate Bill #394). The permanent Regional Planning Coalition is mandated to
“develop policies for the region, including, without limitation, the promotion of orderly
development, coordinated land use planning and the efficient provision of services to urban
areas, including, without limitation, roads, water and sewer service and police and fire
protection, mass transit, libraries and parks.” The Regional Planning Coalition is also
mandated to “cooperate with the local Air Pollution Control Board and the Regional
Transportation Commission to:

(@) Ensure that the plans, policies and programs adopted by
each of them are consistent to the greatest extend practicable.
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(b) Establish and carry out a program of integrated, long-range
planning that conserves the economic, financial and natural resources
of the region and supports a common vision of desired future
conditions.

In developing plans, policies and programs, the Regional Planning Coalition is mandated
to solicit public input and serve as a hub for regional dialogue.

In conclusion, the proposed project, if properly viewed as an integrated multi-element
roadway, transit and TDM transportation strategy, provides a -practical means to
accommodate travel demands imposed by the unprecedented growth of the Northwest
Region of Las Vegas while also contributing towards the attainment of regional goals to
decrease reliance on single occupancy vehicles, increase use of transit, relieve congestion
and improve air quality.

2, Response to Specific Comments of the Environmental Protection Agency

Air Quality

(@  The assumptions used in the local air quality analysis presehted in the DEIS
are described in detail in the Air Quality Technical Study, December 1998,
revised March, 1999. Regional air quality figures were obtained from the
Regional Transportation Plan 1998-2020, as prepared by the Regional
Transportation Commission and are the same figures used for regional air
quality conformity determinations.

The intended purpose of the proposed project “is to provide improved
transportation in response to regional growth, decrease future congestion
on the existing roadway network and enhance mobility.” (Section HlIA, page
lI-1.) With the No-Build Alternative, the average peak hour trip demand in
the project area is predicted to exceed the capacity of the roadway network
by 40%, resulting in extreme congestion (Section IIl.A, Table Ill-2). With the
proposed project (Alternatives A and B) the proposed transportation system
in the project area is expected to be able to accommodate projected peak
hour trip demand without exceeding the capacity of the roadway system.
Consequently, when compared to the No-Build Alternative in the year 2020,
the proposed project is expected to significantly improve congestion.

(b) The proposed project is included in a conforming Transportation
Improvement Program (TIP). Population: forecasts used as a basis for
transportation analysis for the TIP are based on a consensus of local
planning agencies using the best available data at the time that the model
was calibrated. The current TIP received a positive conformity finding by the
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(c)

(d)
(e)

Federal Highway Administration and the Federal Transit Administration and
received no negative comments from the Environmental Protection Agency.

Land use and population forecasts for Las Vegas are being continuously
reviewed and revised and the Regional Transportation Commission's
TRANPLAN computer traffic forecasting model is being continuously
updated. A new TIP is prepared every two years and amended periodically.
Each new TIP, or amendment, is subject to a conformity determination. New
and amended TIP’s will include updated analyses based on updated land
use and population forecasts. The proposed project will not be able to
proceed without positive determinations of conformity with each new TIP or
TIP amendment, since the Federal Highway Administration is prohibited from
approving, or funding projects which are not included in a conforming TIP.

The Nevada Department of Transportation and the Regional Transportation
Commission intend to aggressively pursue the implementation of the types
of transportation demand management (TDM) measures identified.
Specifically, the Regional Transportation commission (RTC) recently
approved $2.4 million for the operation of six express bus routes. Bus-only
facilities are included in the operational plan, including bus-only lanes on
Sahara Avenue in the project area. The Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for a Resort Corridor Fixed Guiderail system will be completed
within 30 days and public hearings are being scheduled. Completion of the
EIS will allow the first phase of a rail transit system to be implemented when
funding becomes available. The RTC's monthly bus pass rate of $20 is one
of the lowest in the western United States, providing a subsidized fare which
is intended to encourage bus ridership. The RTC is currently examining
opportunities to implement a neighborhood transit circulatory service which
would utilize neighborhood shuttle buses to interface with the major bus
transit routes, improving local accessibility to the regional bus system. While
opportunities to convert existing roadway lanes to high occupancy vehicle
use are limited, HOV lanes are considered to be a vital component of the
proposed project and will be constructed in conjunction with the widening of
US-95.

A dust mitigation plan has been added to the EIS.

Signal timing data was included in the air quality modeling of intersections.
The Air Quality Technical Study, December 1998, revised March 1999,

-provides a detailed description of model assumptions (Section V of the Air

Quality Technical Study).
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Alternatives Analysis

(a)

(b)

(©

Refer to the response to the General Comments of the Environmental
Protection Agency regarding the Strategic Plan to Address Growth in
Southern Nevada prepared by the Southern Nevada Strategic Planning
Authority.

Land use plans for the Northwest Region of Las Vegas were prepared prior
to initiating the transportation studies for the project area. The US-95 Major
Investment Study evaluated a range of alternative strategies to meet
transportation demand in the project area. At the beginning of the
transportation studies, transportation demand was fixed based on land use
plans, and alternative strategies were then evaluated to identify alternatives
to meet projected demand.

With the No-Build Alternative, the projected year 2020 transportation
demand will exceed the capacity of the existing roadway network by 40%.
Without implementing measures to accommodate demand, congestion could
become so severe that it would limit land development in the project area.
While it would be an interesting academic exercise to identify how much land
development could be achieved at a fixed level of transportation capacity, it
would bear no resemblance to existing Master Plans.

While recent studies may indicate that roadway expansion induces growth,
induced growth would have to exceed the growth projected in existing Master
Plans to exceed the capacity of the transportation system in the project area
with the proposed project. Currently, there is no basis to project growth
beyond that included in the Master Plans.

As presented in the US-95 Major Investment Study (MIS) Detailed Evaluation
of Alternatives, April 1997, the components of the proposed project are
estimated to contribute in the following manner:

Strategy Component Additional Capacity

Person Trips Per Hour
US-95 Widening 13,900
" Freeway Management System 5,200
{| Arterial Street Improvements 10,400
Enhanced Bus Service 4,500 "
Il Transportation Demand Management 2,000* "

u Total _ 36,?0%

* Demand Reduction

D.3-8 ] Nevada Department of Transportation



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

The enhanced bus service and transportation demand management
measure components are consistent with the recommendations of the
Regional Transportation Commission’s Resort Corridor Major Investment
Study and are expected to accommodate nearly 20% of the expected
increase in future peak hour commuter trips.

VMT and VHT reductions for individual components of each strategy were
evaluated in the first phase of the US-95 MIS. Only improvements showing
reductions in VMT and VHT were included in alternative strategies for further
evaluation. While VMT reductions are believed to be primarily attributable
to enhanced bus service and TDM, the components are inter-dependent and
only when combined provide both a large reduction in VMT and the ability to
meet projected transportation demand.

(d)  Alight rail system is believed to be economically feasible (see Table IV-3 in
the EIS). However, demand studies indicate that a fixed guideway route
serving the project area would only generate up to 5,000 peak hour person
trips. This demand estimate is independent of the size of the trains.

Noise

Noise barriers are proposed in the EIS along US-95 to mitigate the impacts of noise
on sensitive receptors. As shown in the EIS, noise walls ranging in height from 18
to 26 ft. would be required to reduce noise levels to less that 67 dBA in the year
2020 with the proposed project. Following FHWA policy, input from the local
community has been obtained through the public hearing process on issues of
noise barrier location, height, visual impact, etc. Additional community input will be
sought during design hearings.

Public comments received to date strongly support the installation of noise barriers
to mitigate noise impacts. The design features of the barriers will be finalized with
additional community input.

General

The Clark County Regional Flood Control Master Plan is the best source of
information regarding predicted flood flows and existing and planned flood control
facilities in the project area. Diagrams from the Master Plan are included in Section
V.A 4 of the EIS.

The proposed project is principally located within the Cental Basin drainage sub-
basin of the Las Vegas Wash. This sub-basin has been nearly built-out with
development. The proposed project, by including master planned flood conveyance
facilities, will benefit flood control efforts by reducing existing flooding problems in
the project area. .
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No other major projects in the area appear or are projected to contribute adversely
to the flood risks in the area. Efforts to re-evaluate flood flows will be initiated as

part of this project.
3. Response to Comments of the U.S. Department of the Interior

The Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT) is committed to working with the City
of Las Vegas Department of Parks and Leisure Activities, the Clark County School District
and other appropriate City and County agencies to arrive at definitive agreements
concerning project impacts and mitigation measures to Torrey Pines Park, the City of Las
Vegas Pedestrian Path and Bikeway and the Adcock Elementary School. Recent letters
from the City of Las Vegas and the Clark County School District are included in Appendix
A, Section 4(f) Correspondence, showing continued cooperation and coordination and
progress towards reaching definitive agreements. (Please note: the Torrey Pines Park is
also known as the Charleston Neighborhood Preservation Park by the City of Las Vegas.)

NDOT will also continue to cooperate and coordinate with the State Historic Preservation
Officer and Native American Tribes concerning project impacts and mitigation measures
to historic and archeological resources.

A Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) is not necessary for the preferred alternative,
Alternative A, which avoids the Las Vegas Springs National Register site, and therefore
was not prepared and is not included in the FEIS. A MOA would only have been required
for Alternative B, which impacts the Las Vegas Springs National Register Site.

4. Response to Comments of The United States Department of The
Interior, U.S. Geological Survey

General Comments

Complete bibliographies are provided in each of the seven technical studies prepared in
conjunction with the DEIS. The technical studies are available on request from the Nevada
Department of Transportation as cited in Sections | and XIll of the EIS.

Specific Comments

The text has been changed as requested.

5. Response to Comments of the U.S. Department of Commerce

The National Geodetic Survey’s (NGS) internet site was queried as suggested. There do
not appear to be any NGS monuments in the project area which would be affected by the
proposed project.
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6. Response to Comments of the U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services

The topics provided by the Department of Health and Human Services listing areas of
Potential Public Health Concern has been reviewed. These areas have been addressed
as appropriate in the DEIS including the topics of Water Quality, Air Quality, Wetlands and
Flood Plains, Hazardous Wastes, Noise, Land Use and Housing.
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B. RESPONSE TO COMMENTS OF STATE AGENCIES

1. Response to Comments of The State of Nevada Department of
Conservation And National Resources, Division of Environmental
Protection

Letter of June 3, 1999

Comments are noted.

A central point of contact for clean-up of spills will be established by NDOT during the
construction of the project.

The Division of Environmental Protection’s recommendation of Alternative A to protect
water production wells and the Bonanza Pumping Station, and to avoid the Big Springs
Archeological District, is noted.

Letter of June 14, 1999

The text has been updated to show the current status of Hazardous Waste Sites.
Specifically, the Golden Engines and Cylinder Head property and the Western Linen
Service property have been removed from the list of known contamination sites.

2. Response to Comments of The State of Nevada Department of
Administration Nevada State Clearinghouse

Comments forwarded from the Nevada Office of Historic Preservation, the National
Heritage Program and the Bureau of Health, Planning and Statistics are acknowledged.

3. Response to Comments of The State of Nevada Department of
Museums, Library And Arts, State Historic Preservation Office

Itis noted that the Nevada State Historic Preservation Office (NSHPO) supports the DEIS
as written.

4. Response to Comments of The National Heritage Program

Itis noted that the National Heritage Program strongly supports avoidance of Alternative
B which would impact the Las Vegas Valley Water District's Big Springs area, which it
notes is a “critical area for conservation of the Las-Vegas Bearpoppy.”

5. Response to Comments of the State of Nevada Bureau of Health
Planning and Statistics '

Relocation of Wells will be coordinated with the Bureau of Health Planning and Statistics.
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C. RESPONSE TO COMMENTS OF COUNTY AND CITY AGENCIES

1. Response to Comments of the Clark County A-95 Clearinghouse
Council

Comments noted.

2. Response to Comments of the Clark County Department of
Comprehensive Planning

Trails Input

Refer to the Response to Comments of the City of Las Vegas Department of Planning and
Development in this Appendix.

Air Quality Input

Site specific dust mitigation plans for each of the proposed construction projects will be
prepared and submitted to the Clark County Health District's Air Pollution Control Division
for review and approval. Site specific plans will include:

(a)  The total area of land surface to be disturbed and the total area of the project
site in acres.

(b)  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.

()  Asite 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.

(d)  Control measures to be applied for all sources of fugitive dust plans or
practices to be implemented during high wind events.

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

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 engines 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.
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Reference to the use of oil as a mitigation measure has been deleted.

Reference to landscaping in the air quality section of the Executive Summary has been
changed to match the text in Section VI.E.2.b.(2).

Section VI.E.2.b.(2) identifies the “prompt removal of earth or other material from paved
streets onto which earth or other material has been deposited” to be a mitigation measure
for PM,,. “Deposition” has now been defined to include re-entrainment of dust on paved
surfaces from construction sources.

Carbon Monoxide Analysis

The potential future CO violations identified in the Air Quality Technical Study were based
on individual intersection micro analysis using worst case assumptions. Minor differences
in forecast traffic distributions, vehicle mix and other model inputs could result in
differences in predicted CO concentrations.

The Clark County Regional Transportation Commission is the lead agency for the
implementation of Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures in Clark County.
The Nevada Department of Transportation will coordinate with the Regional Transportation
commission to establish a program to measure the effectiveness of the TDM measures in
the project area.

The number of PM,, and CO monitoring sites in operation at present has been updated.

The text has been updated to include the December 1998 exceedences at the Sunrise
Acres site.

Multi-Species Input
Comments noted. See Executive Summary.B.

3. Response to Comments of The Clark County Health District

The text and tables of Section V.E.2. of the DEIS has been corrected with the updated
data provided.

4. Response to Comments of The Clark County Regional Flood Control
District

Site specific storm water pollution prevention plans will be prepared for each construction
project exceeding 5 acre of area as mitigation for surface water runoff. The text of Section
VI.A.2 of the DEIS has been changed accordingly.
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5. Response to Comments of the City of Las Vegas

Environment

’

(@) See Response to the Comments of the Clark County Department of
‘ Comprehensive Planning regarding Air quality Input, in this Appendix.

(b)  The Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT) will include Erosion
‘Control Plans in the design of the proposed project to widen US-95.

Mitigation Measures

(@  The widening of Martin Luther King Boulevard between Vegas Drive and
Washington Avenue will be constructed under the auspices of the City of Las
Vegas. A security wall adjacent to the Bonanza Village Community would
reduce noise and indirect impacts from the roadway. It is one of the few
neighborhoods affected by the project which does not presently have a
security wall. When the widening project is constructed, a security wall will
be included in the construction plans, if it is not constructed prior to the
widening project. The City of Las Vegas will establish, prior to construction,
whether or not a local funding contribution from adjacent property owners is
warranted.

(b)  Section VI.L3, of the EIS, last paragraph states that “work adjacent to
residential areas will be scheduled for daytime hours.” This statement has
been modified to specify the period 7:00 AM to 7:00 PM. The EIS also states
that “along US-95, where work is proposed adjacent to residential
neighborhoods noise barriers will be constructed during early stages of
construction so that construction can proceed behind the barriers day and
night.”

Night work on US-95 can substantially reduce impacts to traffic by avoiding
peak commuter times. Restricting night-time work on US-95 to work zones
behind noise barriers will avoid impacts to adjacent residential areas.

(c)  Whereitis practical to do so, relocated electrical lines adjacent to residences
will be placed underground.

Sound Barriers

(@)  Sound barriers will be constructed at the earliest possible stage, adjacent to
each residential area, to minimize noise impacts during construction.
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(b)

(c)

Drought tolerant landscaping will be placed along noige bal:riers to provide
visual buffering from the perspective of adjacent residential areas. The
Nevada Department of Transportation will determine, at a later date, whether
to seek local funding contributions.

The selection of the material type for noise barriers will be made following
Design Hearings where public input on this issue will be sought. NDOT
agrees that materials and/or textures which offer graffiti resistance are
preferable. o

(d) Noise levels at the hospital facilities are estimated to be approximately 66
dBA. However, no outdoor activities were noted at the hospital site and
interior noise levels were estimated to be less than 52 dBA in the Noise
Technical Study. Noise Impacts to the hospital facilities and the need for
noise mitigation will be re-evaluated during design.

(e)  Noise barriers will be extended westerly along US-95 sufficiently to mitigate
noise impacts to the residences located along the eastern edge of the Las
Vegas Valley Water District North Well Field.

{j) Noted.

Buffer Zones

(@  NDOT must show a need in order to acquire any properties outside proposed

right-of-way. As currently planned, thiteen homes on Reba Avenue, on the
north side of US-95, would be outside the proposed right-of-way acquisition
for widening US-95. However, these homes will face into the widened
highway, facing the proposed noise barrier, without any horizontal clearance
to provide even a minimal buffer area.

Realigning Reba Avenue and connecting it to Alaska Avenue to the east, as
suggested, would improve traffic flow for the neighborhood north of US-95
between Jones Boulevard and Michael Way. By providing a continuous
frontage road extending approximately 3/4 mile along the north side of US-
95, trips to and from the east would avoid four 90 degree turns entering and
exiting this neighborhood.

The current plan for widening US-95 includes the relocation of local access
roads to maintain existing local circulation patterns. Improvements in local
circulation, such as the one suggested, when reconstructing frontage roads,
including the displacement of 13 homes on Reba Avenue, will be considered

D.3-16
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by NDOT during design subject to concurrence by the City of Las Vegas and
further community input as suggested.

(b)  This comment lacks a specific recommendation from the City. It would
appear that no more than 10 of the 17 homes on the north side of Lowden
would be required for the widening of US-95. There would be no apparent
purpose for acquiring the remaining 7 (most westerly) homes.

(c)  The five most southerly homes on the east side of Deerbrook Lane are well
outside the proposed footprint for the widened highway. NDOT does not
have a “willing seller/willing buyer” program. Clark County has received

- authorization from the State Legislature to establish a willing seller/willing
buyer program. However, the program as currently defined by Clark County
is intended to provide relief for abutting property owners. The program would
not be applicable to the five southerly homes on Deerbrook Lane since they
are not abutting the widened highway as currently planned.

Traffic Issues

(@ The NDOT will investigate the possibility of improving the eastbound to
northbound movement between the Summerlin Parkway and US-95,
including the option of a direct connection. At the present time, traffic on this
movement must exit to Rainbow Boulevard and enter US-95 from Rainbow
Boulevard. While the travel distance is short and reasonably direct, delays
occur at two traffic signals. The proposed improvement would provide an
enhancement which will be subject to value engineering.

(b)  NDOT concurs that the proposed widening of Summeriin Parkway to three
lanes westbound should terminate at Rampart Boulevard with a two lane
exit, one dedicated exit lane (terminating the 3-lane widened section) and
one"choice” lane for through and exiting movements.

(c)  Based on public comment, NDOT concurs that the existing intersection
configuration at Decatur Boulevard and Churchill Avenue will best serve the
needs of the local community.

(d) NDOT concurs that a protected sidewalk on the reconstructed Decatur
Bridge will improve the safety of pedestrians accessing the adjacent Western
. High School.

Relocation Issues

(@)  The City is concerned that home values for potentially relocated residences
may decrease during the EIS preparation and review period. The NDOT will

Nevada Department of Transportation D.3-17
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(b)

abide by the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR'’s) #49 Part 24 which is the
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition for Federal and
Federally Assisted Programs, As Amended. Subpart 24.103, Criteria for
Appraisals, (b) specifically addresses and directs the appraiser to disregard
any decrease or increase in the fair market value of the real property caused
by the project for which the property is to be acquired, or by the likelihood
that the property would be acquired for the project, other than that due to
physical deterioration within the reasonable control of the owner. Also,
pursuant to Nevada Revised Statute (NRS) 37.112, the same issues
regarding increase or decrease in valuation apply.

As discussed in Section VII.H.1.a of the EIS, the Charleston Heights
Neighborhood Preservation Park (Torrey Pines Park) will be reconstructed
on the remainder property of the Adcock Elementary School (to be relocated)
to ensure the availability of this park for the local neighborhood. The City of
Las Vegas will be financially compensated for the value of existing land and
park facilities to be acquired by the project. The compensation will be
sufficient to allow for the replacement of park facilities.

Community Involvement

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

As suggested, the NDOT will establish a pro-active program to meet one-on-
one with property owners and tenants who will be relocated with the
proposed project.

During construction, NDOT will meet with adjacent residences and business
owners and provide information about maintenance issues and contact
numbers for the responsible NDOT maintenance division.

Construction schedules will be prepared after the project is approved and will
be made available to the public.

NDOT looks forward to the opportunity to make presentations to the hew City
of Las Vegas administration with respect to this project.

Traffic comments

(a)

The Regional Transportation Commission is considering an option of a fixed
guideway system in Northwest Las Vegas which would help meet the
transportation needs of the project area beyond the planning horizon for this
project. A possibility being considered is to extend a fixed guideway along
US-95.

D3-18
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(b)

(c)

(d)
(e)

(f)

@

Along US-95, closely spaced cross streets and interchanges would
necessitate an elevated fixed guideway system. With this type of system
only limited ground space is required for facilities (i.e., columns) while the
entire area beneath the guideway must be available for maintenance access.

With the proposed design of US-95, a fixed guideway could be constructed
over planned maintenance and embankment slope areas along US-95 with
maintenance areas used jointly for highway and fixed guideway
maintenance. While consideration will be given to identifying space within
proposed right-of-way for joint usage by highway and potential future
guideway facilities, additional right-of-way and additional utility relocations
which could be desirable for a fixed guideway system can not be identified
at the present time without a specific guideway plan and are not included in
the proposed design.

Since information is not currently available about potential fixed guideway
station locations or station requirements, right-of-way for stations cannot be
established at the present time. However, given the limited right-of-way
available for US-95, it is likely that additional right-of-way, with potential
business and residential relocations, would be required for fixed guideway
stations. |Is expected that this would be evaluated in further fixed guideway
studies.

As suggested, the geometrics of the realignment of US-95 and the ramps at
the Rainbow Interchange will be carefully studied to ensure the best possible
design.

The proposed improvement appears logical and will be studied as a design
option and coordinated with the owner of the development.

Concurrence noted.

The location of the US-95 and I-156 ramps on Martin L. King Boulevard were
established with the studies of the Spaghetti Bowl Interchange. Progression
of the signalized intersections will be considered when completing the design
of the ramp reconfiguration which has already begun with Phase 2 of the
Spaghetti Bowl reconstruction.

NDOT concurs with this suggestion. Full freeway lighting will increase the
safety of these highways and will be included in the design.

High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes are proposed to encourage the use of
carpools and multi-occupant vehicles in order to improve the person-carrying
capacity of the highway. This need is greatest during peak traffic hours.
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NDOT will study the possibility of reducing the vehicle occupancy
requirements to use the HOV lanes during off-peak hours. However, NDOT
will reserve the right to extend the multi-occupancy use hours as congestion
dictates.

(h)  The proposed project includes a Freeway Management System which will
include Intelligent Transportation System infrastructure. NDOT concurs that
the Freeway Management System be extended to include the Summerlin
Parkway. This improvement would provide additional project benefits without
additional impacts.

(i) NDOT concurs with the recommendations of the City to provide “full”
standard improvements in the widening of Rancho Drive and Martin L. King
Boulevard wherever justified.

)] The reconfiguration of the westbound Buffalo Drive exit ramp on the
Summerlin Parkway will be studied and the proposed improvements included
in the design if they improve the safety and operational characteristics of the
interchange. There would be no impacts associated with this improvement.

Miscellaneous Issues

(@) The land use code will be corrected.
The City of Las Vegas’ support for Alternative A is noted.

6. Response to Comments of The City of Las Vegas Department of
Planning And Development

The City of Las Vegas is initiating a Trails Master Plan for consideration by the City Council
in December 1999. Incorporation of public trails into the proposed widening of US-95 and
the Summerlin Parkway with this project would provide an enhancement not currently
included in the description of the project.

As noted, to provide benefits for home-work trips, trails along US-95 and Summerlin
Parkway would have to link to other trails and to the downtown area (east of the proposed
project). The Trails Master Plan would hopefully address this linkage.

Right-of-way along US-95 is very limited between Rainbow Boulevard and Martin L. King
Boulevard, so that with the proposed project a trail would either:

i) Share space within proposed right-of-way with utilities, drainage facilities and
maintenance roads, or
ii) Require additional right-of-way.
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At the present time it is not possible to assess the benefits of the plan, or potential impacts
from the plan (i.e., additional right-of-way requirements) without additional information
which has not yet been developed by the City.

Please note, the City of Las Vegas is also recommending “the preservation of a right-of-
way from the downtown area to the northwest for a fixed guideway monorail system.” (See
City of Las Vegas, Traffic Comments, No. 1)

7. Response to Comments of the City of North Las Vegas

The comments by the City of North Las Vegas on the preliminary DEIS regarding bus
turnouts and flared intersections were applicable to all street improvements, regardiess of
jurisdiction and was therefore added to the introductory paragraphs of Section IV.B.2.f, of
the DEIS.

Comments on the preliminary DEIS from the letter of the City of Las Vegas dated
January 19, 1999, were incorporated into the DEIS as follows:

- Specific corrections have been incorporated into the DEIS as appropriate.

- Descriptions of proposed street improvements are generic and have been
included in the introductory paragraphs of Section IV.B.2.f.

- Year 2015 traffic volumes in the preliminary DEIS have been updated to
2020 in the DEIS.

- Further improvements to Lake Mead Boulevard, beyond those included in
the Regional Transportation Plan, were not suggested or studied as part of
the alternatives analysis phase of the project and are, therefore, not
mentioned as alternatives studied or rejected.

- Section VI.D.7 only addresses Environmental Justice impacts to minority and
low income populations, which occur south of Carey Avenue.
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D. RESPONSE TO COMMENTS OF OTHER AGENCIES

1. Response to Comments of The Nevada Power Company

The Nevada Department of Transportation is committed to coordinating with the Nevada
Power Company to avoid the types of problems identified, which could otherwise lead to
delays and unnecessary costs in implementing the proposed project.

The NDOT will seek City of Las Vegas cooperation in expediting the review and approval
of relocation plans submitted by the utility companies.

2. Response to Comments of The Las Vegas Valley Water District
(a)  The Water District's support for Alternative A is noted.

(b) The Nevada Department of Transportation will consider the
installation of noise barriers on the south side of US-95 adjacent to
the North Well Field during design.

The NDOT will seek guidance from the Federal Highway
Administration in establishing noise abatement criteria associated with
an appropriate site activity category and establish appropriate
mitigation accordingly. Noise barriers are proposed as the most
appropriate form of noise mitigation along the US-95 Corridor.

(c)  The cooperation of the Water District during the preparation of the
DEIS has been appreciated. The NDOT and the FHWA will continue
to coordinate with the Water District through the FEIS and Section 4(f)
Evaluation process.

(d) Because of the many Water District Facilities located in and near
Valley View Boulevard, the Water District's cooperation during the
proposed reconstruction of the Valley View overpass will be
appreciated.
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Mireles

Marc Reisman

LoAnn Weight

Schuh & Jernigan/NDOT:

Cathy Ra:zor

Vivian Wright,
English/Spanish Interpreter
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PUBLIC

Name

John Arfuso

Shondra

Summers—-Armstrong

John J. Bare

Larry Black

Bill Bobzien

Judy Bobzien

Emelia E. Bracy

Jean Briskie

Augie Bustos

Jack Campbell

Alicia V. Carroll

George Cervantes

Steve Ciliax

William Ciliax

ATTENDANCE

Address/Affiliation

101 N. Jones

Las Vegas, NV 89107
1931 Fair Ave.

Las Vegas, NV 89106
209 Ramsey

Las Vegas, NV 89107

1303 Western Ave.
Las Vegas, NV 89102

3716 Oleander Cr.
Las Vegas, NV 89107

3716 Oleander Cr.
Las Vegas, NV 89107

1317 Oak Tree Ln.

Las Vegas, NV 89108
15 Amber Cr.
Las Vegas, NV 89107

1903 S. Jones, #100
Las Vegas, NV 89146

(Walker Furniture)
301 S. Martin Luther
Las Vegas, NV 89106

930 S. Martin Luther

Las Vegas, NV 89106
400 E. Stewart
Las Vegas, NV 89101

1909 Bannie Ave.
Las Vegas, NV 89102

1909 Bannie Ave.
Las Vegas, NV 89102

King

King

LAS VEGAS, NV

DEBBIE F. BARTLETT, CCR 62
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PUBLIC

Name

Juanita Clark

Judy Novak Cornett

Jeri Costo

Bob Crockett

Joe Davenport

Nina Davenport

Rita Demetelin

Clara C. Dermody

Susan Eisenberg

F. Robert Etor

Joseph Eugro

George Fares

Juliette Farrar

Charity Fechter

ATTENDANCE

Address/Affiliation

(Charleston Neighborhood

Preservation)
137 S. Lorenzi
Las Vegas, NV 89107

401 Parkway West

Las Vegas, NV 89106
133 Narcissus
Las Vegas, NV 89103
101 N. Jones
Las Vegas, NV 89107

109 Deerbrook Ln.
Las Vegas, NV 89107

109 Deerbrook Ln.

Las Vegas, NV 89107
15 S. Onyx
Las Vegas, NV 89106

2608 La Solana Way
Las Vegas, NV 89102

3385 S. Chikasaw
Las Vegas, NV 89109

541 S.
Las Vegas, NV

Martin Luther
89106

2801 Austin Ave.
Las Vegas, NV 89107

146 Tyler Court
Henderson, NV 89014
3629 W. Bonanza

Las Vegas, NV 89107

King

(City of North Las Vegas)

N. Las Vegas, NV

89030

LAS VEGAS, NV

DEBBIE F. BARTLETT, CCR 62
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PUBLIC
Name

Steve Ford

Cecil Fudi

Kathy Fudi

LLorraine Galantini

Sandra Garrett

Fran Giaramita

Patricia Gillums

Graan

Angela

Miguel Guerrero

ATTENDANCE

Address/Affiliation

(City of Las Vegas)

Las Vegas, NV 89101
2017 Pinto Ln.

Las Vegas, NV 89106
2017 Pinto Ln.

Las Vegas, NV 89106
(LACCO, Ltd., d/b/a
Storage West)

431 W. 7th St.

Los Angeles, CA 90014
10325 Snyder

Las Vegas, NV 89134
110 Narcissus Ln.

Las Vegas, NV 89107
661 Desert Ln., Apt. 1
Las Vegas, NV

5120 Alaska Ave.

Las Vegas, NV 89107

113 Narcissus Ln.
Las Vegas, NV 89107

Bertha Hall 10720 Button Willow Dr.

LLas Vegas, NV 89136
Robert W. Hall 10720 Button Willow Dr.

Las Vegas, NV 89136
Vicki Hasko 3629 W. Bonanza

Las Vegas, NV 89107
Lee Wayne Haynes P.O. Box 60122

Boulder City, NV 89006
Thelma Hicks 105 Woodley St.

Las Vegas, NV 89106
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PUBLIC
Name

Sheila Olavi Holder

Patricia Jacobs

Johnson

Larry R.

LA Kliener

Kerry Krantz

Kim Krantz

Alexander Labrador

Tom Lane

Laizel

Milly E.

Patricia Manry

ATTENDANCE

Address/Affiliation

10 Onyx Way

Las Vegas, NV 89106

1561
Las Vegas, NV

Comstock Dr.
89106

2110 Club Meadows Dr.

Henderson, NV 89014
1303 Western
Las Vegas, NV 89102

105 Holly Hock Ln.
Las Vegas, NV 89107

105 Holly Hock Ln.
Las Vegas, NV 89107

9 N. Yale St.
Las Vegas, NV

2029 Shadow Brook Way
Henderson, NV 89014

2615 Tyme
Las Vegas, NV

32 Honey Locust Dr.

N. Las Vegas, NV 89031
Rick Martindale 100 Reese St.

Las Vegas, NV 89107
Sherry Mason 5704 Harmony Ave.

Las Vegas, NV 89107
Ann McCormach 113 Dahlia Ln.

Las Vegas, NV 89107
Carl E. McKague 5608 Reba Ave.

Las Vegas, NV 89107
Helen H. McKague 5608 Reba Ave.

Las Vegas, NV 89107

DEBBIE F. BARTLETT, CCR 62 702-361-2192
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13

14

15
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Name

Jess H. Meyers

Marion L. Meyers

James Miller

Lou Ellen Miller

David Moore

Celeste Neil

Emily V. Neilson

Rick Nielsen

Bonnie Novak

Bertha Olson

Harry Olson

Jim Orndoff

Edson Parker

Alicia Patman

Betty Peterjohn

PUBLIC ATTENDANCE

-Address/Affiliation

14170 Western

Las Vegas, NV 89102

4890 W. Cimarron RAd.

Las Vegas, NV 89129
5340 Harmony

Las V?gas, NV 89107
5504 Reba Ave.

Las Vegas, NV 89107
Las Vegas, NV 89126

(JP Realty, Inc.)
35 Century Parkway
SLC 84115

22 Tennille Dr.

Las Vegas, NV 89107
3056 Garnet Ct.
Las Vegas, NV 89121

521 Parkway East

Las Vegas, NV 89106
2021 Alta Dr.
Las Vegas, NV 89106
2021 Alta Dr.
Las Vegas, NV 89106

2320 Paseo Del Prado,
Las Vegas, NV 89102

1800 Silver Ave.

Las Vegas, NV 89102
5204 Harmony
Las Vegas, NV 89107
2801 Austin
Las Vegas, NV 89107

#201-A

LAS VEGAS, NV

DEBBIE F. BARTLETT, CCR 62

702-361-2192




1 PUBLIC ATTENDANCE
2 Name Address/Affiliation
3 Jackie Phillips 1100 Virginia City
Las Vegas, NV 89106
4
Joan Pina 2609 Austin Ave.
5 Las Vegas, NV 89107
6 John Pollet 2204 Sierra Heights
Las Vegas, NV 89134
7
Mira Pontsler ' 631, 641, 651 Desert Ln.
8 Las Vegas, NV 89101
9 Dale Pope 1961 Ophir Dr.
Las Vegas, NV 89106
10
Dennis Ransel 3121 St. Tropez
11 Las Vegas, NV 89128
12 Kevin Rhodes 1655 E. Sahara ,
Las Vegas, NV 89104
} 13
: Thomas Robertson 3400 Miramar Dr.
14 Las Vegas, NV 89108
15 Jorge A. Rodriguez 9 N - NV
16 Keith Rogers (Las Vegas Review Journal)
P. 0. Box 70
17 Las Vegas, NV 89125-0070
18 Sandra S. Roof 1516 Hastings Ave.
Las Vegas, NV 89106
19
Larry Rudd 121 Deerbrook Lane
20 Las Vegas, NV 89107
21 Don Ruld 2401 Industrial Road
Las Vegas, NV 89102
22
Gene Russell 114 Hyacinth Lane
23 Las Vegas, NV 89107
24 Clare Schanutz 201 Broxton Ln.
Las Vegas, NV 89107
25
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1 PUBLIC ATTENDANCE
2 Name Address/Affiliation
3 Renate Schiff 24017 Industrial RAd.
Las Vegas, NV 89102
4
Terry Stolz 5001 Iowa Ave.
5 Las Vegas, NV 89107
6 Theresa Swanciger 5225 Casco Way
Las Vegas, NV 89107
7
L. Don Suttle 2407 Industrial RAd.
8 Las Vegas, NV 89102
9 Mary Walling 309 Gardenia Lane
Las Vegas, NV 89107
10
Nancy S. Walling 309 Gardenia Lane
11 Las Vegas, NV 89107
12 0. C. White, Jr. 638 Lava Falls Dr.
Las Vegas, NV 89110
3 13
: Marie B. Wilson 3712 Oleander Cr.
14 Las Vegas, NV 89107
15
16
17
18]
19 ~—-00o0---
20
21
22
23
_ 24
!
25
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ORAL

Name

Miguel Guerrero

Terry Stolz

Sheila Holder

Gene Russell aka

Robt. A. Russell

Paul Holder

James Miller

Vicki Hasko

Sherry Mason

Jess Meyers

Emily Neilson

Theresa Swanciger

Jackie Phillips

Shondra

Summers-Armstrong

Patricia Jacobs

STATEMENTS

Address

113 Narcissus Ln.
Las Vegas, NV 89107

5001 Iowa Ave.
Las Vegas, NV 89107

10 Onyx Way
Las Vegas, NV 89106

114 Hyacinth Ln.

Las Vegas, NV 89107
10 Onyx Way
-Las Vegas, NV 89106

5340 Harmony

Las Vegas, NV 89107
3629 W. Bonanza
Las Vegas, NV 89107

5704 Harmony Ave.
Las Vegas, NV 89107

1410 Western
Las Vegas, NV 89102

22 Tennille Dr.
Las Vegas, NV 89107

5225 Casco Way
Las Vegas, NV 89107

1100 Virginia Ave.
Las Vegas, NV 89106

1931 Fair Ave.
Las Vegas, NV 89106

1561 Comstock Dr.
Las Vegas, NV 89106

Page

11
12
13
15
17
18
19
20
21
&
23
24
29

33

NOTE: Continuation of oral statement index
contained in Part 2, this booklet.
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Miguel Guerrero
113 Narcissus
L.as Vegas, NV 89107

MR. GUERRERO: For the wall, sound wall,
to build it for the noise. I want to build the wall
for the noise. I agree, and I want to let them know

that they can do something about it, about a wall.

-—-000---
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Terry Stolz
50017 Iowa Ave.
Las Vegas, NV 89107

MR. STOLZ: The thing that ticks me off

about this thing, I'm in favor of plan
reason I am is because I was here when
that originally. When they built that
there wasn't a word said about hurting
varments and animals and plants. Now,
so concerned now? That's all I've got

I'm for B, for plan B. Okay.

~---000---

B. The

they built
originally,
all these
why are they

to say now.
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Sheila Holder
10 Onyx Way
Las Vegas, NV 89106

MS. HOLDER: I've wirtten letters, but

you never get any response. We have tried to sell
our house. It was on the market. This is the third
time we tried to sell it. It was on the market the

last time for six months.

Two people were interested in
buying it. They went down to the Highway
Department. The Highway Department told them,
"Well, - there could be a ramp going up. There could
be a double-decker. Could be we are taking them
right under the freeway."

I don't know how they expect

someone to get on with their lives. We cannot sell
the property. The noise is unbearable. It's got my
nerves so bad, I can't stand it anymore. I can't
sleep or eat. And the smell from the fumes 1is

astronomical.

Nobody wants to pay attention.
We have gone to every single meeting and we can't
find out anything. And I think they need to do
something because we are right there on the freeway.

So I don't know what else to say.

LAS VEGAS, NV DEBBIE F. BARTLETT, CCR 62 702-361-2192
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I think that they need to tell us something so we
can sell our property and so I can move out of
there. Either that, or I guess I'll have to get an

attorney because I can't handle it anymore.

-——o00o0——-
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1 Gene Russell aka
Robert A. Russell
2 114 Hyacinth Lane
Las Vegas, NV 89107

4 MR. RUSSELL: The thing I would like to

5 say to them, the State, I'd pay $20,000 cash to let

6 me stay where I am. That's how much I don't want to
7 move.

8 If they want me to move, here's

9 what I have to move. I have to move three 60-foot
10 palm trees in the front of the house -- I live in a
11 cul-de-sac -- and two palm trees in the back of the
12 house.

13 There is an 1,800 square foot

14 area for the swimming pool. 93 is right there, by
15 the way. You can see the block wall. Where I live,
16 I live at the very end of a cul-de-sac. There is my

17 house right there.

18 So the only place where there is
19 a —-- like the driveway right here, because I build
20 hotrods, and here is one right here. Here is

21 another one. So I need space here.

22 So then we move my satellite

23 dish, and the most expensive part of it is going to
24 be -- and I have my pool table. There has to be a
25 place where I can accommodate a pool table.

LAS VEGAS, NV DEBBIE F. BARTLETT, CCR 62 702-361-2192
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Then I have three big salt water
fish tanks. One is a 400-gallon salt water fish
tank, one is a 50-gallon salt water fish tank, and
one is a 100-gallon salt watér fish tank, and a
halfway converted garage has part of the filtration
system. This is like $18,000 for this stuff.

And then the back of the house, there is where the
swimming pool is. Here is the rest of it.

And finally, I have been there 10
years and I looked around and looked around and
found this perfect spot that's 2.6 miles from my
business, from my office, and I love the house. I
would like to stay there forever. I live by myself
and I would like to keep staying there, but if I
have to move, I would like to get a place comparable
to this.

And I have cockatiel birds in my

house, 18 of them. They fly free in my house. So I.

don't want to move. I want them to pay me $250,000
for the house, but I would pay them $20,000 to 1let
me stay there. Maybe an earthquake will happen and

we won't even widen 93.

~-—--000---
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Paul Holder
10 Onyx Way
Las Vegas, NV 89106

MR. HOLDER: Well, for two years they
have been going back and forth, and they were using
the Masonic Lodge property during the construction
between Rancho and Martin Luther King Boulevard.

As far as we're concerned,

they've ruined the value of our property. You can't
sell it. Do you know what a clouded deed is? This
is a clouded sale. We cannot sell as long as they

say they don't know if they are taking us or they
are not, and we could have sold it a couéle of
times, but it's being clouded. Now, we're being
clouded by that, the sale. Our sale is being
clouded by the Department of Transportation.

If they are taking us, fine. If
they are not, fine, but don't just leave us in limbo
like this and torture the living hell out of us, you

know.

—-—-o00o-——-
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James Miller
5340 Harmony
Las Vegas, NV 89107

MR. MILLER: Definitely we need a sound
wall. That's it. It's very important, and that the
decibel level now is at maximum decibels where I'm

at and it is unusable, my backyard.

--—00o0-—-
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1 Vicki Hasko
3629 W. Bonanza
2 Las Vegas, NV 89107

3

4 MS. HASKO: We just wanted to

5 make a suggestion, that instead of leaving West

6 Bonanza open with the off-ramp there, closing that
7 street, because a lot of people make it a shortcut
8 down towards the Rancho area, especially when the
9 traffic gets backed up. And they also have a main
10 arterial, which is Washington, three blocks down.
11 So that's basically making it a cul-de-sac at the

12 end, at the end of Bonanza there right before Valley
§ 13 View.

14 Otherwise, we like the idea of

15 the park behind us and a sound wall. They will need

16 a sound wall because we've lived over there for

17 seven years now and it's very noisy with traffic and

18 stuff. It would be nice to have something that is a

19 sound wall.

20

21

22 —-——000---

23

24

25
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Sherry Mason
5704 Harmony Ave.
Las Vegas, NV 89107

MS. MASON: I've got several
comments. Because the proposed freeway will exceed
the safe DBA, I request that we have a sound wall
because my property butts up against the 95 freeway
at this time and it's already a dangerous level DBA.

Okay. Let's see. But what I

would like to do, I need a few minutes to look over

my notes at this time. I don't have anything right
now. I've just got to go over my notes. As far as
the sound -- I'll come back in a minute.

---000-—-—-

Okay. I request that the
dangerous electrical power lines be placed
underground to keep our area environmentally safe.
I request that the eastbound US 95 Jones off-ramp
have one lane so you are able to go straight to
Upland. When the freeway is being constructed, be
sure not to route traffic through neighborhood

streets such as Harmony Avenue. That's it.

LAS VEGAS, NV DEBBIE F. BARTLETT, CCR 62 702-361-2192
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JESS MEYERS
1410 Western
Las Vegas, NV 89102

MR. MEYERS: You are nice people,
but nobody seems to know from naddah. When you try
to make direct questioning, you can't get a totally
direct answer. I'm having a lot of trouble with
this.

There is a picture of the Martin
Luther King flyover, but we're still not sure where
the road is going over on Western. Nobody seems to
know. Everybody has a different answer.

The State doesn't agree with the
City and the City doesn't agree with the State.
It's up in the air, so I would like to move it a

little closer.

-—-000---
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Emily Neilson
22 Tennille Dr.
Las Vegas, NV 89107

MS. NEILSON: 1It's hard to
believe anything that is being said because at every
meeting it changes, and in the long run, you will
end up doing what you want anyway.

But if I had a choice, I would
prefer alternate A, and I do support the noise
barriers. I would prefer that Alaska be landscaped
with trees and a walking trail, and I would like to

see Tennille Drive and Alaska be a dead end.

---00o0---
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Theresa Swanciger
5225 Casco Way
Las Vegas, NV 89107

MS. SWANCIGER: I would like to
see the 26-foot barrier wall from Decatur to Jones.
That would cover my section of the neighborhood with
the landscaping that they are proposing in the
picture, and I would like to see Tennille also be
made into a dead end street there at Alaska with no

access through.

——-000---
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Jackie Phillips
1100 Virginia City Ave
Las Vegas, NV 89106

MS. PHILLIPS: I want to say my
name 1s Jackie Phillips and I am the President of
the Bonanza Village Homeowners Association. Our
association represents 200 homes in Las Vegas in the
area west of Martin Luther King Boulevard and
between the cross streets of Washington Avenue and
Vegas Drive.

We have been aware of the plans
to widen Martin Luther King for some time and have
been awaiting the completion of the environmental
study. We agree with the findings of the study,
that widening Martin Luther King on the east side of
the road in our area would be damaging to the
businesses there. Those businesses would be left
without adequate parking space, which could make it
difficult or even impossible to conduct a profitable
business.

The environmental study has
recommended that the widening be done on the west
side of MLK, which means that they will have to take
land from our neighborhood, Bonanza Village. While

we agree that this is best for the comﬁunity in

LAS VEGAS, NV DEBBIE F. BARTLETT, CCR 62 702-361-2192
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general, we are concerned about the negative impact
this will have on our neighborhood.

Bonanza Village is a neighborhood
of 200 homes that sit on half acre to three quarter
acre parcels. The entire area is zoned for horses.
The area retains a rural character back to its
inception in 1946.

We have discussed the road
widening in our regular monthly homeowners meetings
and there is concern that MLK will become a noisy
major thoroughway which would adversely effect the
ability of our residents to finally enjoy their
homes and property. As the new road is considered,
the negative impacts on our community are as
follows:

The road will physically encroach
into what is now Bonanza Village. This means that
the lots along MLK will become smaller than the
average lots in Bonanza Village. Along with being
smaller, these lots will have the added burden of
having a busy road where their backyards used to be.

Of course, the homeowners along
MLK will need to be compensated for the loss of
their property, but how does one compensate them for

a busy road being placed in their backiards?

LAS VEGAS, NV DEBBIE F. BARTLETT, CCR 62 702-361-2192
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Number two, the road will carry a

greater traffic load than it currently does. The
point of the widening is to move a larger volume of
traffic through there. More traffic means more
traffic impact on our neighborhood.

Number three, the noise,
pollution, and visual impact of the traffic will be
negative for our neighborhood. By visual impact, we
mean high trucks being seen not only from Sharon
Road, but from other streets in Bonanza Village as
well. The increased noise, pollution, and visual
impact of traffic will not enhance our ability to
quietly enjoy our property and will decrease the
resale value of our property.

Number four, our neighborhood is
unguestionably thé best neighborhood in what 1is
known as the old west side of Las Vegas. The west
side is composed of a population that is 70% black
and 30% other. Within this west side area, there 1is
an abundance of low income housing. Many of these
projects are government funded and others are
private.

Bonanza Village fills a needed
niche in the community in that this is the only

place on the west side where youth from low income

LAS VEGAS, NV DEBBIE F. BARTLETT, CCR 62 702-361-2192
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1 families can rub elbows with wealthy families from

2 their same ethnic background. It would be difficult
3 to over emphasize the positive effect on youth of

4 having a racially diverse, yet wealthy neighborhood
5 in their area.

6 There 1is only one Bonanza Village
7 on the west side. We are here for ourselves, but

8 also as an example for the greater community. So

9 anything that negatively impacts this community

10 chips away at a powerful social example of success.
11 We do not want to see Bonanza Village compromised by
12 every new project that comes along on our border.

3 13 As a result of these undesirable
14 impacts on our community, we request the following,
15 that a 10-foot high sound wall be constructed along
16 Martin Luther King Boulevard between Washington
17 Avenue and Vegas Drive and that this wall be funded
18 as part of the widening project.

19 Since this widening project will
20 have a negative impact on our neighborhood and our

21 ability to enjoy it, there needs to be some benefit
22 that the project imparts to Bonanza Village. We

23 feel it is unreasonable to expect us to accept the

24 negative impacts with no positive benefit being

25 offered.

LAS VEGAS, NV DEBBIE F. BARTLETT, CCR 62 702-361-2192
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To summarize, we agree with the
environmental study, that widening MLK on the east
side is not wise. Furthermore, we recognize our
social responsibility to ref&ain from fighting a
project that is in the best interest of the City of
Las Vegas even though it will have a negative effect
on our neighborhood. Therefore, we request that you
fund a 10-foot sound wall along MLK as a means of
compénsating Bonanza Village for the negative impact
from the road widening.

And that's Jackie Phillips,

President.

---000---
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Shondra Summers-Armstrong
1931 Fair Ave.
Las Vegas, NV 89106

MS. SUMMERS-ARMSTRONG: Mr. Daryl
N. James, P.E. Chief, NDOT, Environmental Services
Division, 1263 South Stewart Street, Carson City,
Nevada, 89712.

Dear Mr. James: I am a resident
of Bonanza Village as well as the Secretary of the
Bonanza Village Homeowners Association. Our
association is a compilation of the residents within
the boundaries of Bonanza Village, paren, which is
bordered to the south by Washington Avenue, to the
north by Vegas Drive, to the east by Martin Luther
King Boulevard, and to the west by Tonopah Avenue,
end paren, as well as neighbors from the surrounding
area. We have formed a coalition to address the
needs and concerns of the residents in our area.

Our community has been concerned
about the widening of Martin Luther King Boulevard
for some time. Although we have heard rumor of the
widening for more than two years, this is the first
official forum we have addressed with our concerns.

The environmental impact study

prepared by the State of Nevada expresses concern

LAS VEGAS, NV DEBBIE F. BARTLETT, CCR 62 702-361-2192
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that taking land from the minority businesses to the
east of Martin Luther King between Vegas Drive and
Washington Avenue would be detrimental to the
survival of these businesses. The residents of
Bonanza Village fully agree with this assessment.

It is my understanding that the
residents of Bonanza Village whose property borders
on the west side of Martin Luther King Boulevard are
willing to allow the taking of the proposed 20 to
25 feet in exchange for just financial compensation.

However, we feel it only
equitable that the widening project include
construction of a sound barrier wall as further
mitigation of noise abatement.

We look to other projects as
precedent for similar mitigation, specifically the
widening of Lake Mead Boulevard in North Las Vegas
from Eastern Avenue east to Pecos Road.

Bonanza Village is a unique
community in that the more than 60 acres that
constitute its boundaries are zoned rural estates.
We are a small rural community in the urban center.
We live in Bonanza Village because we enjoy the
sense of community we feel here as well as the

convenient locale.
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The Bonanza Village Homeowners
Association has worked diligently with the City of
Las Vegas Special Improvement District and our
elected representative, Councilman Gary Reese, to
form an SID that would assist us in constructing a
security wall around the perimeter of our
neighborhood. This SID was approved in the fall of
1998 by the City of Las Vegas —-—- I'm sorry -- by the
Las Vegas City Council, and construction is slated
to begin sometime late this year.

Throughout this process in
meetings with Councilman Reese, Richard Geocke,
G-e-o-c-k-e, Director of Public Works, Michael
Thompson, Senior Engineer, and Bryan Scott, Deputy
City Attorney for the City of Las Vegas, our
association has been adamant in our concern that the
security wall not be constructed with funds we must
reimburse to the City only to be torn down when
Martin Luther King Boulevard is widened.

We have been assured on more than
one occasion that coordination between the two
projects would take place. However, to date, we
have not seen evidence of that coordination.

I'm here today to report that the

residents of Bonanza Village support the efforts of

LAS VEGAS, NV DEBBIE F. BARTLETT, CCR 62 702-361-2192
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the City of Las Vegas to widen Martin Luther King
Boulevard. We agree with the EIS, that it is far
better to take 20 to 25 feet from the residents
whose property border the wést of the Martin Luther
King Boulevard than to take land from small minority
businesses whose livelihood depends upon having that
land for adequate parking for the survivél of their
businesses.

However, our support 1is
contingent upon NDOT and the City of Las Vegas
working together to ensure coordination of the wall
project and the widening of Martin Luther King so
that the widening project includes adequate
financial mitigation for property loss to the
homeowners and land owners of Bonanza Village as
well as the construction of the 8 to 10-foot sourd
barrier wall for noise abatement. |

Sincerely, Shondra

Summers-Armstrong.

---000--~
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Patricia Jacobs
1561 Comstock Dr.
Las Vegas, NV 89106

MS. JACOBS: Basically, the
Bonanza Village Homeowners Association believes that
since all of the land that is going to be taken for
the widening of Martin Luther King between Vegas
Drive and Washington, since they are going to be
taking it all on the residential side and none of it
on the business side, we believe that the City
should pay for the wall that is going to be
installed on that portion where it is being widened.
In other words, from Vegas Drive down to Washington.

Bonanza Village Homeowners
Association has formed an SID, a special improvement
district, to put an eight foot wall around the
entire community, but in particular that
eastern-most boundary.

Originally, we did not know about
the widening of Martin Luther King. Once we found
out about it, we feel it is only right, whoever is
funding this and proposing this, the widening, that
they bear the expense of the wall on that
eastern-most part.

Thus, by reducing the amount that

LAS VEGAS, NV DEBBIE F. BARTLETT, CCR 62 702-361-2192
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1 each one of the people in the Bonanza Village

2 Homeowners Association has to bear, the expense

3 could be reduced.
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REPORTER'S CERTIFICATE

STATE OF NEVADA )
. SS
COUNTY OF CLARK )

I, Debbie F. Bartlett, CCR 62, do hereby
certify that I took down in shorthand (stenotype)
all oral statements in the before-entitled
meeting at the time and place indicated, and
thereafter said shorthand notes were transcribed
by computer-aided transcription at and under my
direction and supervision, and that the foregoing
transcript constitutes a full, true and accurate
transcript of all oral statements made and parties

present.

Dated at Las Vegas, Nevada, this i?%gf

day of July, 1999.

LAS VEGAS, NV DEBBIE F. BARTLETT, CCR 62 702-361-2192
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1 ' NEVADA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

REPORTER'S TRANSCRIPT
OF
4

5 ORAL STATEMENTS AT PUBLIC INFORMATIONAL HEARING

RE: U.S. 95 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STUDY UPDATE

1 Wednesday, June 9, 1999
4:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m.

N 13 Held at Clark County Health District
)3 625 Shadow Lane
y 14 i, Las Vegas, Nevada

15
16
17
18
19
20
21
bl
23
* | parT 2

25 REPORTED BY: STELLA BUTTERFIELD, CCR #7

BUTTERFIELD & BUTTERFIELD
General Court Reporting Services
P.O. Box 15
Las Vegas, Nevada 89125
(702) 382-7861
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From

From

From

APPEARANCES

the Nevada Department of Transportation:

TED BENDURE
DENNIS BAUGHMAN

Carson City
- Carson City

GLENN PETRENKO Design

CHRIS PETERSEN Design

FRANK CSIGA Design
BERNARD PONTI Bridge

JOE FREEMAN Las Vegas
JEFF BAST Right-of-wWay

STEVE HENSON

KENT COOPER

LUANN WEIGHT

GENE WEIGHT

Nevada Environmental Coalition:
ROBERT W. HALL

Louis Berger & Associates:

SYDNI DUDLEY

BUTTERFIELD & BUTTERFIELD
General Court Reporting Services
P.O.Box 15
Las Vegas, Nevada 89125
(702) 382-7861
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Name

JAMES MILLER

KIM KRANTZ

SANDRA ' GARRETT

AUGIE BUSTOS

JEAN BRISKIE

DR. ROBERT K. ETOR

LEE HAYNES

JUANITA CLARK

ORAL STATEMENTS

Address Page
5340 Harmony Way

Las Vegas, NV 89107 39
105 Hollyhock Lane

Las Vegas, NV 89107 40
10325 Snyder Avenue

Las Vegas, NV 89134 41

1903 S. Jones Blvd. #100
Las Vegas, NV 89146 42

15 Amber Circle
Las Vegas, NV 89106 44

541 S. Martin Luther King
Blvd., Las Vegas, NV
89016 45

P.O. Box 60122
Boulder City, NV 89006 47

137 Lorenzi
Las Vegas, NV 89107 50

BUTTERFIELD & BUTTERFIELD

General Court Reporting Services

P.O.Box 15
Las Vegas, Nevada 89125
(702) 382-7861
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PUBLIC STATEMENTS

JAMES MILLER

5340 Harmony Way
Las Vegas, Nevada 89107

MR. MILLER: I am recommending a children's
playground at the end of Nigul Way, facing the highway, with
appropriate landscaping. It is further recommended that this
area be partially covered facing the highway side for the
northwest juncture with some kind of grass, play-grass cover.
It's a small area. Further, for this to be lighted during

children's hours.

BUTTERFIELD & BUTTERFIELD
General Court Reporting Services
P.O.Box 15
Las Vegas, Nevada 89125
(702) 382-7861
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KIM KRANTZ

105 Hollyhock Lane
Las Vegas, Nevada 89107

MS. KRANTZ: We want to make sure if that which is a,
that there's a sound barrier that is compliant with the one
that is on the lowest part of the houses on Mesquite, the one
already built on the pole. They are taking four houses off

of our cul-de-sac, the 26 foot tall sound barrier wall.

BUTTERFIELD & BUTTERFIELD
General Court Reporting Services
P.O. Box 15
Las Vegas, Nevada 89125
(702) 382-7861
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SANDRA GARRETT

10325 Snyder Avenue
Las Vegas, Nevada 89134

MS. GARRETT: I have a problem with where they're
putting the Martin Luther King flyover. It is going to take
all of our business that we rent. We rent office buildings.
They will take the back end and the front end in the flyover.
If they move over to the Wall Street there is nothing on that
land at Wall Street and Western. There is an empty lot that
is right across from what used to be the laundry. There is
nothing there, but they are going over to the other side and
they're going to take a lot of our land and our livelihood
and I am sure you don't plan on paying us what it is worth.

Our business is Las Vegas Golf and Country Club.
That is the name of the building.

I'm not happy with how they do this.

BUTTERFIELD & BUTTERFIELD
General Court Reporting Services
P.O.Box 15
Las Vegas, Nevada 89125
(702) 382-7861
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AUGIE BUSTOS

1903 South Jones Blvd. #100
Las Vegas, Nevada 89146

MR. BUSTOS: My name is Augie Bustos. My telephone
number is 368-4439. I own 10 houses at Alta and Rancho. The
one they are taking - 426 Arnold, and I want to make a
comment that they violated the Constitutional rights of the
individuals on the north side of Alta, 14 homes, and they
have téken my house and not given me one dime for it. And I
still have mortgage payments.

I did take them to the Supreme Court and we are
exposing this project next week to the public on TV-8 on how
the City has bullied the public and taken property without
payment or just compensation.

We have an appraisal of $190,000 and they refused to
pay because the City has ripped off 10 other homeowners in
the neighborhood and has violated the City Building
Department on four - on the houses across the street which I
think is probably 425 Arnold, according to the Planning
Department.

Beverly Francy of the Acquisition Services negotiated
a house to remain on Alta with a five-foot set-back with the
front door opening onto the sidewalk. This is a total
violation of the City of Las Vegas building code. We plan on
exposing these discrepancies to the public next week.

They paid my tenant 7,000 to move in November of 1998

BUTTERFIELD & BUTTERFIELD
General Court Reporting Services
P.O.Box 15
Las Vegas, Nevada 89125
(702) 382-7861
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and we have been without rent for six months and have been

having to make the payments. This is Gestapoism.

o

3 And Bob Peterson at 425 Beaumont is my next-door
s | neighbor and is a senior citizen and they have literally

s | evicted him from his house with no money.

* % %

i
7

BUTTERFIELD & BUTTERFIELD
General Court Reporting Services
P.O.Box 15
Las Vegas, Nevada 89125
(702) 382-7861
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JEAN BRISKIE

15 Amber Circle
Las Vegas, Nevada 89106

MS. BRISKIE: It's hard to explain. I live in the
same general area, and where I live I am backed up to 95,
before Rancho Roéd. They have already put up the retainer
wall, or the sound wall. Right behind my wall there is a
drainage ditch and I have a concern that once they cover that
drainage ditch, that we're going to have a homeless
population problem there. Becauée it's going to be a closed-
in area.

You have the sound wall. You have our back wall and
you are going to have a covered culvert. And my concern,
when you have covered area who is going to maintain it and
make sure it is going to be free of homeless people. That

was my biggest concern.

* * %

BUTTERFIELD & BUTTERFIELD
General Court Reporting Services
P.O. Box 15
Las Vegas, Nevada 89125
(702) 382-7861
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DR. ROBERT K. ETOR

541 South Martin Luther King Blvd.
Las Vegas, Nevada 89106

DR. ETOR: It is Wednesday, June 9", 1999, anno
domini, and I am back here looking at the same pictures,
drawings, sketches, photographs as I did down at Cashman
Center on Tuesday, December the 3™, 1991. And I do not see
anything different than I did then, which leads me to believe
that nobody knows exactly what is going to happen, and if
it's going to happen, when will it happen. Everybody seems
to say that somebody else is in charge of another area and I
do not honestly think that five years from now it will not be
any different.

My first recollection of all this starting was in
1990 - "o1. And I don't think in 2005 it will be any
different.

I am 77 years of age and I just hope I'm around when
something does happen, but you know what my longevity is
going to be. And I do keep track of all telephone calls,
notices I get in the mail, or even in the newspaper, such as
the one last night.

And I don't think you are going anywhere very fast
with this project, or shall I say these projects, because
somebody is always pumping any question I might have to
somebody else who will pump it to somebody else, and so on

and so on down the line.

BUTTERFIELD & BUTTERFIELD
General Court Reporting Services
P.O.Box 15
Las Vegas, Nevada 89125
(702) 382-7861
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Thank you very much for your time and patience, but

at this stage, I'm the one who is running out of patience.

BUTTERFIELD & BUTTERFIELD
General Court Reporting Services
P.O. Box 15
Las Vegas, Nevada 89125
(702) 382-7861




47

LEE_HAYNES
P. O. Box 60122
Boulder City, Nevada 89006

MS. HAYNES: I have several questions concerning the
draft Environmental Impact Statement. I have read all the
material through extensions at the library. On the basis of
my analysis of this statement, I find that there is no
significant difference in air quality or soil conservation
and aesthetics between the old option ARV and the most
present option which is only marginally addressed by this
study.

For instance, the old option A in the periods that
they give extending to 2020 would only reduce air pollution
of the elements I studied one day -- one point of a novel
option. |

The economic impact on the City of Las Vegas, which
90 percent of the building would occur not at Rainbow
Boulevard to Martin Luther King, and the economic impact
would be heavier, with Las Vegas and the County being in
serious non-compliance as to carbon monoxide and the
particles already there on the verge of serious non-
compliance with nitrogen oxides.

There is no way under the existing federal law that
this can be built with federal money participation.

And we thoroughly intend to go into court on this

matter if the social consequences of this is going to
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displace people in lowest economic strata of Clark County, as
well as the businesses and industries they service.

I do question the projections as to the amount of
traffic that can be handled, as to who will actually be using
this increased roadway and I find all together too many
references to quote, "it is assumed", particularly within the
air quality portion of the draft statement.

Lastly, the question of the Axel (phonetic) Building,
I find from long experience with highway construction that it
seems to be very poorly designed. It will be obsolete within
five years after the projected completion date. And the cost
I think is clearly understated as to right-of-way acquisition
and as to construction costs.

I can find no portion of the plan that really
addresses what I understand the scoping arrangement to be.
Nothing puts the device parts of this plan together. The
beltway and other improvements, already financed and already
on the drawing board that will be completed many years before
this widening project, are not being given a chance to see if
that will actually alleviate the congestion on U.S. 95 before
the expansion of this project is initiated.

180 some-odd businesses and homes are going to be
taken by eminent domain at a reduced market assessment.

There has never been a fair market assessment domain

in our existing Clark County, Nevada. And I am in complete
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disagreement with this format for a hearing. I do not
believe it conforms to the requirements of the code of
Federal regulations.

I am firmly on the side of no build at this time.
The needlessness of this project is very apparent to me as
well as to the others. Build Plan A addresses many different
arrangements of this plan.

I think it goes from A through H. Nothing in this
statement addresses what happens if one of these elements of
the plan is not accomplished, such as increased mass transit,
traffic management and the dedicated and contraflow lanes and

highway operating vehicle lanes.

* % %
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JUANITA CLARK

137 Lorenzi
Las Vegas, Nevada 89107

MS. CLARK: This statement is from a group called the
Charleston Neighborhood Preservation. We represent the group
at this time, June 9, 1999, and the phone number and fax
numbers are the same, 702-877-2438.

Notice to the Nevada Department of Transportation:
With regard to the widening of U.S. 95, we request that you
advise the contractors for that project that as homeowners we
reserve all of our rights to the quiet enjoyment of our homes
and properties. We request that all construction be
conductgd in a manner that will not result in a common
nuisance or any other intentional tort, such as assault with
deadly dust or air pollution.

We reserve all the rights to take legal action should
any contractor impinge on any of our rights. See Lockwood
versus Seeno Construction, Case Number 85-4209, filed May 9,
1985 in the Second Judicial District Court of the State of
Nevada in and for the County of Washoe.

In addition to the above Notice, this CNP Board
submits the following four pages to the Nevada Department of
Transportation, which were submitted to the City of Las
Vegas, U.S. 95 Citizens Review Committee on the 11%" of May,
1999, now as a notice.

There are four additional pages to follow as
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inclusions for a total of five pages.

The Board members of both Charleston Neighborhood
Preservation and Concerned Citizens Against the Expansion of
U.S. 95 have met to compile and present some of our concerns

to your committee.

Hazardous Materials: Electric power wires currently

above ground which need to be moved for the widening of U.S.
95 highway must be placed underground. Commercial traffic
must be prohibited by Nevada along all sections of U.S. 95
between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p-m.

Nuclear products, by-products and material which can
poison people when the product is burned or exposed to the
air must be prohibited on Highway U.S. 95 at any time. The
penalty is the ban of any of this company's vehicles in Clark
County.

Dust and nitric oxide levels in the air we breathe
must be half of the Environmental Protection Agency
standards. The penalty for Clark County is no new build
permits.

Buffer Zone: Landscaping with five gallon box trees,

shrubs, and/or equivalent screening properties with desert
landscaping placed on a berm is required where a sound wall
faces a residential or commercial area, whether a front or

back yard situation.
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Sound Walls: Must be fireproof, secure and graffiti-

resistant and sound-absorbent with a berm or buttress on both
sides.

The number of vehicles may increase, which mandates
a height to provide a safe level of noise for residents at
the highest number of vehicles projected for these ten lanes.
26 feet was suggested by Louis Berger and Associates, Inc.
However, we were not informed that this height would produce
safe noise levels ten years after the opening of ten lanes.
Therefore, we suggest double walls or more height.

Wall completion prior to any road work is essential.

Construction demolition causing noise above 58
decibels must be performed during daylight hours.

Noise flows around the ends of the walls. This
hazard to health must be mitigated by a southward extension
of the east end of the wall to Mesquite Avenue as on map
figure V-17 while the adjoining westbound wall must continue
to Valley View Boulevard as on map figure V-16.

Map figure V-1 shows the noise mitigation wall
terminating before Craig Road. If additional building is
planned, these walls must be built before Ann Road
construction with northerly extension wall easement provided.

Air Quality: Dust: Mother Nature has a crust on the

surface of desert soils which prevents dust/PM-10. Clark
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Cbunty Commissioners and city representatives of Mesquite,
North Las Vegas, Las Vegas, Henderson and Boulder City must
limit the number of acres in the County that can have that
crust removed at one time. Same representatives must impose
and enforce a time limit between that removal and the new
landscape/building. If building permits étopped today, 2.7
years are needed for the five inspectors to complete the
current permits. Monetary fines are of 1little or no
deterrent.

Poison: Nitrogen oxide is created when the engine

spark ignites the gas as it meets the air. Additional
noxious chemicals are formed, the ground level ozone becomes
more concentrated as the sun rays intensify.

The number of gas engines operating determines the
density of noxious air. The lower the elevation in the
valley, the more poison in the air as wind more effectively
blows across the higher elevations to carry the top level of
pernicious air out of Clark County. This poison air is
concentrated along the root of gas engines in operation as
well as the lower elevations.

2400 feet is the elevation at Rainbow and U.S. 95,
with 2041 being the elevation at the I-15
interchange/Spaghetti Bowl, a drop of 359 feet, or 45 stories

for a building.
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Moving along U.S. Highway 95 and downhill, there are
seven sites where tender lungs draw in air as fast and as
deep as possible.

Adcock Elementary School playground and Charleston
Neighborhood Park, two soccer fields, Garside Middle School,
P.E. field and baseball diamond, and Western High School
athletic field, a portion of this to be taken for right-of-
way; Mirabelli Park Community Center and park with "kiddie"
area adjacent to U.S. 95, and Ruth Fyfe Elementary playground
and Lorenzi Park with four baseball diamonds and four soccer
areas.

1900 is the elevation at Cashman Field, the limit of
my topographical map. You figure the depth of the polluted
air.

Clark County Commissioners with City Councils and
their mayors must choose gas engine alternatives to move
people in this bowl -- valley of pernicious, dusty air.

One suggestion presented to the Regional
Transportation Commission of Clark County - every government
employee, in order to maintain employment, must get from home
to work and back by foot, bike, bus or in a gas engine
vehicle with at least three other persons. People-mover
systems not using gas engines are available. |

Access: This includes air quality, aesthetics, land
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use and noise, emotional, social and physical health, but not
limited to these.

Roadways out of the Las Vegas Valley are two; U.S. 95
is the single focus of funds. Desert Inn is planned to
connect with the west perimeter beltway, which connects to I-
15, only the second way out of our valley.

Modest Route Changes: Includes access as well as all

other areas of impact. Our preferred change is the No Build,
which translates to not widening U.S. 95 between Rainbow and
the I-15 interchange, while improving efficient routes to the
Beltway with the widening of 15 and 95 highways at the city
limits and beyond.

NDOT and FHWA map figures V-11 and V-12 show a
proposed frontage road parallel to U.S. 95 from Yale to Kayak
Streets. Lengthening this road west to Orland Street would
provide the needed buffer zone to widen U.S. 95 horrors by
eliminated homes on Reba Way, where residents would have a
"sound wall" in their faces. One of these residents suffered
a heart attack during the March 1999 U.S. 95 Citizens Review
Meeting in Las Vegas City Hall chambers and was pronounced
dead that evening.

Decatur interchange reconfiguration proposals will
impose cruel and disastrous results to all businesses in the

Decatur Crossing Shopping Center as well as Hearing by
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Design, Red Lobster, Margison's Allstate Insurance and Port
O' Subs.

Hundreds of residents, especially those on Minnesota
and Churchill Streets will have access out of their
neighborhood only by meandering for a mile and more through
it.

We recommend the Churchill access and traffic signal
remain as it is today since the proposed median will prevent
efficient and effective traffic flow.

Students crossing the Decatur overpass can be
protected by a pedestrian walkway over the freeway, enclosed
as at I-15 and Tropicana; a wise expenditure of monies rather
than a "median" for this area.

Relocation: We recommend that the Las Vegas

Councilmen and Mayor inform the residents that the only two
booklets which Nevada Department of Transportation Right-of-
Way Nevada Division personnel may distribute to them are
Relocation Assistance in Nevada, and Nevada Highways and Your
Property. They are from the Federal Highway Administration.

We are really concerned that anybody -- if this goes
beyond relocation, we recommend that the Las Vegas councilmen
and Mayor inform the residents.

The Mayor and councilmen must also share the brutal

facts that individual negotiations are whatever the homeowner
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physically, emotionally, psychologically and intellectually,
as well as financially can withstand.

The councilman and Mayor must send notice to those
homeowners in the right-of-way that all conversations with
Right-of-Way agents at any time should be recorded which will
provide the homeowner assurance that he or she did not hear
what he or she thought was heard, even though those
statements are later re-explained by Right-of-Way agents.

We agree that the general relocation pamphlet has
insufficient information, and that of course <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>