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0BNational Environmental Policy Act Statement 
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, as amended (42 USC 4332) requires 
that all federal agencies prepare a detailed Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for major 
federal actions that will significantly affect the quality of the human environment. The 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) is therefore required to prepare an EIS for 
proposals funded under its authority if such proposals are determined to be major actions 
significantly affecting the quality of the human environment. 

The EIS process is carried out in two stages. The Draft EIS is circulated for review by 
federal, state, and local agencies with jurisdiction by law or special expertise, and made 
available to the public. The Draft EIS must be made available to the public at least 15 days 
before the public hearing, and no later than the first public hearing notice. A minimum 45-
day comment period is provided from the date the Draft EIS availability notice is published 
in the Federal Register. NDOT and FHWA must receive comments on or before the date 
listed on the front cover of the Draft EIS unless a time extension is requested and granted by 
NDOT and FHWA. After the Draft EIS comment period has elapsed, work may begin on the 
Final EIS.  

The Final EIS includes the following: 

1. Identification of the preferred course of action (alternative) and the basis for its selection. 

2. Basic content of the Draft EIS along with any changes, updated information, or 
additional information as a result of agency and public review.  

3. Summary and disposition of substantive comments on social, economic, environmental 
and engineering aspects resulting from the public hearing/public comment period and 
agency comments on the Draft EIS.  

4. Resolution of environmental issues and documentation of compliance with applicable 
environmental laws and related requirements. 

Final administrative action by FHWA (Record of Decision) cannot occur sooner than 90 days 
after filing the Draft EIS, or 30 days after filing the Final EIS with the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency. Both the Draft and Final EIS are full-disclosure documents that provide 
descriptions of the proposed action, the affected environment, alternatives considered and 
an analysis of the expected beneficial or adverse environmental effects.  

Per SAFETEA-LU, a federal agency may publish a notice in the Federal Register, pursuant 
to 23 USC §139(l), indicating that one or more federal agencies have taken final action on 
permits, licenses, or approvals for a transportation project. If such notice is published, 
claims seeking judicial review of those federal agency actions will be barred unless such 
claims are filed within 180 days after the date of publication of the notice, or within such 
shorter time period as is specified in the federal laws pursuant to which judicial review 
of the federal agency action is allowed. If no notice is published, then the periods of time 
that otherwise are provided by the federal laws governing such claims will apply. 
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Executive Summary 

Information about the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
The Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
includes information presented in the Draft EIS that 
was approved by the Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) on September 3, 2009, for distribution to 
agencies and the public. The Final EIS also responds to 
comments on the Draft EIS, summarizes input received as a result of the public hearing and 
availability of the Draft EIS for review, and identifies the preferred alternative and basis for 
selection. The following is a list of format changes, revisions, and additions between the 
Draft and Final EIS, based on comments and public hearing input on the Draft EIS.  

A list of acronyms and 
abbreviations used throughout 
this EIS begins on page XVII. 

Executive Summary. Discussion of preferred alternative and public hearing.  

Section 1—Purpose of and Need for Action. No changes.  

Section 2—Alternatives/Preferred Alternative. Previously titled “Alternatives” in the Draft 
EIS. Section 2.5 contains information on the identification of the preferred alternative. 

Section 3—Affected Environment, Environmental Impacts, and Mitigation. Several 
sections have been updated based on comments from USEPA and others. The noise section 
has been updated to reflect the additional analysis conducted on the reasonableness of noise 
barriers. The air quality analysis has been updated to reflect new FHWA guidance issued in 
September 2009 for Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSATs), and the Environmental Justice 
analysis has been revised. 

Section 4—Section 4(f) Evaluation. An additional Section 4(f) resource, the Old Spanish 
National Historic Trail, has been added to the section. Section 4.8, Final Section 4(f) Finding, 
added to text.  

Section 5—Coordination and Consultation During Draft EIS Preparation. Previously 
titled “Comments and Coordination.” 

Section 6—Comments and Coordination following Draft EIS Availability and Public 
Hearing. New Final EIS Section. 

Section 7—Distribution List. No changes.  

Section 8—List of Preparers. No changes. 

Section 9—References. New references since Draft EIS availability added. 

Section 10—Index. Updated to include new keywords and page locations.  

Appendix A—Agency Coordination during Draft EIS Preparation. No changes; was titled 
“Agency Coordination” in Draft EIS.  
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I-15 FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT AND SECTION 4(F) EVALUATION  

Appendix B—Agency Correspondence on the Draft EIS. New Final EIS Appendix. 

Appendix C—Project NEON Level of Service Analysis. No changes; was Appendix B in 
the Draft EIS. 

Appendix D—Project Evolution. No changes; was Appendix C in the Draft EIS. 

Appendix E—Noise Analysis. Technical memorandum added describing the analysis 
conducted to determine the reasonableness of noise barriers in the study area; was 
Appendix D in Draft EIS. 

Appendix F—Mobile Source Air Toxics. This appendix was titled “Air Quality” in the 
Draft EIS. Sections updated to reflect the September 2009 FHWA guidance for MSATs; was 
Appendix E in the Draft EIS.  

Introduction 
This Final EIS for the Interstate Highway 15 (I-15) 
Corridor and local arterial improvements in Las Vegas, 
Nevada, identifies the potential environmental effects 
associated with the proposed action in accordance with 
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the 1978 Council on Environmental Quality 
regulations, FHWA regulations and Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT) 
guidelines. Project NEON, as it is known, extends from the Sahara Avenue interchange on 
the south to the I-15/United States Highway 95 (US 95)/I-515 interchange (the Spaghetti 
Bowl) on the north. See the Location Map preceding this section.  

The foldout map inside the back 
cover may facilitate your review. 

The I-15 corridor, including Project NEON, serves the Las Vegas Valley as a transportation 
artery through downtown Las Vegas and the Resort Corridor. The Resort Corridor is a  
30-square-mile area centered on the Las Vegas Strip, extending from downtown Las Vegas to 
the new resorts and commercial developments being built south of I-215. It includes the Las 
Vegas Convention Center, several “near-strip” resorts, McCarran International Airport, and 
the University of Nevada Las Vegas (UNLV) campus. I-15 forms the primary north-south 
route serving the Resort Corridor. The four interchanges immediately south of the project 
provide direct access to the Las Vegas Strip, UNLV, and McCarran International Airport for 
traffic from the north and northwest parts of the Valley. The interchanges in the project area 
provide access to the north end of the Las Vegas Strip and to downtown Las Vegas. 

Project NEON began in fall 2003 as an environmental assessment. As the alternatives 
development process progressed, NDOT and FHWA concluded that an environmental 
impact statement would be the more appropriate document type. The Notice of Intent to 
prepare an EIS for the project appeared in the Federal Register on February 10, 2005 (see 
Appendix A).  

Proposed Action 
NDOT and FHWA, in conjunction with the Regional Transportation Commission of Southern 
Nevada (RTC) and the City of Las Vegas, are studying alternatives to improve the safety and 
travel efficiency in the I-15 corridor from the Sahara Avenue interchange to the Spaghetti 
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Bowl. Proposed improvements include adding additional capacity to accommodate forecasted 
traffic growth and separating regional traffic passing through the Las Vegas area from traffic 
destined for local interchanges. High-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes are also proposed. HOV 
lanes are travel lanes reserved for buses, motorcycles, and cars with two or more occupants. 
HOV lanes are used to limit congestion and improve performance of the entire 
transportation system. The project also includes improvements to several local arterials that 
would address transportation deficiencies on I-15: (1) the Martin Luther King Boulevard/ 
Industrial Road Connector over I-15 and the Oakey Boulevard–Wyoming Avenue grade 
separation over the Union Pacific Railroad, which would reduce the number of short local 
trips on I-15 in the study area, and (2) reconstructing the Charleston Boulevard interchange, 
which would increase the capacity of the interchange and improve traffic operations on I-15. 
The Charleston Boulevard interchange reconstruction includes adding a half interchange at 
Alta Drive, which would reduce the number of vehicles using the I-15/Charleston Boulevard 
interchange.  

Purpose and Need 
The primary purpose of the proposed action is threefold: 

 Improve traffic operations by separating freeway traffic from arterial traffic. 

 Improve safety by reducing the merge and diverge sections—areas where traffic 
entering or exiting the interstate conflicts with through traffic.  

 Improve mobility by increasing I-15 capacity, reducing demand, or both. 

Secondary purposes are to accommodate economic redevelopment through improved 
access to downtown Las Vegas and the Resort Corridor, and to accommodate traffic that 
would use HOV lanes from Sahara Avenue to existing HOV lanes on US 95. 

The need for the proposed action is based on existing and future corridor deficiencies that 
are a combination of factors related to the following: 

 Existing and future congestion (traffic demand/capacity) 
 Crash rates 
 Operational deficiencies 
 System linkage 

Preferred Alternative 
Alternatives considered to meet the project’s transportation needs include transportation 
demand management and transportation system management measures, the No-Build 
Alternative, and the build alternatives. Two reasonable build alternatives (Alternatives G 
and H) and the No-Build Alternative were described in detail in the Draft EIS.  

Alternative G would provide four to five through lanes (depending on the location), two HOV 
lanes and auxiliary lanes for northbound I-15 traffic, and also four to five through lanes, two 
HOV lanes, and auxiliary lanes for southbound I-15 traffic. (For a discussion regarding 
auxiliary lanes and through lanes, please see the text box on page 2-2.) A direct connector 
ramp would enhance the connection from northbound I-15 to northbound US 95. A similar 
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I-15 FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT AND SECTION 4(F) EVALUATION  

ramp would enhance the connection between southbound US 95 and southbound I-15. South 
of Oakey Boulevard, Alternative G would shift the freeway centerline to the east, minimizing 
impacts to existing regional flood control facilities. The proposed action includes the following 
local arterial improvements to address transportation deficiencies on I-15: 

 The Martin Luther King Boulevard/Industrial Road Connector, which includes grade 
separating Oakey Boulevard and Wyoming Avenue over the Union Pacific Railroad and 
Industrial Road 

 Reconstructing the Charleston Boulevard interchange (including improvements to 
Grand Central Parkway) and constructing a half-diamond interchange at Alta Drive  

Alternative H would provide four to five through lanes and two HOV lanes for northbound 
I-15 traffic, and four to five through lanes and two HOV lanes for southbound I-15 traffic. It 
would have northbound and southbound collector-distributor (C-D) roads to safely carry 
vehicles entering and exiting I-15 separate from the through lanes. The other major features 
of Alternative H are the same as those for Alternative G. 

Based on engineering, traffic operation, impacts, and public input Alternative G has been 
identified as the preferred alternative. Section 2.5 describes in more detail why it was 
identified as the preferred alternative. 

The No-Build Alternative consists of doing nothing to I-15 or adjacent arterials other than 
short-term routine maintenance to ensure continued use of I-15 between the project termini. 
No capacity improvements would be made. The No-Build Alternative would not address 
the deficiencies along I-15 and therefore would not meet the project’s purpose and need. 

Summary of Environmental Impacts 
Project NEON is intended to provide safe and efficient travel within and through the study 
area through improvements to I-15 and local arterials that yield operational and safety 
benefits for I-15. Beneficial impacts resulting from the project would be safer and more 
efficient and reliable transportation service in the study area. Improving safety and 
increasing travel efficiency and reliability on I-15 would reduce transportation costs for 
commuters, commercial trips, and other trips through the study area.  

Under the No-Build Alternative, the interstate and local arterial roadways would not be 
improved, and there would be no connection to the HOV lanes on US 95. The No-Build 
Alternative would not affect cultural resources or most of the socioeconomic factors 
discussed in this document. However, it would still have environmental impacts. It would 
not produce the air quality benefits the build alternatives would achieve through more 
efficient traffic flow. The No-Build Alternative, which would not include noise barriers, 
would not address potential noise impacts caused by increasing traffic volumes on I-15.   

Build alternatives G and H would have various, similar socioeconomic impacts. Because of 
the highly developed nature of the study area, the proposed project would not affect 
biological resources. The beneficial impacts of the project would be to air quality and 
reductions in noise levels for adjacent land uses where noise barriers would be constructed. 
Table ES-1 summarizes the potential environmental impacts of the build alternatives. 
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TABLE ES-1  
Impact Summary 

Resource 
Alternative G (Preferred 

Alternative) Alternative H 

Project length 3.7 miles 3.7 miles 

Total costa, b $1.4 billion to $1.8 billion $1.5 billion to $1.9 billion 

New right of way required (acres) 93 115 

Residential displacements 339 339 

Commercial displacements 445 456 

Parking spaces removed 1,520 1,810 

Public building displacements 0 0 

Historic sites affected 23  23 

Archaeological sites affected 0 0 

Noise receptors affectedc 32 34 

Potential contaminated sites 1 1 

Water quality Increase in stormwater flow 
resulting from the increased 
impervious surface area could 
increase the highway pollutant 
loading (e.g., sediment, nutrients, 
heavy metals) into drainages. 

Increase in stormwater flow 
resulting from the increased 
impervious surface area could 
increase the highway pollutant 
loading (e.g., sediment, nutrients, 
heavy metals) into drainages. 

100-year floodplain 0 acres 0 acres 

Major utilities affected 7,800 feet of overhead and 
underground electrical 
transmission lines; 4,000 feet of 
the 36-inch water line under 
Oakey/Wyoming Avenue 

8,200 feet of overhead and 
underground electrical 
transmission lines; 4,000 feet of 
the 36-inch water line under 
Oakey/Wyoming Avenue 

aThe cost estimate for Project NEON is consistent with federal, state and local funding identified in RTC’s 
regional transportation program (RTP) and transportation improvement program (TIP). 
bThe costs have been calculated to include years 2010 to 2030. 

cNumber of noise receptors included in the noise analysis model that approached or exceeded the noise 
abatement criterion of 67 dBA. 
 

Proposed Mitigation 
NDOT and FHWA would avoid and minimize impacts to the extent practicable. 
Unavoidable impacts would be mitigated to the extent practicable and allowable under state 
and federal law. Residential and business relocations would follow federal law, which 
requires just compensation for residences and businesses displaced by a transportation 
project. NDOT and FHWA have determined that five noise barriers would be feasible and 
reasonable. Additional analyses would be performed during final design to refine the 
location and height of the barriers discussed in this document. NDOT would provide 
aesthetic treatments to the project’s noise barriers and structures in accordance with its 
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Landscape and Aesthetics Master Plan on the CD at the back of this EIS. A summary of the 
Project NEON mitigation measures is found in Section 3.17.  

Public Involvement 
NDOT and FHWA implemented an extensive public involvement program for this study. 
Seven open-house public information meetings were held since the start of the project.  
A project Web site was developed, a telephone hotline was made available, and a project 
office opened to obtain input from project residents. In addition, NDOT has conducted 
meetings with neighborhood, community,  and other stakeholder groups and will continue to 
do so as the project continues through the Record of Decision and design process. 

A public hearing was held on October 7, 2009, in Las Vegas. The 49-day public comment 
period on the Draft EIS began on September 18, 2009 when the Notice of Availability was 
published in the Federal Register and ended on November 6, 2009. This comment period met 
the required 45-day comment period for a Draft EIS. Comments received during the public 
comment period generally supported Project NEON. Areas of concern include the length of 
time before construction would begin, environmental justice issues, and local street access. 
Agency comments on the Draft EIS are found in Appendix B. Public comments are found on 
the CD at the back of this document. As the study progresses into the final design phase there 
will be additional opportunities for public involvement.  

Other Major Governmental Proposed Actions  
To accommodate continued growth in the Las Vegas Valley, the City of Las Vegas, Clark 
County, and NDOT are involved in several transportation projects in the general vicinity of 
Project NEON. The projects range from regionally significant projects, such as NDOT’s I-15 
South Project, which will widen I-15 from six to eight lanes and then ultimately 10 lanes 
between Tropicana Avenue and Blue Diamond Road, the I-515 Corridor Study program, 
which developed transportation improvements to I-515 and enhancements to the arterial 
street and transit systems in the area, and the I-15 Express Lanes Project, to expanding 
capacity on numerous City of Las Vegas arterials. Exhibit 1-2 lists the proposed 
improvement projects along I-15. RTC ’s Transportation Improvement Program (2009–2012) 
provides a complete list of the funded transportation projects near Project NEON. 

Public and private development is occurring near Project NEON. The Las Vegas Metropolitan 
Police Department Complex is under construction west of Martin Luther King Boulevard and 
north of Alta Drive. A large office development has been approved on the east side of Martin 
Luther King Boulevard north of Alta Drive. A list of nontransportation development projects 
near Project NEON can be found at 
http://www.lasvegasnevada.gov/Publications/maps.asp?id=4521#. 

Other Activities Required 
Several actions are required before construction could begin, including the review and 
approval of this environmental document: 
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 Section 401 Water Quality Certification must be provided by the Nevada Division of 
Environmental Protection (NDEP), Bureau of Water Quality Planning. If construction 
equipment is required to enter any ephemeral stream channel, a Temporary Working in 
Waterways permit is required from NDEP, Bureau of Water Pollution Control. A Section 
404 permit may be required from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 

 Section 402 National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Construction permit is 
required from NDEP. 

 Property acquisition and residential or business relocations would be in accordance with 
the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (as 
amended). Final design and utility relocation would also take place.  

 Further consultation with the Nevada State Historic Preservation Office would be 
required to complete requirements under Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act with respect to the affected historic properties. 
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1. Purpose of and Need for Action 

This section describes the purpose of and need for the improvements considered for the 
NEON project corridor. Purpose and need factors encompass improvements intended to 
correct not only existing problems but also problems that may occur later during the 
project’s planning period. 

1.1 Proposed Action 
The Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT) and the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Regional Transportation Commission of 
Southern Nevada (RTC) and the City of Las Vegas, are studying alternatives to improve the 
safety and travel efficiency in the Interstate Highway 15 (I-15) corridor, from the Sahara 
Avenue interchange to the I-15/US 95/I-515 interchange (the Spaghetti Bowl). The proposed 
action includes improvements to I-15 and to local arterials that influence traffic operations 
on I-15. Collectively the I-15 and local arterial improvements are known as Project NEON. 
The proposed action on I-15 consists of the following: 

 Constructing northbound and southbound high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes in the 
median on I-15, connecting the express lanes from Sahara Avenue to the HOV lanes on 
US 95 by a direct-connector ramp  

 Adding one through lane in each direction in various locations (no through lane would 
be added in some areas) 

 Constructing northbound and southbound direct connectors or collector-distributor 
lanes to separate I-15 through traffic from traffic using local interchanges 

The proposed action also includes the following local arterial improvements to address 
transportation deficiencies on I-15: 

 Constructing the Martin Luther King/Industrial Road Connector, which includes grade 
separating Oakey Boulevard and Wyoming Avenue over the Union Pacific Railroad and 
Industrial Road 

 Reconstructing the Charleston Boulevard interchange (including improvements to 
Grand Central Parkway) and constructing a half-diamond interchange at Alta Drive 

Exhibit 1-1 shows the interstate and arterial components of the proposed action. Those 
components are the result of an intense alternatives development and analysis process, 
summarized in Section 2 and discussed fully in Appendix D. 

The 3.7-mile-long project is one of nine NDOT I-15 projects extending 60 miles from Primm at 
the south state line to Apex, 18 miles north of Las Vegas (Exhibit 1-2). As the intensity of land 
development and the resulting traffic both increase between Primm and the Spaghetti Bowl 
interchange, the I-15 transportation deficiencies and needs also change. The termini for each 
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I-15 project in Exhibit 1-2 have been established to respond to a specific set of transportation 
deficiencies. In the Project NEON study area the deficiencies include the following: 

 Growing congestion levels caused by too much traffic for the available capacity 

 A crash experience above statewide rates 

 Operational problems, such as weaving sections (segments where traffic entering and 
leaving at contiguous points of access cross each other), that contribute to congestion 

As noted in FHWA’s document The Development of Logical Project Termini (November 5, 1993), 
FHWA regulations outline three general principles at 23 CFR 771.111(f) that are to be used to 
frame a highway project. To ensure meaningful evaluation of alternatives and to avoid 
commitments to transportation improvements before they are fully evaluated, the action 
evaluated in each environmental impact statement (EIS) or finding of no significant impact 
(FONSI) shall accomplish the following: 

 Connect logical termini, and be of sufficient length to address environmental matters on 
a broad scope. 

 Have independent utility or independent significance; that is, be usable and be a reasonable 
expenditure, even if no additional transportation improvements in the area are made. 

 Not restrict consideration of alternatives for other reasonably foreseeable transportation 
improvements. 

The Sahara Avenue interchange at the south end of the project and the I-15/US 95/I-515 
interchange at the north end are the logical project termini. FHWA guidance views logical 
termini differently for projects addressing congestion problems and those addressing safety 
problems. Project NEON addresses both. For projects addressing congestion problems, the 
most common logical termini are points of major traffic generation, especially intersecting 
roadways. This is because, in most cases, traffic generators determine the size and type of 
facility being proposed. The Sahara Avenue and I-15/US 95/I-515 interchanges meet the 
definition of “points of major traffic generation.” As noted in The Development of Logical 
Project Termini, “for projects involving safety improvements, almost any termini (political 
jurisdictions, geographical features) can be chosen to correspond to sections where safety 
improvements are most needed. The first criterion, that the project connects logical termini 
and be of sufficient length to address matters on a broad scope, is largely irrelevant due to 
the limited scope of most safety improvements.”  

Project NEON also meets the second principle for logical termini—independent utility—
because it would serve a significant purpose even if related projects (those immediately 
north and south) are not constructed. In other words, Project NEON has independent 
utility, because it would not force other improvements north or south of the project limits. 
In fact, the projects immediately north and south of Project NEON (Exhibit 1-2) will be 
completed well before Project NEON is fully constructed. 

Finally, Project NEON would not restrict consideration of alternatives for other reasonably 
foreseeable transportation improvements. As noted, I-15 improvements immediately adjacent 
to the project will be constructed well ahead of Project NEON. The City of Las Vegas, a 
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cooperating agency, has provided input to coordinate the project’s improvements with 
planned/ongoing local development and transportation improvements. 

1.2 Purpose and Need 
The regulations of the Council of Environmental Quality (CEQ) require that every EIS 
“briefly specify the underlying purpose and need to which the agency is responding in 
proposing the alternatives including the proposed action.”1 Meeting purpose and need is a 
key factor in determining the range of alternatives considered in an EIS. Specifically, 
purpose and need limit the range of alternatives, because an agency can dismiss, without 
detailed study, any alternative that fails to meet purpose and need (AASHTO Practitioner’s 
Handbook 07, August 2007). 

The goal in drafting the statement of purpose should be to define as sharply as possible the 
fundamental reasons that the project is proposed, rather than listing all the potential 
benefits of building a project. If a project has several distinct purposes, each should be listed 
individually. The “need” section of the purpose and need chapter provides the factual 
foundation for the statement of project purpose. It describes the problems that the proposed 
action is intended to address and, to the extent possible, explains the underlying causes of 
those problems; for example, growth trends that have resulted in traffic congestion. 

The proposed action has the following primary 
purposes: 

 To improve traffic operations by separating 
freeway traffic from arterial traffic 

 To improve safety by reducing the merge and 
diverge sections (areas where traffic entering 
or exiting the interstate conflicts with through 
traffic)  

 To improve mobility by increasing I-15 
capacity, reducing demand, or both 

Its secondary purposes are to accommodate 
economic redevelopment through improved access 
to downtown Las Vegas and the Resort Corridor, and to accommodate traffic that would use 
HOV lanes from Sahara Avenue to existing HOV lanes on US 95. 

A primary purpose drives a project. In 
other words, it is a goal that reflects the 
fundamental reason why a project is 
undertaken. Alternatives that do not 
achieve a primary purpose are 
eliminated as unreasonable. Secondary 
purposes are purposes that are desirable 
but are not the core purpose of the 
project. Secondary purposes do not by 
themselves provide a basis for screening 
out alternatives, but they may be factors 
in screening and could be considered in 
selecting the preferred alternative. 

The need for the proposed action is based on existing and future corridor deficiencies that are 
a combination of factors related to: 

 Existing and future congestion (traffic demand/capacity) 
 Crash rates 
 Operational deficiencies 
 System linkage 

The balance of this section discusses these factors. 
                                                      
1 40 CFR 1506.13. 
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1.2.1 Improve Mobility / Reduce Congestion 
Improvements to I-15 and the local road network would result in more efficient and reliable 
transportation service in the study area. Increasing travel efficiency and reliability on I-15 
would reduce transportation costs for commuters, commercial trips, and other trips through 
the study area, and improve traffic flow. Reliable travel along I-15 is impeded by the factors 
discussed below. 

1.2.1.1 Existing and Future Traffic 
Traffic volumes discussed in this section are expressed as average daily traffic (ADT). 
ADT reflects average travel conditions on a particular highway, rather than daily or 
seasonal variations. Forecast volumes are based on historic counts and associated growth 
trends, and demographic data such as changes in population and employment. The base 
(existing) year for traffic volumes is 2003, which marked the beginning of the traffic data 
collection and traffic study process. Traffic volumes from 2003 were also used in the level 
of service analyses discussed below. While 2003 is considered the existing year for traffic 
volumes, traffic growth trends from 2003 to 2007 (and beyond) are also provided in this 
section. 

Table 1-1 summarizes 2003 traffic and forecast traffic for 2030 under the No-Build 
Alternative. Traffic forecasts indicate that traffic volumes on I-15 within the study area 
will more than double from 2003 to 2030. The growth in tourism and population is 
driving the increase in traffic volumes. According to Demographia United States 
Metropolitan Areas: 2030 Population Projections (July 2008), the Census Bureau’s 2007 
estimated population for the Las Vegas metropolitan statistical area was 1,836,300, and 
the 2030 mid-point projection is 3,278,000, an increase of 78 percent. As shown, existing 
and future traffic volumes are higher between Sahara Avenue and Charleston Boulevard 
than north and south of that segment.  

TABLE 1-1 
Existing and Future Traffic Volumes 

I-15 Section 
Existing Two-Way 

ADT (2003) 
Design Year ADT 

(2030) (No-Build Alt.) 
% Increase 

(No-Build Alt.) 

Spring Mountain Road to Sahara Avenuea 235,700 545,823 130 

Sahara Avenue to Charleston Boulevard 240,585 549,707 128 

Charleston Boulevard to US 95  230,000 501,968 118 

aThe traffic operational analyses extend beyond the project terminus so the project’s traffic impacts on the 
adjacent street and highway network can be assessed, and so the influence of the adjacent street and highway 
network is incorporated into Project NEON. 
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Table 1-2 and the traffic inset below show actual traffic volumes from 2003 through 2008 
and the estimated 2030 traffic volumes. While the rate of traffic growth decreased from 2004 
to 2008 (compared to 2003 to 2004 growth), the 2008 traffic volumes are 9 to 10 percent 
higher than 2003 levels. Similar to the trend in Table 1-1, traffic volumes in the Sahara 
Avenue to Charleston Boulevard segment were higher between 2003 and 2008 than 
segments to the north and south.   

TABLE 1-2 
Historic and Future Traffic Volumes 

Location 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2030 

Spring Mountain Road to 
Sahara Avenue 

235,700 245,000 251,000 257,000 264,000 259,000 545,823 

Sahara Avenue to 
Charleston Boulevard 

240,585 256,000 260,000 261,000 264,000 263,000 549,707 

Charleston Boulevard to 
US 95 

230,000 246,000 248,000 248,000 256,000 252,000 501,698 

 

 

 

1.2.1.2 Level of Service 
Level of service (LOS) is a qualitative measure of operational conditions within a traffic stream 
as perceived by motorists. LOS characterizes the operating conditions on the facility in terms 
of traffic performance measures related to speed and travel time, freedom to maneuver, traffic 
interruptions, and comfort and convenience (A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and 
Streets, American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials [AASHTO] 2001). 
LOS is designated from A to F, with LOS A representing free-flow traffic and LOS F gridlock 
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conditions (see photos below). AASHTO LOS guidelines suggest that LOS C is appropriate for 
urban freeways but also note that the selection of a design LOS is a choice to be made by the 
designer. Furthermore, AASHTO acknowledges that there are circumstances that may lead to 
a decision to design for a lower LOS, such as D or even E. LOS F generally is considered 
undesirable for freeway traffic. Appendix C contains a technical memorandum providing 
background information on the concept of LOS and the detailed results of this project’s LOS 
analysis. 

Levels of Service 
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Table 1-3 and the LOS maps that follow summarize existing and future LOS along I-15 for 
the existing travel lanes (or No-Build Alternative). The results show that I-15 northbound 
operates at LOS D or better during the 2003 AM peak period; however, this section of 
freeway experiences LOS E (at 
capacity) in several segments during 
the PM peak period. In the southbound 
direction, I-15 experiences AM peak 
congestion (LOS E) north of the 
Charleston Boulevard interchange 
because of heavy traffic from US 95 
southbound combining (weaving) with 
the I-15 southbound traffic. Under 
2030 peak traffic conditions, there 
would be several northbound 
segments that operate at LOS F 
(gridlock) in the AM peak period and 
most segments would operate at 
LOS E or F in the PM peak period. In 
the southbound direction, every 
segment would operate under gridlock 
conditions in the AM and PM peak 
periods. For roadways at or exceeding 
LOS E, traffic flow is unstable, minor 
disruptions may cause traffic backups, 
and freedom to maneuver safely is compromised. 

Peak Hour/Peak Period 

Peak hours for traffic volumes generally occur 
during the morning and evening commute times. 
The actual length of the peak traffic period may 
vary considerably, from less than fifteen minutes 
in smaller communities to several hours in large 
congested urban areas. The peak traffic period on 
I-15 in the project vicinity has an extended peak 
period of more than 12 hours. Because of the 
extended peak period and because of the slight 
variation in the northbound traffic in the morning 
it was decided to use 2-hour (6–8 AM  and 3–5 PM) 
peak periods for traffic analysis purposes.  

The typical peak hours are considered to occur on 
Tuesdays, Wednesdays, and Thursdays during non-
holiday work weeks. However, local, isolated 
conditions around large shopping malls, or other 
large traffic generators, may have peak periods 
during the day on Saturdays or during other times. 

TABLE 1-3 
Comparison of 2003 and Future Levels of Service on I-15 

 

2003 2030 No-Build 

AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak
Freeway Section Northbound      
Sahara Avenue off-ramp to Sahara Avenue on-ramp C E F F 
Sahara Avenue on-ramp to Charleston Boulevard off-ramp C E F F 
Charleston Boulevard off-ramp to Grand Central Parkway off-ramp C E D E 
Grand Central Parkway on-ramp to MLK/US 95 northbound off-ramp C D C E 

US 95 northbound on-ramp to D Street off-ramp C D C F 

Freeway Section Southbound      
D Street on-ramp to MLK and US 95 off-ramp D D F F 
MLK and US 95 off-ramp to US 95 northbound on-ramp C B F F 
US 95 northbound on-ramp to MLK and US 95 southbound on-ramp D C F F 
MLK and US 95 southbound on-ramp to Charleston Boulevard off-ramp E C F F 
Charleston Boulevard off-ramp to Charleston Boulevard on-ramp E D F F 
Charleston Boulevard on-ramp to Sahara Avenue off-ramp D D F F 
Sahara Avenue off-ramp to Sahara Avenue on-ramp D D F F 
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1.2.2 Safety 
Roadway safety is measured by the frequency (rate) and severity of crashes. An important 
objective of any transportation improvement is to minimize overall crash potential through 
roadway mainline and intersection/interchange design features and access management. 

Crash information for the study area was obtained from NDOT Traffic and Safety Division 
for the period 2006 through 2008. Crash rates discussed below are expressed as the number 
of crashes per 100 million vehicle miles traveled.  

1.2.2.1 Total Crash Rates 
The total crash rates listed in Table 1-4 include fatal, nonfatal injury, and property damage 
only crashes. The most recent available year for statewide average total crash rates is 2006, 
from the NDOT 2006 Annual Crash Report. As noted in Table 1-4, the statewide total crash 
rate was only exceeded in the Sahara Avenue to Charleston Boulevard segment. Within that 
segment the crash rate increased about 14 percent between 2006 and 2007, and by about 
12 percent between 2007 and 2008.  

TABLE 1-4 TABLE 1-5 

  

1.2.2.2 Injury Crash Rates 
There were no fatal crashes during the 3-year period. As noted in Table 1-5, the statewide 
injury crash rate average was only exceeded in the Sahara Avenue to Charleston Boulevard 
segment. Within that segment the 2006 statewide rate was exceeded every year, and the crash 
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rate increased in each of the three years. In 2008, the Sahara Avenue to Charleston Boulevard 
injury crash rate was 41 percent higher than it was in 2006.  

As noted, roadway safety is measured by the frequency (rate) and severity of crashes. Having 
discussed the rate of crashes above, the information in Table 1-6 focuses on the severity of 
crashes between Sahara Avenue and the Spaghetti Bowl. Of the 3,314 crashes that occurred on  
I-15 in the study area, 2,499 involved property damage only and 815 involved injuries. The 
Sahara Avenue to Charleston Boulevard segment has about twice as many crashes as the 
Charleston Boulevard to Spaghetti Bowl segment.  

TABLE 1-6 
I-15 Mainline Corridor Crashes (January 2006 through December 2008) 

Segment Location 

Property 
Damage Only 

Crashes 
Injury 

Crashes 
Fatal 

Crashes 
Total 

Crashes 

Sahara Ave. to Charleston Blvd 1,671 569 0 2,240 

Charleston Blvd to US-95/I-15 (Spaghetti Bowl) 828 246 0 1,074 

Source: NDOT Traffic and Safety Division 

1.2.2.3 Crash Types 
The crash data were examined to determine the most common types of crashes on I-15 in the 
project area. Of the 3,314 crashes that occurred between the Sahara Avenue interchange and 
US 95, 70 percent were rear end, 12 percent angle, 11 percent no collision/run-off-road, and 
7 percent others. Non-collision crashes are those that do not involve more than one vehicle and 
include run-off-road crashes where the vehicle involved may have struck a fixed object. 

The high percentage of rear end crashes is indicative of bumper-to-bumper, stop-and-go, 
traffic flows where traffic can come to an abrupt stand-still. These conditions are 
experienced on southbound I-15 from north of Oakey Boulevard to north of Alta Drive 
during the AM peak period, and on northbound I-15 from south of Sahara Avenue to just 
north of Charleston Boulevard in the PM peak period. 

The charts below show the crash types along I-15 between Sahara Avenue and US 95 for 
2006 through 2008.  
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It is worth noting that about 
68 percent of the I-15 crashes in the 
study area occurred in the Sahara 
Avenue to Charleston Boulevard 
segment (2,240 crashes), more than 
twice as many as in the Charleston 
Boulevard to US 95 segment. In 
addition, the percentage of rear end 
crashes in the Sahara Avenue to 
Charleston Boulevard segment 
(77 percent) is 21 percent higher than 
in the Charleston Boulevard to US 95 
segment. Given that this segment has 
the highest traffic volumes and 
operational deficiencies (see 
subsection 1.2.3), it is not unexpected 
that this segment also has the most 
crashes in the study area and the highest number of rear end crashes. 

 
Traffic backed up on the Charleston Boulevard eastbound exit ramp. 

1.2.3 Operations 
The ability of a highway to serve traffic efficiently and effectively is influenced not only by 
traffic characteristics, but also by highway design features. This subsection evaluates the     
I-15 geometric deficiencies and interchange design deficiencies that contribute to travel 
efficiency and safety problems.  

1.2.3.1 Short Merge/Weave Sections 
Closely spaced on- and off-ramps create bottlenecks when merging traffic attempts to enter a 
freeway and traffic in the right lane is either unable to move over because of traffic volume or 
reluctant to move over because it is 
exiting at the next off-ramp. As the 
freeway and ramp volumes increase, the 
problem is exacerbated, leading to 
congestion and crashes. Short 
merge/weave sections in the study area 
include the following: 

Weaving is the crossing of two or more traffic streams 
traveling in the same direction. For example, weaving 
occurs when an interchange entrance ramp is followed 
by an exit ramp. The most critical aspect of operations 
within a weaving segment is lane changing. The 
configuration of the weaving segment (i.e., the relative 
placement of entry and exit lanes) has a major effect 
on the number of lane changes required of weaving 
vehicles to successfully complete their maneuver. 

 

 The northbound Sahara on-ramp has 
two lanes and is followed by the pair 
of off-ramps, one for eastbound 
Charleston Boulevard and one for 
westbound. The two-lane Sahara  
on-ramp merges into an auxiliary 
lane that exits at the Charleston 
Boulevard eastbound off-ramp and 
ends at the westbound off-ramp (see 
inset on next page). This forces all 
traffic not using the Charleston 
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Boulevard interchange to merge left while exiting traffic weaves across the merging 
traffic to the exit. Heavy traffic volumes make the weaving movements in this segment 
more difficult to negotiate. Traffic that backs up on either the eastbound or westbound 
exit ramp also complicate weaving movements in this segment, if the queues extend to 
the interstate.  

 

 

 The northbound Charleston on-ramp is closely followed by the two-lane exit to US 95 
north and Martin Luther King Boulevard and the two-lane exit to US 95 south. A lane is 
also added at this on-ramp. Given the lane configuration in the area and the fact that  
I-15 narrows to three general purpose lanes in the interchange area, entrance ramp 
traffic destined for I-15 north must cross two lanes of traffic. 
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 In the southbound direction, the US 95 southbound traffic enters I-15 on a two-lane 
ramp, merging into a single lane that subsequently exits at the closely spaced Charleston 
southbound off-ramp. 

 

 

 The southbound Charleston on-ramp enters the freeway as an auxiliary lane that then 
exits at the two-lane Sahara off-ramp. The volume of traffic exiting at Sahara Avenue 
and the relatively short distance between the southbound entrance and exit ramps 
creates challenging weaving movements in this area. 
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1.2.3.2 Unusual Interchange Configuration—Charleston Boulevard 
Unusually configured interchanges and intersections do not meet driver expectations, 
creating confusion and unnecessary diversions and lane changes. Operations at the 
Charleston interchange are hampered by its unusual configuration, which was necessary 
because the signalized intersection with Grand Central Parkway is too close to the 
interchange for a typical diamond interchange to function properly. Traffic traveling on I-15 
northbound that desires to go eastbound on Charleston Boulevard exits at the first off-ramp. 
Traffic traveling on I-15 northbound that desires to go westbound on Charleston Boulevard 
exits at the second off-ramp, turning right onto southbound Grand Central Parkway and 
then right onto westbound Charleston Boulevard. The second exit is at the end of both 
horizontal and vertical curves, creating sight-distance and visibility problems. Because the 
Charleston Boulevard interchange provides the closest interstate access to high traffic 
generating destinations, such as the Las Vegas Premium Outlets, the Clark County 
Government Center, and the World Market Center adjacent to Alta Drive, it is not 
uncommon for traffic using the eastbound exit ramp to attempt to cross three lanes of traffic 
to proceed north on Grand Central Parkway to access those uses. This movement requires 
weaving across the three lanes of traffic to enter the left-turn lanes that provide access to 
northbound Grand Central Parkway, or waiting at the ramp terminal for a gap in traffic that 
would allow a vehicle to cross directly into the left turn lane. Both movements raise safety 
issues on a heavily travelled road (the 2008 average daily traffic on Charleston Boulevard 
was 49,900 vehicles per day) and could contribute to backups on the exit ramp. 
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Local traffic destined for northbound I-15 must first drive north on Grand Central Parkway, 
drive past the on-ramp at a signalized intersection to a roadway that loops around to the right, 
crossing Grand Central Parkway at the traffic signal, and finally entering the northbound  
on-ramp. This configuration places the northbound on-ramp farther north than it would be in 
a traditional diamond interchange, further shortening the distance to the subsequent off-ramp. 
The shortened ramp reduces the distance vehicles have to accelerate to freeway speeds, 
creating a greater potential for conflicts between slow-moving vehicles on the ramp and faster-
moving vehicles on the interstate. 

The Charleston Boulevard interchange southbound exit ramp is a relatively short ramp that 
exits to a traffic signal, where traffic crosses the two-way traffic on Martin Luther King 
Boulevard, and then on to the closely spaced Charleston Boulevard intersection. The closely 
spaced traffic signals also create operational issues, making it difficult to coordinate the 
traffic signals. Further complicating operations on Charleston Boulevard in the influence 
area of the I-15 northbound and southbound exit ramps is the Desert Lane intersection 
which is less than 200 feet west of the Martin Luther King Boulevard intersection. Because 
the Desert Lane approaches are stop controlled and all turning movements are allowed, 
even low volumes can create safety problems and interfere with traffic progression on 
Charleston Avenue, thereby affecting operations at the interstate ramp terminals.  

The predominant movement for the ramp traffic and local traffic on Martin Luther King 
Boulevard is east on Charleston Boulevard as a connection to Grand Central Parkway and 
destinations such as the Clark 
County Government Center adjacent 
to Alta Drive/Bonneville Avenue. 
The dual left-turn lanes in the inset 
on the next page are evidence of the 
heavy left turns at this intersection. 
The combination of inadequate left-
turn storage space (about 400 feet or 
20 cars) and heavy volumes on the 
Martin Luther King Boulevard and 
the southbound exit ramp result in 
vehicles stacking up through the 
intersection and onto the exit ramp. 
This situation creates safety problems 
on the I-15 exit ramp and within the 
exit ramp/Martin Luther King 
Boulevard intersection. The problem 
will worsen as traffic volumes 
increase. In 2030 with the No-Build 
Alternative, LOS F is forecast at the 
Martin Luther King Boulevard/exit 
ramp intersection, the Martin Luther 
King Boulevard/Charleston 
Boulevard intersection, and 
southbound I-15 near the exit. 

 

1-16 TB052009010MKE 



 1. PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION 

 
 

The traffic bound for the I-15 southbound on-ramp travels south on Martin Luther King 
Boulevard and then crosses the opposing northbound traffic, which is stop controlled, finally 
entering the ramp. The on-ramp is on a steep incline and has poor sight distance (partly 
because of a noise barrier), creating additional operational difficulties. An additional problem 
is that the Sahara Avenue exit ramp is within a relatively short distance south of the 
southbound Charleston Boulevard entrance ramp (see the inset above subsection 1.2.3.2).  
 

 
 

The Resort Corridor is a 30-square-
mile area centered on the Las Vegas 
Strip that extends from downtown 
Las Vegas to the new resorts and 
commercial developments being built 
south of Interstate Highway 215  
(I-215). It also includes the Las Vegas 
Convention Center, several “near-
strip” resorts, McCarran 
International Airport, and the UNLV 
campus. The Resort Corridor has the 
highest concentration of jobs in the 
Las Vegas Valley. 

1.2.3.3 Deficient Arterial Operations Affecting I-15 
As a multi-lane road extending from the north end of 
the Las Vegas Valley to the north end of the Resort 
Corridor, Martin Luther King Boulevard is a heavily 
traveled roadway for traffic destined for the 
employment, commercial, and recreational uses east 
of I-15. There are relatively few routes connecting 
Martin Luther King Boulevard west of I-15 with the 
heart of the Resort Corridor east of I-15. Access is 
possible via Alta Drive/Bonneville Avenue, 
Charleston Boulevard, or Oakey Boulevard/ 
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Wyoming Avenue. Because of perceived or real travel time savings, a substantial amount of 
Martin Luther King Boulevard traffic uses US 95 southbound/I-15 to make short trips to 
interchanges such as Sahara Avenue that provide access to employers along the strip. These 
short trips, which require weaving movements entering and exiting the interstate, 
contribute to the poor level of service in the AM peak period and contribute to the crash 
problem described in subsection 1.2.2. Confirmation of the attraction of I-15 for Martin 
Luther King Boulevard traffic can be seen in the 2008 traffic volumes (see inset) which drop 
substantially south of Alta Drive.  

As traffic volumes increase on the roads connecting Martin Luther King Boulevard with the 
east side of I-15, the LOS at Martin Luther King Boulevard’s intersections with the 
connecting routes will worsen. In 2030, with the No-Build Alternative, the intersections of 
Martin Luther King Boulevard with Alta Drive 
and Charleston Boulevard are forecast to be 
LOS F. This will ensure that I-15, rather than the 
local road network, will continue to serve short 
trips destined for the employers east of I-15.  

 

 

Oakey Boulevard/Wyoming Avenue, which 
provides a connection between Martin Luther 
King Boulevard and the west side of I-15, is in 
its own right an important connection between 
the east and west sides of I-15. West of I-15, 
Oakey Boulevard extends approximately 
7 miles to Durango Drive and serves a large 
residential area. It is the only continuous local 
road in that 7-mile stretch between Charleston 
Boulevard to the north and Sahara Avenue to 
the south. East of I-15, Oakey Boulevard, which 
intersects South Las Vegas Boulevard, extends 
3 miles to its terminus at Business 95 (Fremont 
Street). The utility of Oakey Boulevard as a local 
road connection to employers east of I-15 and 
its ability to reduce the amount of traffic using 
the Charleston Boulevard interchange is limited 
by its at-grade crossing with the Union Pacific 
Railroad. It is the only at-grade crossing of the 
Union Pacific Railroad in the study area. 
According to the Federal Railroad 
Administration, that crossing has about 
25 trains per day and each crossing can create 
delays of about three minutes. As a result, 
vehicles opt for the Charleston Boulevard 
southbound I-15 entrance ramp (on Martin 
Luther King Boulevard) and make the short 
trips on I-15 to nearby interchanges creating the 
same problems as described above. 
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Also limiting the utility of Oakey Boulevard as a connection between the east and west sides 
of I-15 is the poor future operations at its intersection with Industrial Road. In 2030 with the 
No-Build Alternative that intersection would have LOS F.  

1.2.4  System Linkage 
RTC, local communities, and NDOT are advancing a program of modal improvements, 
including highway, bus rapid transit (BRT), a system of HOV lanes, express bus, and 
supporting park-and-ride facilities. These integrated modal improvements aim to provide a 
balanced transportation system for the Las Vegas Valley.  

With the completion of the express lanes2 from south of Russell Road to south of Sahara 
Avenue in the fall of 2009 and the HOV lanes on US 95 operational, Project NEON is the 
missing link between the two sections of managed lanes. An important purpose of the 
express lanes south of Project NEON is to address the weaving/merging problems that 
occur at the interchanges from Russell Road to Spring Mountain Road. RTC is introducing 
express transit along the US 95 corridor into downtown Las Vegas that will use the US 95 
express lanes. Failure to connect the two sections of managed lanes with HOV lanes in 
Project NEON will preclude improvements to traffic operations and safety along I-15 and 
US 95, and travel time reductions for Las Vegas Valley commuters. In addition, a gap in the 
system will hinder the RTC’s ability to focus on better managing travel to and from work by 
promoting public transit and ridesharing.  

 
2 Once the HOV lanes are extended through Project NEON, the express lanes may be re-designated as HOV lanes in 
accordance with the HOV plan and the RTP. 
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Exhibit 1-1
Major Project Components

LEGEND

Local Grid Connections
I-15 - US95 Median Lanes
Charleston Interchange and Alta half interchange
MLK - Industrial Connector and Oakey-Wyoming
Grade Separation
I-15 Widening and CD Roads

Wall St. HOV

North95
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Exhibit 1-2
I-15 Projects

South State Line to North of Las Vegas

North

APEX
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LAKE MEAD
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OAKEY

SUNSET

RUSSELL
HACIENDA
TROPICANA

HARMON
FLAMINGO

SPRING MOUNTAIN
DESERT INN

SAHARA

PRIMM

BLUE DIAMOND (SR 160) 

ST ROSE (S
R 146)

SLOAN

I-15 North Phase III

Limits: Speedway Boulevard to Apex

Scope: Widen to 6 lanes

Schedule: 2013-2016

I-15 North Phase II

Limits: Craig Road to Speedway Boulevard

Scope: Widen to 6 lanes

Schedule: 2011-2013

I-15 North Phase I

Limits: US 95 to Craig Road

Scope: Widen to 10 lanes

Schedule: 2011

Project Neon
Limits: Sahara Avenue to US 95 (Spaghetti Bowl)
Scope: Improve I-15 mainline including High 
Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes. Addition of 
northbound and southbound distributor roads to 
accommodate traffic destined for local exits. 
Construction of MLK-Industrial Road connector 
and other arterial improvements.
Schedule: 2014-2030

I-15 Express Lanes

Limits: I-215 to Sahara Avenue

Scope: Add 2 lanes

Completed

I-15 South Phase I

Project No. 4144

Limits: Tropicana Avenue to SR 160

Scope: Widen to 8 lanes, construct 
collector/distributor lanes

Schedule: 2010-2012

I-15 South Phase II

Limits: SR 160 to Sloan

Scope: Widen to 10 lanes

Schedule: 2020-2030

I-15 South Phase III

Limits: Sloan to Stateline

Scope: Widen to 8 lanes

Schedule: 2030

Upgrade Interchange @ CC-215

New Interchange @ Cactus (Clark County)

New Interchange @ Starr (City of Henderson)

New Interchange @ Bermuda (City of Henderson)

New Interchange @ Sloan (City of Henderson)

LAS VEGAS

Limits: I-215 to US 95 (Spaghetti Bowl)

Scope: Widen from 10 to 14 lanes
to include HOV lanes

Schedule: 2026-2030

The dates on this exhibit are the approximate start and end dates of construction.
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2. Alternatives/Preferred Alternative 

This section describes the range of alternatives developed to address the purpose and need 
factors identified in Section 1. It presents the reasonable alternatives retained for detailed 
study, the broad range of alternatives considered initially, the screening process for 
reducing that range of alternatives, the basis for the identification of the preferred 
alternative, and the reasons that some alternatives were eliminated from further 
consideration. 

2.1 Background 
Project NEON began in September 2003 as an environmental assessment focused on 
addressing operational deficiencies in the study area. In early 2005, NDOT and FHWA 
decided to change the document type to an environmental impact statement because of the 
potential for significant impacts, namely residential and business relocations. It was 
recognized early in project development that the operational interrelations between I-15 and 
the adjacent local road network would require improvements to both in order to improve 
I-15 safety and traffic operations. Collectively the I-15 and local arterial improvements are 
known as Project NEON. The proposed action on I-15 includes the following: 

 Constructing northbound and southbound HOV lanes in the median on I-15, connecting the 
Express Lanes from Sahara Avenue to the HOV lanes on US 95 by a direct-connector ramp 

 Adding up to one mainline travel lane in each direction (In some areas, no through lane 
would be added.) 

 Constructing northbound and southbound collector-distributor lanes to separate I-15 
through traffic from traffic using local interchanges 

The proposed action also includes the following local arterial improvements that would 
address transportation deficiencies on I-15: 

 Constructing the Martin Luther King/Industrial Road Connector, which includes grade 
separating Oakey Boulevard and Wyoming Avenue over the Union Pacific Railroad and 
Industrial Road 

 Reconstructing the Charleston Boulevard interchange (including improvements to 
Grand Central Parkway) and constructing a half-diamond interchange at Alta Drive 

The arterial improvements, combined with the I-15 improvements, address the purpose and 
need of the project as documented in Section 1. 

2.2 Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study 
The No-Build Alternative and Alternatives G and H are the three alternatives that remain 
under consideration after an extensive alternative development and refinement process that 
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began in 2003. The alternatives development process is summarized in Section 2.4, Other 
Alternatives Considered, and Appendix D; and it is documented in more detail in the two-
volume Alternatives Design Report (Parsons, 2006a) and the Conceptual Design Refinement 
Study (CH2M HILL, 2009) on the CD at the back of the EIS. 

Alternatives G and H meet the purpose of and need for the project, and they are consistent 
with the regional transportation plan and NDOT’s HOV plan for southern Nevada. The 
impacts of these alternatives are detailed in Section 3. RTC supports the HOV element of 
Alternatives G and H for providing improved regional transit access to the Resort Corridor. 
The HOV elements of Project NEON would complement the investment that RTC is making 
in the Downtown Connector busway and transit service enhancements in the Resort Corridor. 
RTC plans to develop express transit routes in the I-15 HOV lanes as they are constructed.  

Alternatives G and H were presented to the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), the Las 
Vegas City Council, and community groups. The TAC comprises representatives of NDOT, 
FHWA, RTC, City of Las Vegas, UNLV, Union Pacific Railroad and the Clark County 
Regional Flood Control District. See Section 5 for information about agency and public input 
on the alternatives. 

 

2.2.1 No-Build Alternative 
The No-Build Alternative would take no action to 
address the existing deficiencies and safety 
problems identified within the study limits. 
Traffic flow on the I-15 mainline, ramps, and 
interchanges would continue to deteriorate. There 
would be no changes in local traffic circulation or 
property access. As noted, future traffic volumes 
are expected to increase substantially through 
2030. Without improvements, high levels of 
congestion and a worsening safety problem will 
occur. The No-Build Alternative would not 
address the deficiencies identified in Section 1 
and, therefore, would not meet the project’s 
purpose and need. Although the No-Build 
Alternative is not considered a reasonable course 
of action, it is retained for detailed evaluation as a 
basis of comparison to the build alternatives. 

2.2.2 Alternative G 
Under Alternative G (Exhibit 2-1), I-15 would be 
reconstructed to provide HOV lanes and auxiliary 
lanes in addition to four to five general purpose or 
“through” lanes. Alternative G also includes the 
Charleston Boulevard/I-15 interchange 
reconstruction, Alta Drive half interchange with I-15, 
Martin Luther King/Industrial Road connector over 
I-15, and the Oakey Boulevard/Wyoming Avenue 
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railroad overpass. Roughly 339 residences and 445 businesses would be displaced under 
Alternative G. Alternative G would cost between $1.4 and $1.8 billion to construct (inflated 
to year of expenditure dollars).  

2.2.2.1 I-15 Improvements 

I-15 would be reconstructed to provide four to five through lanes in each direction, auxiliary 
lanes, two HOV lanes in each direction, and a direct connector to/from US 95 (see Exhibit 2-2). 
In general, I-15 would remain on the existing, but widened, alignment although south of 
Oakey Boulevard. Alternative G would shift the freeway centerline to the east, minimizing 
impacts to drainage facilities. Adding general purpose lanes, auxiliary lanes, and the direct 
connector to/from US 95 all serve to increase the capacity of I-15 to accommodate future traffic 
volumes with an acceptable level of service (see subsection 1.2.1). Improving traffic flow would 
also address the safety issues discussed in subsection 1.2.2. 

Through Lanes. From Sahara Avenue (Exhibit 2-1a), I-15 northbound would transition from 
a four-lane freeway to a five-lane freeway. A two-lane exit ramp would be provided at 
Sahara Avenue. Between Sahara Avenue and Oakey Boulevard, five-lane northbound I-15 
would split into two three-lane roadways: three lanes on the left would carry through traffic 
continuing on I-15 north of the Spaghetti Bowl and US 95/I-515 south, and three on the right 
would become a direct connector to northbound US 95 (Exhibit 2-1b). 

North of the exit to southbound US 95, I-15 would be a three-lane freeway, just as it is today. 
Exhibit 2-1d illustrates how the I-15 through lanes and the US 95 connector are physically 
separated. More information on the US 95 direct connector is found on page 2-4. 

Southbound I-15 would transition from a three-lane to a four-lane freeway plus an auxiliary 
lane at the US 95 interchange. The auxiliary lane would be part of a two-lane exit ramp to 
Charleston Boulevard. Southbound I-15 would have four lanes plus an auxiliary lane 
between the point where the southbound direct connector and southbound I-15 join and the 
exit to Spring Mountain Road. The entrance ramp from Sahara Avenue would add a fifth 
lane to I-15 before it would transition back to match up with the I-15 alignment south of the 
Project NEON limits (Exhibit 2-1a). Given the long-term nature of Project NEON, the 
improvements south of Sahara Avenue would likely tie into a project in the approved 2009–
2030 Regional Transportation Plan (project 4144), which calls for widening I-15 to 14 lanes, 
including two HOV lanes in each direction. If this project is not constructed before the I-15 
improvements near Sahara Avenue, Project NEON would transition back into the existing 
configuration of I-15 south of Sahara Avenue. 

HOV Lanes. Two HOV lanes in each direction would be provided in the I-15 median. The 
HOV lanes would be for buses, motorcycles, and cars with one or more passengers. HOV 
lanes would be separated from through lanes by a 2- to 4-foot buffer (Exhibit 2-2). The HOV 
lanes would tie into the express lanes at Sahara Avenue and the US 95 HOV lanes at Rancho 
Drive. At the Spaghetti Bowl, the HOV lanes would leave the I-15 median and connect to 
US 95. The HOV lanes would be in the US 95 median between the Spaghetti Bowl and 
Rancho Drive. 

The HOV lanes would be accessible to/from local streets at a point 1,000 feet north of 
Oakey Boulevard from ramps that would drop down from the I-15 HOV lanes to street level. 
A new local street connection from the HOV ramps to Western Avenue, east of I-15, would be 
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constructed. Western Avenue would connect to Oakey Boulevard on the south and 
Charleston Boulevard/Grand Central Parkway on the north. To accommodate the local street 
connections, Wall Street—a through street under I-15 between Martin Luther King Boulevard 
and Western Avenue—would be closed. HOV lanes would address capacity issues discussed 
in subsection 1.2.1 as well as the multimodal considerations discussed in subsection 1.2.4. 
Providing HOV lanes makes the I-15 improvements compatible with the NDOT regional 
HOV plan, which has been incorporated into the regional transportation plan. 

I-15 / US 95 Direct Connector. The US 95 direct connector is a three-lane roadway that begins 
north of Sahara Avenue. It is intended to serve traffic destined for US 95 northbound and 
traffic destined for the Alta Drive half interchange. The northbound I-15 connector to 
northbound US 95 would have an exit to Alta Drive (Exhibit 2-1d). The Sahara Avenue 
entrance ramp would have a connection to the northbound US 95 direct connector, as would 
the Charleston Boulevard entrance ramp (Exhibit 2-1c). At the I-15/US 95 interchange the 
US 95 direct connector would tie into the existing ramp carrying northbound I-15 to US 95, 
including the existing exit to Martin Luther King Boulevard. 

 
 

A similar direct connector would be built from southbound US 95 to southbound I-15. The 
connector would have an exit to Charleston Boulevard (Exhibit 2-1c and 2-1d). An entrance 
ramp from Martin Luther King Boulevard/Alta Drive would join the southbound connector 
ramp near Bearden Drive (Exhibit 2-1c and 2-1d). An exit ramp to Sahara Avenue would 
diverge from the connector just south of Charleston Boulevard. The southbound connector 
would merge with southbound I-15 just north of Sahara Avenue. The direct connector 
would address the short weave issues discussed in subsection 1.2.3.1. 
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Entrance / Exit Ramps. Entrance and exit ramps 
on I-15 would be spaced far enough apart to 
reduce weaving, and an auxiliary lane would be 
provided along I-15 between where an entrance 
ramp joins the freeway and the next exit ramp 
leaves the freeway. In areas where it is not 
possible to provide enough spacing between 
entrance and exit ramps the ramps would be 
braided so that one is built over the other. The 
Charleston Boulevard and Sahara Avenue ramps 
would be braided (Exhibit 2-1c), as would the 
southbound entrance from Sahara Avenue and 
the southbound exit to Spring Mountain Road 
(Exhibit 2-1a). Other than lengthening and 
braiding the entrance and exit ramps, the Sahara 
Avenue interchange would remain in the same 
configuration it is today.  

A two-lane exit ramp to Charleston Boulevard would diverge from northbound I-15  
(Exhibit 2-1b). A two-lane entrance ramp from Sahara Avenue would enter northbound I-15  
just north of Charleston Boulevard, and a two-lane entrance ramp from Charleston 
Boulevard would enter northbound I-15 near Alta Drive (Exhibit 2-1c). An auxiliary lane 
would be provided between the Sahara Avenue entrance ramp and the exit to southbound 
US 95. A second auxiliary lane would be provided between the Charleston Boulevard 
entrance and US 95. 

The auxiliary lanes, longer entrance and exit ramps, and braided ramps would address the 
short merge/weave issues discussed in subsection 1.2.3.1. 

2.2.2.2 Charleston Boulevard Interchange Reconstruction 
The I-15/Charleston Boulevard interchange would be reconstructed as a “tight-diamond” 
interchange (Exhibit 2-3). Related to the Charleston Boulevard interchange reconstruction, 
Grand Central Parkway would be reconstructed to elevate it over Charleston Boulevard and 
connect it to Western Avenue. Western Avenue ends in a cul-du-sac just south of Charleston 
Boulevard today. The Grand Central Parkway/Western Avenue overpass would connect to 
Charleston Boulevard from two ramps: one north of Charleston Boulevard to connect 
westbound Charleston Boulevard to the overpass, and one south of Charleston Boulevard to 
connect eastbound Charleston Boulevard to the overpass (Exhibit 2-1c). The Grand Central 
Parkway/Charleston Boulevard intersection would allow only right-turn connections 
to/from Western Avenue and Grand Central Parkway, eliminating left-turn movements 
across Charleston Boulevard and improving intersection operations and safety. As noted in 
subsection 2.2.2.1, traffic entering I-15 northbound at Charleston Boulevard could access 
either I-15 northbound or the connector to US 95 northbound. Likewise, traffic on I-15 
southbound and US 95 southbound could exit to Charleston Boulevard. 

Improving the unique and indirect ramp connections at the I-15/Charleston Boulevard 
interchange and eliminating the at-grade Charleston Boulevard/Grand Central Parkway 
intersection (roughly 340 feet from the interchange) would improve the interchange’s 
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capacity and traffic operations, thus helping to improve traffic flow on I-15. As an example, 
traffic exiting I-15 northbound to Charleston Boulevard could turn right onto Charleston 
Boulevard and then make another right to reach Grand Central Parkway, rather than 
weaving across Charleston Boulevard in a very short distance to make a left-hand turn onto 
Grand Central Parkway as is done today (see subsection 1.2.3.2). 

Additionally, by providing a grade separated intersection at Charleston Boulevard and 
Grand Central Parkway, bicyclists and pedestrians traveling north and south on Grand 
Central Parkway/Western Avenue would no longer have to cross the very busy Charleston 
Boulevard, further enhancing accommodations, accessibility, and safety. The outside lanes 
on Charleston Boulevard would be 14 feet wide to accommodate bicyclists.  

2.2.2.3 Alta Drive Half Interchange 
A half interchange would be built at Alta Drive/Bonneville Avenue, providing a connection 
from northbound I-15 and to southbound I-15 (Exhibit 2-4).1 Alta Drive/ Bonneville Avenue 
would be reconstructed from Shadow Lane on the west to Grand Central Parkway on the east. 
A 4-foot wide striped bicycle lane would be provided on Alta Drive/Bonneville Avenue. The 
northbound exit from I-15 would connect directly to Alta Drive/Bonneville Avenue. The 
southbound entrance to I-15 would be from Martin Luther King Boulevard, about 300 feet 
south of Alta Drive. The Alta Drive half interchange would provide access to existing and 
planned development adjacent to Grand Central Parkway, diverting traffic from the 
Charleston Boulevard interchange with I-15 thereby improving the interchange’s operations 
(see subsection 1.2.3.2). The southbound entrance to I-15 from Martin Luther King Boulevard 
would replace the I-15 entrance from Martin Luther King Boulevard just south of Charleston 
Boulevard. The new northbound exit to Alta Drive/ Bonneville Avenue would provide the 
complementary movement, per AASHTO interstate design guidance (2005).  

 

                                                      
1 An interchange with only two diagonal ramps, one entrance, and one exit in adjacent quadrants. It serves traffic to and from 
one direction along the freeway, but ignores the other. 
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2.2.2.4  Martin Luther King/Industrial Road Connection 

A new four-lane arterial would connect Martin Luther King Boulevard (west of I-15) to 
Industrial Road (east of I-15) (Exhibit 2-5). The connector would be on a bridge from near the 
Industrial Road terminus (north of Utah Avenue) over the Union Pacific Railroad, over 
Charleston Boulevard, over I-15 and then returning to ground level west of I-15, south of 
Alta Drive. The connector initially would be constructed as a four-lane arterial, but it may be 
widened to six lanes as volume warrants. Martin Luther King Boulevard would be 
reconstructed just west of its existing alignment from Bearden Drive to Alta Drive. The 
Martin Luther King/Alta Drive intersection would be reconstructed. Bearden Drive would 
intersect Martin Luther King Boulevard and be reconstructed from Martin Luther King 
Boulevard west to Shadow Lane. A roundabout would be constructed at the Bearden Drive/ 
Shadow Lane intersection. Existing Martin Luther King Boulevard would be removed from 
Alta Drive south to Las Vegas Fire Station No. 10, just north of Oakey Boulevard. 
Martin Luther King Boulevard would be reconstructed as a two-lane roadway between 
Oakey Boulevard and the fire station to provide access to the fire station. 

The Martin Luther King Boulevard/Industrial Road connector would divert local trips from  
I-15 by providing an efficient north-south arterial connection across I-15 as discussed in 
subsection 1.2.5.3. This would allow those traveling on Martin Luther King Boulevard to 
directly access Industrial Road without having to use I-15 between Charleston Boulevard and 
Sahara Avenue. This connection would allow safer and more direct access to jobs along 
Industrial Road and on Las Vegas Boulevard. It would also divert trips from Charleston 
Boulevard near the I-15/Charleston Boulevard interchange (subsection 1.2.3.2). The Martin 
Luther King Boulevard/Industrial Road connector would have 6-foot-wide sidewalks.  

2.2.2.5 Oakey Boulevard/Wyoming Avenue Railroad Overpass 

Oakey Boulevard/Wyoming Avenue would be reconstructed between Commerce Street on 
the east and I-15 on the west to provide four travel lanes (same as today) and an overpass 
over the Union Pacific Railroad tracks east of I-15 (Exhibit 2-6). Roughly 25 trains cross 
Wyoming Avenue every day. Wyoming Avenue would be realigned about 50 feet to the 
south and cross over both Industrial Road and the railroad tracks before intersecting 
Western Avenue. A connector road would be built to provide a connection between 
Wyoming Avenue and Industrial Road. 

The Oakey Boulevard/Wyoming Avenue overpass would reduce short trips on I-15 that 
avoid Oakey Boulevard/Wyoming Avenue because of the at-grade railroad crossing. It 
would also make the Martin Luther King Boulevard/Industrial Road connector operate at 
an acceptable LOS by eliminating the at-grade intersection of Wyoming Avenue and 
Industrial Road. The Wyoming Avenue/Industrial Road intersection would operate at 
LOS F in 2030 if the Oakey Boulevard/Wyoming Avenue overpass is not built. 

The Oakey Boulevard/Wyoming Avenue overpass would provide a more efficient east-west 
connection across I-15, reducing traffic that travels on Charleston Boulevard through the  
I-15/Charleston Boulevard interchange and replacing the Wall Street connection under I-15, 
which would be closed under Alternative G. Oakey Boulevard/Wyoming Avenue would 
have 14-foot-wide outside lanes in the project area to accommodate bicycles. It would also 
provide a more efficient east-west connection and eliminate the at-grade railroad crossing for 
bicyclists and pedestrians and reduce the opportunity for trespassing on the tracks.  
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2.2.2.6 Local Access Changes 

All of the local streets that have an interchange with I-15 today would continue to have an 
interchange under Alternative G. However, the configuration of the interchanges would 
change and in some cases local street access changes would occur (Exhibits 2-7a through 2-7k).  

The location of the Charleston Boulevard interchange ramps would change, providing a 
more direct connection to/from I-15 (Exhibits 2-7a though 2-7c). The new Alta Drive half 
interchange would provide more direct connection to Alta Drive/Bonneville Avenue and 
Grand Central Parkway (Exhibit 2-7d).  

The most noticeable local street access change is that Martin Luther King Boulevard would 
no longer parallel the west side of I-15 between Alta Drive and Charleston Boulevard. In its 
place would be the Martin Luther King Boulevard/Industrial connector. Wall Street under 
I-15 would be closed (Exhibit 2-7e). The Martin Luther King Boulevard/Industrial Road 
connector would replace the connection across I-15 currently provided by Wall Street. Also, 
Highland Drive/Western Avenue would provide a 
connection between Sahara Avenue and Charleston 
Boulevard parallel to the east side of I-15 (Exhibit 2-7f).  

 

2.2.3 Alternative H 
Alternative H (Exhibits 2-8 and 2-9) shares many of the 
features of Alternative G. A key difference is that 
Alternative H would have a northbound collector-
distributor (C-D) road that would diverge from I-15 at 
Sahara Avenue and tie back into I-15 near US 95. The  
C-D road would act like a frontage road for the freeway, 
allowing vehicles entering or exiting I-15 at Sahara 
Avenue, Charleston Boulevard, or Alta Drive to do so 
without weaving across through traffic on I-15. (Under 
Alternative G the direct connector would facilitate 
entering and exiting traffic at Sahara Avenue and 
Alta Drive, but it would connect to US 95 only rather 
than connecting back to I-15.) At the north end of the  
C-D road a connection to US 95 northbound and 
southbound would be provided before the C-D road ties 
back into I-15. 

A similar C-D road arrangement would be provided 
along southbound I-15. The southbound C-D road 
would carry traffic destined to Charleston Boulevard 
and Sahara Avenue. The southbound C-D road would 
also carry traffic entering I-15 southbound from US 95, 
Martin Luther King Boulevard near US 95, and 
southbound Martin Luther King Boulevard between 
Alta Drive and Charleston Boulevard. 

Alternative H includes the Charleston Boulevard interchange reconstruction, the Alta Drive 
half interchange, the Martin Luther King Boulevard/Industrial Road connector over I-15, 
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and the Oakey Boulevard/Wyoming Avenue railroad overpass. These components are the 
same as described for Alternative G. 

Roughly 339 residences and 456 businesses would be displaced under Alternative H. 
Alternative H would cost $1.5 to $1.9 billion to construct (inflated to year of expenditure 
dollars).  

2.3  Project Phasing 
The project is expected to be constructed in phases. Phase 1 would provide a connection from 
the I-15 Express Lane project, which terminates near Sahara Avenue, to the recently 
constructed US 95 HOV lanes that terminate near Rancho Drive. The connection would 
provide continuity and the ability for NDOT to have HOV/express lanes from Rainbow 
Boulevard on US 95 through the Spaghetti Bowl and continue south on I-15 to the Russell 
Road interchange. In addition, HOV ramp connection to local streets would be provided 
between Charleston Boulevard and Oakey Boulevard that would provide access to the Clark 
County Government Center, downtown City of Las Vegas and Symphony Park. In 
summary, the Phase 1 improvements would comprise the following: 

 HOV lanes from US 95 east of the existing Rancho Drive interchange and extending to 
I-15 with a tie-in to/from mainline I-15 north of Alta Drive 

 HOV connection to a new local street between Oakey Boulevard and Charleston Boulevard 

 New connection of Grand Central Parkway and Western Avenue featuring a Grand 
Central Parkway overpass over Charleston Boulevard and providing a connection by 
new ramps from Grand Central Parkway to Charleston 

Phase 2 provides for the reconstruction of local arterials including Alta Drive and the Martin 
Luther King Boulevard/Industrial Road connection. This phase has been divided into 
subphases for each arterial.  

Phase 3 would consist of reconstructing I-15 north of Oakey Boulevard and reconstructing 
the Charleston Boulevard interchange into a tight-diamond configuration. Phase 4 would 
consist of the southbound direct connector and Phase 5 would consist of I-15 south of Oakey 
and the northbound direct connector. The order for constructing Phases 2 through 5 is 
flexible and subject to available funding. See subsection 3.6.2, Relocation Impacts, for a 
discussion of how the relocation impacts of the project are phased. 

If construction funding is available upon completion of the Final EIS and Record of 
Decision, Phase 1 right of way acquisition could begin as early as 2012 and construction of 
the I-15 HOV lanes, HOV connections to local streets, and new connection of Grand Central 
Parkway and Western Avenue could be completed in 2016. Each of the four remaining  
phases would begin approximately 3 years after the start of the preceding phase and be 
completed approximately 3 to 5 years after the completion of the preceding phase. Funding 
availability and right of way costs will significantly influence the timing and longevity of 
each project phase. 

All regionally significant elements of the project are included in the approved Regional 
Transportation Plan 2009–2030 (RTC, 2008). The cost estimate for Project NEON is consistent 
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with federal, state and local funding identified in the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 
and the Transportation Improvement Program. 

2.4 Other Alternatives Considered 

2.4.1 Transportation System Management and Transportation Demand 
Management 

The Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative includes measures to maximize 
the efficiency and use of the highway system to help alleviate or postpone the need to 
expand capacity. The TSM element of RTC’s regional transportation plan recommends such 
measures as freeway traffic management (ramp meters, bus, HOV lanes on ramps) and 
intelligent transportation systems. 

NDOT, FHWA, and RTC have developed a Southern Nevada Intelligent Transportation 
Systems plan (ITS) to be implemented by regional stakeholders. The result of this plan is 
the Freeway and Arterial System of Transportation (FAST) program, which implements 
and manages ramp meters, traffic cameras, dynamic message signs, Freeway Service 
Patrol vehicles, and an incident management program. While not providing a stand-alone 
solution for congestion relief or operational deficiencies, TSM elements will be included in 
the build alternatives. Components of the FAST system are active within the project 
corridor. The proposed improvements would ensure continued operation of the FAST 
devices during construction. 

The Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Alternative strives to reduce automobile 
trips through increased transit ridership and other strategies. RTC’s regional transportation 
plan includes express transit, park and ride lots, ridesharing, bicycle and pedestrian 
improvements, and bus rapid transit improvements as part of its congestion management 
process. Improvements to I-15, including Project NEON, are part of the regional 
transportation plan. Although TDM is not a feasible stand-alone solution to meeting the 
project’s purpose and need, Project NEON would not preclude implementation of TDM 
measures and would facilitate express transit. 

Federal regulations on congestion management in transportation management areas 
designated as non-attainment for ozone or carbon monoxide (like Las Vegas) prohibit use of 
federal funds for any project that will result in a significant increase in the carrying capacity 
for single-occupancy vehicles (i.e., general purpose lanes) unless the project is included in a 
congestion management process that meets the requirements of 23 CFR 450.320. Where 
adding general purpose lanes is determined to be an appropriate congestion management 
strategy, the federal regulations call for consideration of TDM strategies and operation 
improvements that maintain the safety and functionality of the general purpose lanes. 

Project NEON is in a non-attainment area for carbon monoxide (see Section 3.11, Air 
Quality) and includes adding general purpose lanes. Consistent with the federal regulations 
in 23 CFR 450.320, Project NEON’s HOV lanes would facilitate TDM measures in the form 
of express transit. The project also includes arterial improvements that would divert local 
trips from I-15 and interchange improvements that would improve traffic flow on I-15, both 
of which would maintain the safety and functionality of the general purpose lanes.  
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2.4.2 Other Build Alternatives Considered 
Between 2003 and 2008 NDOT and FHWA evaluated several alternatives for I-15 and each 
project component listed on page 2-1. The volume Alternatives Design Report (Parsons, 2006a) 
and the Conceptual Design Refinement Study (CH2M HILL, 2009) on the CD at the back of this 
EIS document all the concepts considered between 2003 and 2006. Appendix D summarizes 
the information contained in those reports. Exhibit 2-10 is a timeline of when different 
alternatives were developed and when they were dropped from consideration. 

The TAC met regularly beginning in late 2003 to provide input on the alternatives 
development and refinement process. 

2.4.2.1 Initial Concepts 
NDOT and FHWA initially evaluated improvements only to I-15 (widening only, and 
widening in conjunction with C-D roads or direct connectors to US 95) without any related 
arterial improvements. These concepts, referred to as A, B, and C, were dismissed from 
consideration because the project team (NDOT and FHWA staff) and the TAC concluded 
that, although improvements to I-15 are needed, I-15 improvements alone would not 
provide enough improvements in safety and traffic operations to meet the project’s purpose 
and need. As a result, several other components that would address the purpose and need 
of the project were evaluated in addition to reconstructing I-15. For example, reconstructing 
the I-15/Charleston Boulevard interchange to increase its capacity would reduce backups 
on I-15, and the project team and the TAC developed several concepts for reconstructing the 
Charleston Boulevard interchange. The concepts were evaluated against several criteria 
including traffic operations, safety, and socioeconomic and environmental impacts.  
Various concepts that had merit were presented at public information meetings and other 
stakeholder meetings. At the end of the process, a preferred alternative for the  
I-15/Charleston Boulevard interchange was selected and is now part of both Alternatives G 
and H. 

Other arterial improvements that help address purpose and need were evaluated in the 
same way. The project team and the TAC developed and evaluated several concepts for 
adding access to I-15 to reduce congestion at the I-15/Charleston Boulevard interchange. 
This resulted in the Alta Drive half interchange that is part of Alternatives G and H. 
Numerous concepts for the Martin Luther King Boulevard/Industrial Road connector and 
the Oakey Boulevard/Wyoming Avenue Overpass were also developed and evaluated by 
the project team, the TAC, and the public and a preferred concept for each is part of 
Alternatives G and H. The full range of concepts NDOT and FHWA considered during this 
study are found in the Alternatives Design Report (Volume 2 of 2, Parsons, 2006a). 

Although the preferred alignments for most of the arterial improvements were established 
by 2006, NDOT, FHWA, and the TAC continued to evaluate alternatives for the I-15 
improvements through 2009. 

Alternative D. Alternative D was developed from the initial concepts considered for I-15 (see 
Appendix D). It would provide four to six through lanes plus auxiliary lanes for 
northbound I-15 traffic and five to six through lanes plus auxiliary lanes for southbound 
I-15. A direct connector from I-15 northbound to US 95 northbound would begin at Sahara 
Avenue and carry traffic destined to northbound US 95 and Martin Luther King Boulevard,  
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and motorists destined to the new Alta 
Drive/Bonneville Avenue exit ramp. The 
direct connector would not reconnect 
with northbound I-15; instead, it would 
connect to the existing ramp from 
northbound I-15 to northbound US 95. 
The northbound I-15 mainline would 
accommodate through travel on I-15 and 
connect to southbound US 95/I-515. 
Motorists coming north from Sahara 
Avenue and Charleston Boulevard would 
use entrance ramps that split and connect 
to both mainline I-15 and the northbound 
direct connector.  

Along southbound I-15, a new ramp from 
southbound US 95 to southbound I-15 
would be constructed and extend south of 
Charleston Boulevard before tying into 
southbound I-15. The connector would have two exit ramps: one to Charleston Boulevard, 
and another to Sahara Avenue. South of Oakey Boulevard, Alternative D would retain the 
current freeway centerline and widen the mainline roadways at the current elevations, which 
would require reconstructing the Sahara Avenue interchange. 

 

The I-15/Charleston Boulevard interchange would be reconstructed as a single-point urban 
interchange under Alternative D. The Charleston Boulevard/ Grand Central Parkway 
intersection would remain at grade and would not connect to Western Avenue. 
Alternative D also includes the Martin Luther King/Industrial Road connector over I-15 and 
the Oakey Boulevard/Wyoming Avenue railroad overpass. Alternative D would leave 
space in the I-15 median for future HOV lanes, but HOV lanes would not be constructed 
under this alternative. More information about Alternative D is found in Alternatives Design 
Report (Volume 1 of 2, pp. 3-19 through 3-21) on the CD at the back of this document. 

Residential and business displacements under Alternative D would be comparable to 
Alternatives G and H. 

Alternative D would provide acceptable traffic operations (LOS D or better) on both 
northbound and southbound I-15 by reducing weaving and adding capacity. Alternative D 
was presented at a public information meeting in February 2005. Alternative D was dropped 
from consideration in favor of Alternative E, described below. 

2.4.2.2 Accelerated Construction Technology Transfer Workshop 

In March 2005, NDOT and FHWA sponsored a 3-day Accelerated Construction Technology 
Transfer (ACTT) workshop that focused on Project NEON. Local and national experts in 
highway planning, design, and construction developed potential strategies for Project 
NEON. The CD at the back of this document contains a report documenting the outcome of 
the workshop. 
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In response to feedback at the workshop, the project team studied additional concepts and 
design modifications. Alternatives E and F were developed as a result. Like Alternative D, 
they include arterial improvements in addition to I-15 improvements. 

Alternative E. Alternative E is almost identical to Alternative D. The only difference is that 
under Alternative E, I-15 would be shifted about 80 feet east to avoid major drainage 
channels along Rancho Drive. Like Alternative D, Alternative E would provide four to 
six general purpose lanes plus auxiliary lanes for northbound I-15 traffic and five to six 
through lanes plus auxiliary lanes for southbound I-15. South of Oakey Boulevard, 
Alternative E would shift the freeway centerline to the east, minimizing impacts to drainage 
facilities. More information about Alternative E is found in the Alternatives Design Report 
(Volume 1 of 2, pp. 4-1 through 4-4) on the CD at the back of this document. 

Residential and business displacements under Alternative E would be comparable to 
Alternatives G and H. Alternative E would provide LOS D or better. 

Alternative F. Alternative F would provide four to six general purpose lanes on northbound 
I-15 traffic and five to six through lanes on southbound I-15. A northbound C-D road would 
begin south of Sahara Avenue and handle traffic going to all local exits, including Sahara 
Avenue, Charleston Boulevard, the new exit to Alta Drive/Bonneville Avenue and Martin 
Luther King Boulevard. The northbound C-D road would carry traffic entering I-15 from 
Sahara Avenue and Charleston Boulevard to either northbound I-15 or the ramps to US 95. 
Mainline I-15 would accommodate only through travel on I-15 and connections to 
northbound and southbound US 95. 

Unlike Alternatives D and E, a C-D road would also be provided along southbound I-15 
under Alternative F. The southbound C-D road would carry traffic destined to Charleston 
Boulevard and Sahara Avenue, and traffic entering from Martin Luther King Boulevard near 
US 95 and the Alta Drive southbound entrance (via Martin Luther King Boulevard). The 
traffic entering and exiting southbound I-15 in this area is so great that ramp braids would still 
be required even with a C-D road. Alternative F also includes the I-15/Charleston Boulevard 
interchange reconstruction (as a single-point urban interchange), the Martin Luther King 
Boulevard/Industrial Road connector over I-15 and the Oakey Boulevard/Wyoming Avenue 
railroad overpass. More information about Alternative F is found in the Alternatives Design 
Report (Volume 1 of 2, pp. 5-1 through 5-8) on the CD at the back of this document.  

Residential and business displacements under Alternative F would be comparable to 
Alternatives G and H. 

Conclusion. Alternative D was dropped from consideration in favor of Alternative E because 
Alternative E would be would be easier to construct (because only one of the four Sahara 
interchange ramps would have to be reconstructed rather than four under Alternative D) and 
because Alternative E would provide a greater opportunity to sell and redevelop land 
acquired as part of the project. For example, 23 residences on Loch Lomand would be 
acquired under both Alternatives D and E. However, under Alternative E, enough of these 
parcels would remain unused that they could be resold and redeveloped. Alternatives E and F 
were eventually dropped from consideration in favor of Alternatives E–HOV and F–HOV 
described below. 
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2.4.2.3 High-Occupancy Vehicle Lanes 

High-occupancy vehicle lanes have been built on US 95 west of the Spaghetti Bowl. In 2006, 
NDOT began a regionwide evaluation of the potential role of HOV lanes in meeting the future 
transportation needs of southern Nevada. In 2007, NDOT approved a regional HOV plan that 
is now part of RTC’s regional transportation plan. The plan envisioned a continuous HOV 
system through the Resort Corridor on US 95 and I-15 with direct connecting ramps between 
the two highways. This concept became the basis for two new alternatives, referred to as 
Alternatives E–HOV and F–HOV (see Amended Alternatives Design Report Alternatives E & F 
HOV on the CD at the back of the document). These alternatives are similar to Alternatives E 
and F, but they have two HOV lanes in each direction. 

Alternative E–HOV. Alternative E–HOV would provide four to five through lanes, two HOV 
lanes, and auxiliary lanes for northbound I-15 traffic and four to five through lanes, two 
HOV lanes, and auxiliary lanes for southbound I-15 traffic (Amended Alternatives Design 
Report pages 4-1 to 4-12). The I-15 HOV lanes would connect to US 95 to/from the west. 
There would be an access point to and from the HOV lanes at Oakey Boulevard/Wyoming 
Avenue. Other aspects of this alternative are the same as Alternative E. Roughly 
350 residences and 445 businesses would be displaced under Alternative E–HOV. 

Alternative F–HOV. Alternative F–HOV would provide three to five through lanes and two 
HOV lanes for northbound I-15 traffic and four to five through lanes and two HOV lanes for 
southbound I-15 traffic. The I-15 HOV lanes would connect to US 95 to/from the west. 
There would be an access point to and from the HOV lanes at Oakey Boulevard/Wyoming 
Avenue. Other aspects of this alternative are the same as Alternative F. Roughly 
350 residences and 456 businesses would be displaced under Alternative F–HOV. 

Conclusion. Alternatives E and F were dropped from consideration in favor of Alternatives  
E–HOV and F–HOV, because they did not have HOV lanes, making them inconsistent with 
the new NDOT regional HOV plan and RTC’s regional transportation plan. 

2.4.2.4 Refinement of Alternatives E–HOV and F–HOV 

Project NEON’s scope, complexity, and overall cost dictate that it would likely be built in 
phases. NDOT worked with project stakeholders and design teams in 2008 and 2009 to 
develop a conceptual design refinement study that identified phases that are fundable, 
implementable, and operationally independent. See the Conceptual Design Refinement Study 
(CH2M HILL, 2009) on the CD at the back of the document. The goal was to retain the basic 
concept of Alternatives E–HOV and F–HOV and to achieve the following objectives: 

 Phase the overall project so that each phase can be built and function as a feasible 
improvement. 

 Keep the project phases consistent with the funding identified in the RTP. 

 Reduce right-of-way costs compared to Alternatives E–HOV and F–HOV. 

Alternatives G and H were carried forward. Alternative G is a revised version of Alternative  
E–HOV and Alternative H a revised version of Alternative F–HOV. Alternatives G and H can 
be considered to have evolved from the ACTT workshop. They could be implemented in phases 
that could provide operational and safety benefits, to a greater extent than Alternatives E–HOV 
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and F–HOV. For example, Alternatives G and H include a tight-diamond interchange at 
Charleston Boulevard rather than a single-point urban interchange, because a tight-diamond 
could be built without reconstructing mainline I-15. Conversely, constructing a single-point 
urban interchange would require complete reconstruction of I-15 near Charleston Boulevard. 
Under Alternatives G and H, the Martin Luther King Boulevard/Industrial Road connector 
could be built using less right-of-way than under Alternatives E–HOV and F–HOV. The Grand 
Central Parkway overpass over Charleston Boulevard is a feature of Alternatives G and H that 
is not part of Alternatives E–HOV and F–HOV. 

Based on the design refinement study, Alternatives E–HOV and F–HOV were dropped from 
consideration in 2009, because Alternatives G and H would provide the same operational 
characteristics with fewer residential relocations and each phase can function as a feasible 
improvement. 

2.5 Identification of the Preferred Alternative 
NDOT and FHWA, in conjunction with the Regional Transportation Commission of 
Southern Nevada (RTC) and the City of Las Vegas, have identified Alternative G as the 
Preferred Alternative. RTC passed a resolution of support for Alternative G on January 14, 
2010, the City of Las Vegas passed their resolution of support on January 20, 2010, and Clark 
County passed their resolution of support on January 19, 2010. 

The identification of a preferred alternative for Project NEON was carefully made following 
an extensive alternative development and refinement process (Section 2 of the Final EIS), a 
thorough analysis of the environmental impacts (Section 3 of the Final EIS), and comments 
received following the circulation of the DEIS and associated public hearing (Section 6 of the 
Final EIS). The No-Build Alternative does not meet the project’s purpose and need. The 
remainder of this section provides a comparison of Alternatives G and H (the build 
alternatives retained for detailed study in the DEIS) and the resulting justification for 
identifying Alternative G as the Preferred Alternative. 

2.5.1 Alternatives Comparison 
The following factors were evaluated to determine the advantages and disadvantages 
between Alternatives G and H: 

 Traffic Capacity 
 Traffic Operations 
 Traffic Safety 
 System Linkage 
 Constructability 
 Environmental Considerations 
 Capital Cost 

2.5.1.1 Capacity 
Alternatives G and H have similar overall LOS in the design year (please see Appendix C, 
Project NEON Level of Service Analysis, Tables 7–9) indicating that the two build alternatives 
would provide roughly equivalent traffic and people-carrying capacity for Project NEON. 
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Both alternatives would help serve local trips by providing better local street connections 
(i.e. Martin Luther King Boulevard/Industrial Road connector). This would reduce the 
number of vehicles using I-15 for short local trips. By reducing I-15 congestion, both 
alternatives would reduce the numbers of trips that divert to local streets to avoid I-15 
congestion.  

2.5.1.2 Operations 

Both Alternatives G and H address the weaving and local road conflicts that exist in the 
study area today. In regards to anticipated operating speeds, analysis indicates that 
Alternative G provides higher operating speeds in the design year (please see Appendix C, 
Project NEON Level of Service Analysis Tables 7 and 8). This is true for all of the AM and PM 
peak periods, but most notable in the PM peak for northbound traffic. The analysis shows 
that mainline I-15 speeds under Alternative G average 58.1 mph while I-15 speeds under 
Alternative H average 54.1 mph.  

Alternative G also provides a roadway configuration that is simple and familiar to most 
drivers, resulting in improved traffic operations. The collector-distributor road system of 
Alternative H is less familiar and not what drivers expect to encounter. Alternative H 
requires northbound drivers to make a critical lane choice decision where they have to exit 
earlier than expected to access the Charleston Boulevard and Alta Drive exits via the 
collector-distributor road. Missing the exit for the collector-distributor road would result in 
out of distance travel. With a large number of drivers who are not from the Las Vegas area 
using I-15, this would increase VMT in the study area as a result of non-local drivers not 
expecting to exit at the collector-distributor road to access the Charleston Boulevard and 
Alta Drive exits. Trucks also use the Charleston Boulevard and Alta Drive exits for the 
delivery of goods to the area. Alternative H would create greater operational difficulties for 
these large trucks. As a result of these issues, Alternative G provides the better traffic 
operations of the two build alternatives.  

2.5.1.3 Safety 

As described in Section 1.2.2, the crashes in the corridor are primarily related to the 
congestion that causes stop-and-go traffic which results in a high percentage of rear end 
collisions. Because Alternative G is superior to Alternative H in terms of improving speeds 
and traffic flow, it will likely have a corresponding improvement in the crash rate. 

Safety for pedestrians and bicyclists would also be improved with both Alternatives G and H 
as a result of the Martin Luther King Boulevard/Industrial Road connector, updating arterials 
to latest design standards (which contain improved pedestrian and bicyclist accommodations 
as well as Americans with Disabilities Act compliance), and improvements to intersection 
traffic operations. 

2.5.1.4 System Linkage 

Both Alternatives G and H improve the system linkage by providing the needed connection 
between the express lanes to the south and the existing HOV lanes on US 95 to the north. 
This would facilitate the advancement of the system of HOV lanes, bus rapid transit, and 
supporting park-and-ride facilities. 
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2.5.1.5 Constructability 

In a comparison of the build alternatives, the Martin Luther King Boulevard/Industrial 
Road connector near Charleston Boulevard and the freeway just south of the Spaghetti Bowl 
provides differentiation between the two build alternatives in regards to constructability 
issues. Staging the Martin Luther King Boulevard/Industrial Road connector is more difficult 
for Alternative H due to the location of the collector-distributor road connection requiring a 
connection on structure. Similarly, braiding at the Spaghetti Bowl would be much more 
complicated to construct in stages for Alternative H than Alternative G. The most evident 
example of this is the realignment of the southbound US 95 to southbound I-15 ramp. Right 
of way considerations and avoiding the northbound I-15 ramp from Martin Luther King 
Drive would require connecting this ramp into an existing bridge. The practical result of this 
would be a multiple month closure of that ramp to complete the tie-in which would create 
substantial impacts to traffic on the high volume system ramp. As a result of these issues, 
Alternative G has better constructability that Alternative H. 

2.5.1.6 Environmental Considerations 
Reviewing the environmental concerns in the study area, Alternative G would have less 
impact than Alternative H (please see the impact summary table ES-1 in the Executive 
Summary for a complete comparison of the environmental considerations between the two 
alternatives). Alternative G requires 22 fewer acres of right of way and would displace 11 
fewer commercial establishments than Alternative H. Both build alternatives displace the 
same number of residences and affect the same number of historic sites. Alternative G 
affects two more sensitive noise receptors than Alternative H. 

During the study’s public comment period there have been very few comments specific to 
alternative selection. The one comment received that endorsed a specific alternative 
supported Alternative G. Overall, the build alternatives are similar in regards to 
environmental impacts, however, Alternative G fares better due to fewer commercial 
displacements and requiring less right of way.  

2.5.1.7 Capital Cost 

Preliminary comparative cost estimates indicate that Alternative G costs approximately 
$100 million less than Alternative H. Please refer to the impact summary table ES-1 in the 
Executive Summary for additional information.  

2.5.2 Preferred Alternative  
The results of the environmental analyses, engineering considerations, and public and 
agency input indicate that Alternative G is preferred. Based on consideration of capacity, 
operations, and constructability, NDOT and FHWA have identified Alternative G as the 
preferred alternative. 
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3. Affected Environment, Environmental 
Impacts, and Mitigation 

3.1 Introduction 
This section describes the socioeconomic and natural resources in the study area. Because 
Project NEON is located in a highly developed urban area that lacks natural areas, the focus 
of this section is on urban resources. The project area’s urban setting precluded the need for 
biological studies which are often a part of other EISs. This section identifies the probable 
beneficial and adverse effects the proposed project and No-Build Alternative may have on 
those resources and measures to minimize adverse effects. The discussion of existing 
conditions/characteristics and impacts is arranged by the following topics. Applicable 
project alternatives are addressed within each topic.  

 Socioeconomics 
 Environmental Justice 
 Land use 
 Utilities 
 Relocations (residential, business, institutional) 
 Visual resources 
 Water resources 
 Floodplain and hydraulics 
 Noise  
 Air quality  
 Hazardous waste and materials 
 Cultural resources 
 Energy 

Each subsection provides an overview of the conditions for each resource. An analysis of 
direct impacts associated with the proposed project is also provided. Technical reports 
referenced in this section, which were developed to assist in understanding the project’s 
potential direct impacts, are found on the CD at the back of this document. Many of the 
technical reports were completed before the development of Alternatives G and H, thus do 
not directly reference those alternatives. However, the footprints of the earlier alternatives 
are the same or smaller as the footprints for Alternatives G and H, and the resource 
studies cover a generous geographic area in relation to the footprint of the improvement. 
Therefore, the findings and conclusions in technical studies found on the CD at the back of 
this document apply to Alternatives G and H. Where there were notable differences 
between Alternatives G and H and the earlier developed alternatives based on subtle 
differences in anticipated traffic volumes and roadway alignment (e.g., air quality and 
noise), new technical studies were conducted to supplement the original studies. 
Construction impacts and mitigation measures for each resource are provided in their 
respective sections.  
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This section also considers the indirect effects of the project as well as cumulative effects that 
might occur because of other actions or projects within and beyond the study area. The 
indirect and cumulative analyses were prepared in accordance with the requirements of 
NEPA (National Environmental Policy Act) and guidance from the Council on Environmental 
Quality, Considering Cumulative Effects under the National Environmental Policy Act. The Council 
on Environmental Quality defines direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts as follows:  

 Direct impacts are caused by the action and occur at the same time and place (Title 40, 
Code of Federal Regulations, 1508.8).  

 Indirect impacts “are caused by an action and are later in time or further removed in 
distance but are still reasonably foreseeable” (Title 40, Code of Federal Regulations, 1508.8). 
They may include growth-inducing effects related to changes in the pattern of land use, 
population density or growth rate, and related effects on air and water and other natural 
systems. Indirect impacts associated with highway improvements are those that affect 
the natural or built environment beyond the immediate “footprint” of the highway 
improvements.  

 Cumulative impacts “result from the incremental consequences of an action when 
added to other past and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency 
(federal or non-federal) or person undertakes such other actions” (Title 40, Code of 
Federal Regulations, 1508.7). They can result from individually minor but collectively 
significant actions taking place over a period of time. For example, degradation of a 
stream’s water quality by several developments that taken individually would have 
minimal effects but collectively would cause a measurable negative impact is considered 
a cumulative effect. The cumulative effects of an action may be undetectable when 
viewed in the individual context of direct and even indirect impacts, but nonetheless can 
add to other disturbances and eventually lead to a measurable environmental change.  

Determining which resource topics in this section would be analyzed for cumulative effects 
was guided by the Council on Environmental Quality’s document Considering Cumulative 
Effects Under the National Environmental Policy Act (January 1997). The document notes the 
following about cumulative impacts, “In a broad sense, all the impacts on affected resources 
are probably cumulative; however, the role of the analyst is to narrow the focus of the 
cumulative effects analysis to important issues of national, regional, or local significance . . . 
Not all potential cumulative effect issues identified during scoping need to be included in 
an EA or an EIS. Some may be irrelevant or inconsequential to decisions about the proposed 
action and alternatives. Cumulative effects analysis should count what counts, not produce 
superficial analysis of a long laundry list of issues that have little relevance to the effects of 
the proposed action or eventual decisions.” The following table identifies which resources 
will be analyzed for cumulative effects.  

Exhibit 3-1 identifies the area within which the project’s potential cumulative impacts are 
assessed. The challenge in establishing the analysis area for cumulative effects is to strike a 
balance between the recommendations provided by cumulative effects guidance in setting 
analysis boundaries (expand the boundaries for evaluating cumulative effects to the point at 
which the resource is no longer affected significantly) and maintaining a geographic area in 
which development data can reasonably be collected. This is particularly true in Las Vegas, 
which has experienced rapid growth for decades.  
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Resource 

Cumulative 
Impacts 

Assessed? 
(Y/N) Comment 

Socioeconomic 
characteristics – 
community cohesion 

Y  

Environmental Justice N The project would not have a disproportionately adverse impact on 
protected populations. Because the proposed project would not 
result in disproportionately high and adverse impacts, there is no 
need to consider cumulative impacts. 

Land use/land use 
planning 

Y  

Utilities N A utility is not a natural resource, ecosystem or human community 
that is the intended subject of a cumulative impact discussion. 

Relocations N It is not the residential or commercial structures that matter as a 
resource rather it is the people/community involved in the 
displacement. The issue of effects on people/community is better 
addressed under the community cohesion resource.  

Visual character N Project NEON is located in a highly developed urban corridor that 
has developed around I-15. No decisions about developing or 
refining NEON alternatives turned on the issue of visual character. 
The project will meet NDOT aesthetic requirements. 

Water resources N The project’s water resource impacts amount to reconstructing box 
culverts beneath I-15. Water resources on this project do not rise to the 
level of an “important issue of national, regional, or local significance.” 

Floodplain and 
hydraulics 

N The project has no floodplain impacts; therefore it does not 
contribute to cumulative impacts. 

Noise N I-15 is the dominant noise source now and will be the dominant 
noise source in the future for receptors adjacent to I-15. Given the 
difficulty of quantifying projects’ past noise and reasonably 
foreseeable noise, cumulative effects cannot be meaningfully 
compared or evaluated. 

Air quality N Air quality is a regional issue that has a multitude of contributing 
sources. Data could not be reasonably obtained that would describe 
the air quality impacts of most nonfederal projects. In addition, 
Project NEON would not violate the 1- or 8-hour carbon monoxide 
standards, and NDOT has concluded that there would be no PM10 
hotspots violations resulting from operation of the new freeway. 

Hazardous materials N Hazardous materials are not a natural resource, ecosystem, or 
human community that is the intended subject of a cumulative 
impact discussion. The project would not add to hazardous 
materials impacts.  

Cultural resources N The project has no archaeological impacts, but does affect 
historical resources. Historically, private and nonfederal public 
development  were not required to investigate cultural resource 
impacts. Without documentation of private development's impact 
on historical properties, it is not possible to draw meaningful 
conclusions about cumulative impacts on historic resources.  

Energy N The effect of transportation projects on energy use is primarily the 
use of fossil fuels. Data on past projects’ and future projects’ fuel 
use would likely not be available or obtained with reasonable effort. 
In addition, the science is not available to make conclusions about 
individual project’s fossil fuel use and impacts on climate change.  
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The boundaries of the cumulative effects analysis area have been drawn to approximate the 
geographic area potentially affected by the project. The general contention is that the largely 
operational improvements proposed by Project NEON constructed immediately adjacent to 
the existing highway would affect a relatively small geographic area. Given the 
socioeconomic issues being evaluated for cumulative effects, community cohesion and land 
use, and the level of past and reasonably foreseeable development projects within the 
analysis area, the analysis area is appropriately sized to allow a meaningful discussion of 
potential cumulative effects. 

Reasonably foreseeable future actions in the cumulative analysis will be limited to 2030, the 
project’s design year, and past effects will be limited to 1990. Although growth in the Las 
Vegas metropolitan area has been substantial since 1940, 1990 marks the beginning of 
unprecedented population and job growth in the region with population increasing from 
764,464 in 1990 to 1,865,746 in 2009. The cumulative effects analysis for community cohesion 
and land use/land use planning is found in subsections 3.2.5 and 3.4.5, respectively. 

3.2 Socioeconomic Characteristics 

3.2.1 Affected Environment 
The study area’s demographic characteristics are derived from 2000 U.S. Census data. 
Exhibit 3-2 shows the limits of the project’s socioeconomic study area and associated census 
tracts. Almost 49 percent of the total population in the study area is part of an ethnic 
minority group (Table 3-1). Clark County and the City of Las Vegas have slightly lower 
minority percentages: 40 and 42 percent, respectively. Hispanics represent 26 percent of the 
population in the socioeconomic study area, 24 percent of that of City of Las Vegas, and  
22 percent of that of Clark County. 

TABLE 3-1 
Socioeconomic Study Area Demographics 

 Study Area City of Las Vegas Clark County 

Total Population 21,607  478,434  1,375,765  

   White/Caucasian  11,042 51% 277,704 58% 828,669 60% 

   African American 3,012 14% 48,380 10% 121,401 9% 

   Asian 1,167 5% 22,411 5% 71,226 5% 

   American Indian 167 1% 2,405 1% 7,761 1% 

   Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 130 1% 1,935 0.4% 5,864 0.4% 

   Other 28 0.1% 650 0.1% 2,019 0.1% 

   Two or More Races 515 2% 11,987 3% 36,682 3% 

   Hispanic 5,546 26% 112,962 24% 302,143 22% 

Total Minority Population 10,565 49% 200,730 43.5% 547,096 40.5% 

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2000. 

Table 3-2 provides information on income and poverty status for the socioeconomic study 
area, Clark County, and the City of Las Vegas. The 1999 median household income in these 
jurisdictions was $44,616 in Clark County and $44,069 in Las Vegas. The median household  
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income for the study area census block groups ranged from $15,731 to $35,405. Census tracts 
2.03 and 2.04, located mainly west of I-15 and north of Sahara Avenue, have 1999 median 
household incomes of $31,935 and $35,405, still lower than Clark County and City of 
Las Vegas levels but higher than other Census tracts in the socioeconomic study area. 
Census tracts 3.01, 7, 9, 11, and 23, 
which lie mainly east of I-15, and 
Census tract 22.01, which is located 
west of I-15 and south of Sahara 
Avenue, have 1999 median 
household incomes between $15,731 
and $28,570. More recent information 
on household income at the census 
block group or tract level is 
unavailable.  

Following the Office of Management 
and Budget’s Statistical Policy Directive 14, the Census Bureau uses a set of income 
thresholds that vary by family size and composition to determine the poverty level. If a 
family’s total income is less than the appropriate poverty threshold, then individuals in that 
family are considered to be in poverty. The official poverty thresholds do not vary 
geographically, but they are updated for inflation using the Consumer Price Index. In 1999, 
the poverty threshold for a family of four was $16,700. Twenty-six percent of the study-area 
households were below the 1999 poverty threshold, while Clark County had 8 percent and 
the City of Las Vegas 9 percent. There are notable differences in the percentage of household 
below the poverty threshold within the socioeconomic study area. In Census tracts 2.03 and 
2.04 located mainly west of I-15 that had the higher median household incomes, 17.5 percent 
and 8.0 percent of the population had incomes below the 1999 poverty level. These rates, 
particularly in Census tract 2.04, compare more favorably with the city and county levels. 
Conversely, in the remaining Census tracts (3.01, 7, 9, 11, 22.01, and 23), between 29.3 and 
40.9 percent of the population had incomes below the 1999 poverty level. In 2009, a family of 
four would be considered in poverty if its total income was less than $22,050 (U.S. Census 
Bureau, 2009).  

Published data on the health of the project area residents is not available. However, the 
Southern Nevada Health District released the Clark County Health Status Report in 2007. 
This report, based on 2004 data, provides an overview of the health status for Clark County 
as a whole. There are no available data on health for smaller segments of the county or for 
specific neighborhoods. A community’s health is measured in a variety of ways including 
infant mortality, life expectancy, leading causes of death, among others. Clark County as a 
whole is similar to the rest of the nation in many of these categories.  

Clark County infant mortality rates (per 1000 live births) for the year 2003 (the year in which 
national data was also available) varied by race and ethnic origin. Hispanics had the lowest 
infant mortality rate of 4.33, followed by whites at 6.12 and blacks at 12.67. At the national 
level the rates were 5.7 for Hispanics and whites, and 13.6 for blacks. 

In 2004, the life expectancy of a new born in Clark County was 74.2 years for males and 
78.2 years for females. These life expectancies were slightly lower than those calculated for 
males and females nationwide, 75.0 for males and 80.3 for females. According to race, 

TABLE 3-2 
Socioeconomic Study Area Income Overview 

Geographic 
Area 

Median Household 
Income 

% of Population 
Below Poverty 

Level 

Study Area $15,731–$35,405 26% 

Clark County $44,616 8% 

City of Las Vegas $44,069 9% 

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2000. 
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whites had a life expectancy at birth of 74.4 years, 71.2 years for blacks, and 80.8 years for 
Hispanics.  

Heart disease, cancer, lower respiratory disease, strokes and accidents were the leading 
causes of death in Clark County and the nation in 2002. In Clark County, these causes of 
death accounted for 66 percent of all deaths. Communicable disease data also indicate that 
Clark County was very similar to the nation, in general.  

The data reported in the 2007 Health Status Report indicates that Clark County is similar to 
the nation as a whole in terms of health issues. No one measure of health indicated that 
Clark County is unique or that it bears a greater burden of any one disease (Southern 
Nevada Health Division, 2007).  

3.2.2 Socioeconomic Impacts 

3.2.2.1 Community Cohesion and Character  

The impacts of highway expansion on neighborhoods and community cohesion relate to 
changes in the physical, social, and community services setting that promote a sense of 
community. Key aspects of neighborhood cohesion are connectivity and accessibility.  

As shown in Exhibit 3-3, five distinct neighborhoods are located along I-15 or US 95 in the 
Project NEON study area. The Rancho Manor neighborhood consists of approximately 
650 single-family residences and would not be directly affected by the project. The 
residential area along Desert Lane in the Las Vegas Medical District from Alta Drive on the 
north to Charleston Boulevard on the south consists mainly of older multifamily rental 
housing. There are approximately 311 residences in this area and all but 3 would be 
displaced during Project NEON’s Phase 2 (project phasing is discussed in Section 2.3). The 
Saratoga Meadows neighborhood consists of about 45 single-family residences. Eight of 
these single-family residences at the east edge of the subdivision would be displaced during 
Phase 4 of Project NEON. The Scotch 80’s neighborhood contains roughly 150 single-family 
residences. There would be no residential acquisitions in this neighborhood. The Glen 
Heather Estates neighborhood consists of about 200 single-family residences. Twenty-three 
of these single-family residences at the east edge of the subdivision would be displaced 
during Phase 4 of the project. These neighborhoods consist of mostly older homes 
constructed during the 1950s, 1960s, and 1970s, and also contain many renters who are long-
term dwellers in their residence. These factors contribute to the cohesive nature of these 
neighborhoods.  

The No-Build Alternative would not affect community cohesion, but it would not 
accommodate future growth and development. While the build alternatives would require 
both full and partial acquisition of residential and business property, they would not 
adversely affect vehicular or pedestrian patterns or bisect existing neighborhoods. Desert 
Lane would no longer connect to Charleston Boulevard from the south, but Desert Lane is 
not a through street and the neighborhood access it provides could be provided from 
Shadow Lane, one block west. Two streets east of I-15, Utah Avenue and Fairfield Avenue, 
no longer would connect directly to Industrial Road and Wyoming Avenue, respectively. 
Both streets provide access to commercial and industrial businesses, and connections to 
Industrial Road and Wyoming Avenue would be provided one block away.  
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The greatest potential impact to community cohesion would be along Desert Lane between 
Alta Drive and Charleston Boulevard where the project would remove almost the entire 
residential area. During meetings in March/April 2010, City of Las Vegas staff, adjacent 
neighborhood associations, Councilman Barlow’s office, Latin Chamber of Commerce, and 
UNLV Shadow Lane Campus representatives described the Desert Lane residential area as a 
transient community that has little to no interaction with the Saratoga Meadows 
neighborhood to the south or Rancho Manor to the northwest. It was also noted that 
Medical District residents do not work at the UNLV Shadow Lane campus or the University 
Medical Center in any noticeable numbers. The Las Vegas Medical District Plan calls for the 
conversion of most of the district’s small residential pockets to medical/commercial uses. See 
Section 3.3 for more information. 

Impacts generally would be limited to strip acquisitions immediately adjacent to I-15 in the 
Saratoga Meadows and Glen Heather Estates neighborhoods during Phase 4. The 
neighborhood character and cohesion of larger neighborhoods like Glen Heather Estates 
would not be adversely affected by the displacement of a small number of residences along 
I-15. Because a new barrier would not be introduced between neighborhoods or between 
neighborhoods and the businesses and services they use, Project NEON is not expected to 
adversely affect community cohesion.  

While all residential and commercial uses within a neighborhood contribute to the 
neighborhood’s character, the displaced residences and businesses alone do not define the 
neighborhood. The neighborhood character would be maintained by the remaining 
residential and commercial uses in these neighborhoods.  

3.2.2.2 Pedestrian and Bicycle Accommodations 

Within Project NEON, two streets are part of the regional bicycle plan: Alta Drive, a 
designated “bicycle lane” route and Oakey Boulevard/Wyoming Avenue, a designated 
“bicycle compatible” route. Roadways designated a “bicycle lane” route will have a striped 
bicycle lane at the edge of the pavement that is at least 4-feet-wide plus a 1.5-foot-wide 
gutter. Roadways designated a “bicycle compatible” route will have a minimum curb lane 
width of 14 feet, plus a 1.5-foot-wide gutter pan. 

The City of Las Vegas has adopted the RTC’s design standards and supports the RTC’s 
bicycle plan. It also has its own adopted Master Plan that includes a “Transportation Trails 
Element.” In addition to the bicycle routes from the RTC plan, the City has designated Alta 
Drive/Bonneville Avenue and Oakey Boulevard/Wyoming Avenue as off-street 
“pedestrian path” routes. The pedestrian path requires a minimum 5-foot-wide concrete 
sidewalk (measured from back of curb) adjacent to the street. 

Project NEON would comply with the above standards, having 14-foot-wide outside lanes 
on Charleston Boulevard and Oakey Boulevard/Wyoming Avenue, and 4-foot-wide striped 
bike lanes on Alta Drive. In addition, all local roadways within the limits of Project NEON 
have 5-foot-wide sidewalks.  

The inclusion of a grade-separated crossing of the Union Pacific Railroad on Wyoming 
Avenue further enhances pedestrian and bicyclist accommodations and safety in the corridor. 
Although at-grade crashes between trains and motor vehicles have been declining, the 
incidents between pedestrians and trains (both trespass and non-trespass) have continued to 
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increase. Providing a grade separation would remove pedestrians and bicyclists from an at-
grade crossing and remove the opportunity for trespassing on the tracks. 

The grade-separated intersection of Charleston Boulevard and Grand Central Parkway 
would allow pedestrians and bicyclists, traveling north and south on Grand Central 
Parkway/Western Avenue, to avoid having to cross Charleston Boulevard, further 
enhancing accommodations, accessibility, and safety. Additionally, no pedestrian routes 
would be cut off or lengthened as a result of Project NEON.  

3.2.2.3 Tax Revenues  
The No-Build Alternative would not adversely affect tax revenues. With the build 
alternatives, there would be a short-term tax revenue loss from converting taxable land into 
a nontaxable transportation use. New right of way required for the project is 93 acres for 
Alternative G and 115 acres for Alternative H. However, in the long term, it is expected that 
the economic impacts of tax base loss would be offset by continued planned development 
and increased land value in the socioeconomic study area.  

3.2.2.4 Economic Activity  

The economic impacts of the No-Build Alternative would primarily be the long-term cost of 
maintaining I-15 and the adjacent local road network. The economic impact of the build 
alternatives would be the expenditure of public funds to construct the freeway and local 
road improvements. Table 3-3 provides an estimate of the number of jobs and level of 
economic activity created by the expenditure of construction funds for the build alternatives 
compared to the No-Build Alternative. Estimates are based in part on an input/output 
study of construction activity in Texas by FHWA (Politano and Roadifer, 1989). Economic 
activity generated by the proposed project is anticipated to benefit the Las Vegas Valley and 
would also follow the labor and material markets for transportation-related construction. 

With respect to job creation, FHWA found nationally in the early 1980s that a $1 million 
investment in transportation construction would directly generate 10 onsite, full-time 
construction jobs, or person years of employment (PYE) (Politano and Roadifer, 1989). This 
number has been adjusted to 5.3 PYE positions to reflect inflation through 2005. When 
offsite, construction-related and service-industry-related jobs and their related increases in 
consumer demand are considered, the total number of full-time PYE positions created rises 
to approximately 11.4, adjusting for inflation, for each $1 million of highway investment. 

TABLE 3-3 
Effects of Construction Investment in Project NEON (millions of dollars) 

Alternative 
Construction 

Valuea 

Regional 
Economic 

Output 
Total 

Earnings 

Job Creation  
(person-years of employment) 

Onsite Total 
Build Alternative G $631 $1,096 $290 3,500 6,900 
Build Alternative H $749 $1,301 $345 4,100 8,200 
No-Build Alternative not applicable not applicable not applicable not applicable not applicable 
aConstruction impacts are based on preliminary estimates for construction value, which exclude right-of-way 
costs and include design, construction management, and agency costs. 
Sources: Politano and Roadifer, 1989 (model adjusted to reflect inflation); Parsons, 2008e. 
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Capital costs for construction of Alternative G would be $631 million, exclusive of right-of-
way costs. Construction expenditures would generate approximately 3,500 onsite full-time 
construction positions (PYE) and 6,900 total positions (PYE), as compared to the No-Build 
Alternative. Alternative H would cost $749 million, exclusive of right-of-way. Construction 
expenditures would generate approximately 4,100 onsite full-time construction positions 
(PYE) and 8,200 total positions (PYE), as compared to the No-Build Alternative. Because 
both alternatives would be constructed in phases over several years, the capital costs and 
economic benefits would also be distributed over several years.  

3.2.2.5 On-Street Parking  

Project NEON would eliminate on-street parking and the adjacent properties that use the 
parking south of Alta Drive, along parts of Martin Luther King Boulevard and Desert Lane. 
The exception to this is the diagonal, on-street parking along Desert Lane between Ellis 
Avenue and Charleston Boulevard. Approximately 43 on-street parking spaces would be 
removed as a result of Project NEON. These spaces are used by people attending the First 
Presbyterian Church of Las Vegas. Worshipers have been seen using on-street parking 
rather than using one of the church’s three off-street parking areas. With the removal of on-
street parking along Desert Lane, churchgoers choosing to park on the street would have to 
use Ellis Avenue or the church’s parking lots.  

3.2.2.6 Off-Street Parking 

As shown in Table 3-4, Alternative G would affect notably fewer off-street parking spaces 
than Alternative H. For the build alternatives, the greatest concentration of parking loss 
would be between Charleston Boulevard and US 95.  

A large number of off-street parking spaces would be removed under both build 
alternatives; however, the lost spaces are associated with the residences and businesses 
being displaced by Project NEON. Therefore the loss of off-street parking spaces would not 
adversely affect remaining residential or commercial property owners.  

TABLE 3-4 
Off-Street Parking Impacts by Segment 

Location 

Total 
Parking 
Spaces 

Available 

Approximate Parking Spaces 
Removed  

Alternative G Alternative H 
South of Sahara Avenue 3,655 450 570 
Between Sahara Avenue and Charleston Boulevard 1,691 520 610 
Between Charleston Boulevard and US 95 3,796 550 630 
Total 9,142 1,520 1,810 

Source: Parsons, 2008e and CH2M HILL, 2009. 

3.2.3 Temporary Construction Impacts 
Occasional repairs to I-15 and the adjacent local road network under the No-Build 
Alternative could affect residences and businesses. Because it is not possible to anticipate 
the nature and timing of the repairs that might be necessary, it is not possible to speculate 
on the specific impacts. It is reasonable to assume, however, that the repair impacts of the 
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No-Build Alternative would be less extensive and shorter in duration than the construction 
impacts of the build alternatives, but would continue on a more frequent basis indefinitely 
into the future. 

The build alternatives’ socioeconomic impacts during construction would be related to 
economic factors, pedestrians and bicyclists, and traffic detours. Because either Alternative 
G or H would be constructed in phases over several years, the construction-related impacts 
would vary by phase over several years. Because detailed discussion of construction 
impacts is not feasible until additional design has been completed, this section discusses 
general construction impacts.  

3.2.3.1 Economic Factors 

The impact of roadway construction on local businesses and services depends on individual 
customer’s decisions to shop at businesses near construction sites. These decisions are made 
based on the availability of substitute products (and services) and locations; the convenience 
of access during construction; the duration of the project; environmental factors such as 
visibility, dust, and noise; and a range of other factors that can vary by customer.  

3.2.3.2 Pedestrians and Bicyclists 
Construction could affect the routes taken by pedestrians and bicyclists in the neighborhoods 
adjacent to I-15. Pedestrian and bicycle traffic along the local road network adjacent to I-15 
could be prohibited during demolition and construction periods. Because the local road 
network would remain largely unaffected by the proposed improvements, alternative routes 
for pedestrians and bicyclists would be readily available.  

3.2.3.3 Traffic Detours 

Under the build alternatives it is expected that some I-15 traffic would be diverted to the 
adjacent street network, as well as traffic from Martin Luther King Boulevard, Charleston 
Boulevard, and local arterials improved by Project NEON. In an attempt to control the 
diversion and maintain safe and efficient traffic operations, the need for detour routes is 
expected. Detour routes may require improvements to local roadways, on-street parking 
may be limited, restricted, or temporarily removed, and temporary traffic signals may be 
required at various local road intersections to maintain acceptable traffic flow. Impacts on 
residences and businesses along these routes may occur from the added level of congestion, 
traffic noise, and parking limitations. Affected residents and business owners would be 
contacted by NDOT before construction.  

3.2.4 Indirect Impacts  
As noted in 40 CFR 1508.8, indirect effects may include growth inducing effects and other 
effects related to induced changes in the pattern of land use, population density or growth 
rate, and related effects on air and water and other natural systems, including ecosystems. For 
the purposes of the socioeconomic section, the discussion of indirect effects is limited to the 
project’s growth inducing effects and induced changes in population density or growth rate.  

As noted in the Draft Economic Development Element (July 9, 2009) of the Las Vegas Master Plan 
2020, since 1998, the city’s population has grown from 448,244 to 599,087, an increase of 
33.7 percent. The economic development element notes that since 1998, Las Vegas has grown 
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from 108.3 to 133.2 square miles, an increase of 23 percent. Most of the added area has 
occurred in Centennial Hills, north of the Project NEON study area. As in many rapidly 
developing cities, the reasons for development are varied and include everything from ample 
employment opportunities to climate. Another commonality among rapidly developing cities 
is that road improvements are challenged to keep pace with existing and planned 
development. Project NEON is responding to, not driving, planned redevelopment in and 
adjacent to the study area. As such, the project would not induce growth in the study area. 
Beyond that, the study area is part of the larger Southeast Sector of Las Vegas. City planning 
documents describe the Southeast Sector as the most mature area of the city with future 
growth consisting of infill development and neighborhood revitalization. The developed 
nature of the study area precludes notable growth.  

3.2.5 Cumulative Impacts 

3.2.5.1 Background 

Historically, the west side of I-15 in the general study area has been a largely residential 
area, and the east side has been dominated by commercial/industrial uses. Historic aerial 
photos of Las Vegas show large areas of open space on the east and west sides of I-15. A 
good deal of residential development immediately west of I-15 was established before the 
construction of I-15 in the 1960s. As noted in Section 4, single family residences were 
constructed in the Buena Vista Addition (Desert Lane and Hastings Avenue) between 1944 
and 1951. Four-plexes and an apartment complex followed. Glen Heather Estates, south of 
Oakey Boulevard, was developed in four phases the last of which started in 1963.  
It is noted that the last phase was built concurrently with the interstate. Perhaps for reasons 
of advanced land use planning, the construction of I-15 left the residential development 
(community cohesion) west of the interstate largely intact.  

3.2.5.2 Past Actions 

The most notable impact to community cohesion occurred before 1990 in the area between 
Charleston Boulevard and Alta Drive west of I-15, a portion of which is known as the Buena 
Vista Subdivision. In the mid-1960s the area was primarily residential with multifamily 
housing between Desert Lane and Martin Luther King Boulevard and large-lot, single 
family residences to the west. In the mid-1960s, the transformation of that area began with 
the construction of the Ravenholt Public Health Center at the southeast corner of Shadow 
Lane and Pinto Lane. Between the early 1980s and 1990, the transformation of that former 
residential area into the current Medical District was largely complete. The most notable 
residential remnant is the multifamily housing between Desert Lane and Martin Luther 
King Boulevard that would be affected by Project NEON.  

While the evolution of the residential area in what is currently the Medical District affected 
community cohesion in that area, the impact seems not to have been experienced by 
adjacent residential areas. In a conversation with planners from the City of Las Vegas, it was 
noted that residential development to the north of the existing Medical District (Rancho 
Manor) and to the south (Scotch 80’s, Saratoga Meadows, and Glen Heather Estates) have 
sufficiently distinct identities that each development can be thought of as a separate 
community rather than one large community divided by the Medical District.  
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The development east of I-15, between Charleston Boulevard and I-515 began in the  
mid-1990s and continues to the present. Development in that area was on previously 
undeveloped land and had no impacts on community cohesion. The Holsum Lofts 
development immediately south of Charleston Boulevard and the Allure Condominiums on 
the north side of Sahara Avenue were located in previously commercial areas and had no 
impact on community cohesion (Exhibit 3-4).  

At the north end of the cumulative impact analysis area, recently completed improvements 
to US 95 resulted in the displacement of approximately 396 residences. Like the proposed 
residential displacements on Project NEON, the US 95 displacements were along the edge of 
the highway rather than creating a barrier between existing residential area. As such, the 
displacements are not considered to adversely affect community cohesion. 

3.2.5.3 Reasonably Foreseeable Actions  

As noted on Exhibit 3-4, there are few reasonably foreseeable developments proposed west 
of I-15. Two developments in the Medical District are under construction. Because the 
Medical District is dominated by institutional uses, the addition of the two projects would 
have no impact on community cohesion in the surrounding area.  

The Metropolitan Police Headquarters under construction in the northwest quadrant of the 
Alta Drive/Martin Luther King Boulevard would not contribute to community cohesion 
impacts because the parcel has been undeveloped since the mid-1960s.  

South of Sahara Avenue and west of I-15, Station Casino is planning to develop a mixed-use 
residential, retail, and entertainment project in a residential neighborhood known as Richfield 
Village (Exhibit 3-4). Richfield Village contains about 350 single family residences, several 
apartment complexes, and Rex Bell Elementary School. Immediately west of Richfield Village 
is Meadows Mobile Home Park and several apartment complexes. According to an article in 
the December 27, 2006, Las Vegas Sun, Station Casino began purchasing about 40 residences in 
2005 and plans to use part of or all the 52 acres they have assembled (including the Scandia 
Family Fun Center and commercial properties outside Richfield Village) for the new 
development. Any redevelopment in Richfield Village has the ability, like the Medical District, 
to change the character of the area and affect community cohesion. Depending on the number 
of properties the casino is able to purchase in Richfield Village, the redevelopment may be less 
an issue of affecting community cohesion than removing one community and replacing it 
with another that would develop its own sense of community. 

Reasonably foreseeable development east of I-15 would not contribute to community 
cohesion impacts because the dominant development is currently commercial/industrial.  

3.2.6 Measures to Mitigate Socioeconomic Impacts 
The following mitigation measures would be considered to reduce the preferred 
alternative’s impacts to community character, public services, and pedestrian facilities.  

 The contractor and NDOT would coordinate with the City, RTC, and local emergency 
service providers in developing detour plans, including the maintenance of transit 
service and pedestrian circulation compliant with the Americans with Disabilities Act  
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 Emergency service providers and RTC would be given advance notice of road and 
sidewalk closures and detour routes 

 Temporary closure of parts of I-15 and adjacent arterials for overhead construction or 
demolition would exempt emergency vehicles 

 The contractor would maintain local access and circulation to neighborhoods and 
businesses during construction for pedestrians, bicyclists, and motorists 

3.3 Environmental Justice  
Executive Order (EO) 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 
Populations and Low Income Populations (February 11, 1994), requires all federal agencies 
to make environmental justice part of their mission by identifying and addressing 
environmental justice impacts (EO Section 1-101). According to Section 2-2, Federal Agency 
Responsibility for Federal Programs, of the EO: 

Each Federal agency shall conduct its programs, policies, and activities that substantially affect 
human health or the environment, in a manner that ensures that such programs, policies, and 
activities do not have the effect of excluding persons (including populations) from participation 
in, denying persons (including populations) the benefits of, or subjecting persons (including 
populations) to discrimination under, such programs, policies, and activities, because of their 
race, color, or national origin. 

The EO also requires that representatives from low-income or minority populations that 
could be affected by the project be meaningfully engaged in the impact assessment and 
public involvement process. Section 3-301(c) of the EO states that federal agencies shall 
provide environmental justice populations “the opportunity to comment on the 
development and design of research strategies undertaken pursuant to this order.” 
Section 5-5(c) notes that federal agencies should “work to ensure that public documents, 
notices, and hearings relating to human health or the environment are concise, 
understandable, and readily accessible to the public.” 

The U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) published a Final DOT Order (April 1997) to 
establish procedures for use in complying with EO 12898 for its operating administrations, 
including FHWA. FHWA issued Order 6640.23 in regards to environmental justice 
procedures and considerations on December 2, 1998. If, after the consideration of offsetting 
benefits, disproportionately high and adverse impacts would result from the proposed 
project, then mitigation measures or alternatives must be developed to avoid or reduce 
impacts, unless the agency finds that such measures are not practicable.  

The FHWA Order defines a “minority” as a person who is Black, Hispanic, Asian American, 
or American Indian/Alaskan Native. “Minority populations” are “any readily identifiable 
groups of minority persons who live in geographic proximity, and if circumstances warrant, 
geographically dispersed/transient persons (such as migrant workers or Native Americans) 
who will be similarly affected by a proposed FHWA program, policy or activity.” The Order 
defines a person of “low-income” as one whose median household income is at or below the 
Department of Health and Human Services poverty guidelines. A “low-income population” 
is “any readily identifiable group of low-income persons who live in geographic proximity, 
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and, if circumstances warrant, geographically dispersed/transient persons (such as migrant 
workers or Native Americans) who will be similarly affected by a proposed FHWA 
program, policy or activity.” The 2009 poverty guideline for a family or household of four is 
$22,050. In 1999, the year for which 2000 U.S. Census income data were obtained, the 
poverty guideline for a family or household of four was $16,700. 

The format of this section follows the recommendations in FHWA’s December 2001 interim 
guidance “Addressing Environmental Justice in Environmental Assessments/ Environmental 
Impact Statements” (Western Resource Center—San Francisco), which calls for the following 
steps in evaluating environmental justice impacts: 

 Identifying existing populations 

 Identify coordination, access to information, and participation 

 Identifying adverse impacts  

 Identifying disproportionately high 
and adverse effects 

3.3.1 Identifying Existing 
Populations 

The socioeconomic study area for Project 
NEON is shown in Exhibit 3-2. The census 
tracts included in Exhibit 3-2 are located 
east and west of I-15 from the location 
where the preferred alternative would tie 
into the existing express lanes (south of 
Desert Inn Road) to the Rancho Drive/ 
US 95 interchange where the project’s 
high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes 
would tie into the existing HOV lanes. In 
addition to the census tracts immediately 
adjacent to I-15 (and the south side of US 
95), census tracts were also added that fell 
within the project’s cumulative impacts 
analysis area. As shown in Table 3-1, 
approximately 49 percent of the 
population in the study area is part of an 
ethnic minority group, with Hispanics the 
largest group at 26 percent. Clark County 
and the City of Las Vegas have slightly 
lower minority percentages at 40 and 42 
percent, respectively.  

As noted in Table 3-5, the median 
household income for the study area 
ranges from $15,731 to $35,405, lower than 
median income in the City of Las Vegas 

TABLE 3-5 
Socioeconomic Study Area Income

Block 
Group 

Total 
Population 

Below 
Poverty 

% Below 
Poverty 

Median 
Income 

Census Tract  2.03 $31,935 
1 2,492 589 23.64 $31,650 
2 624 21 3.37 $41,750 
3 971 107 11.02 $30,116 
4 97 15 15.46 $41,111 

Census Tract  2.04 $35,405 
1 712 96 13.48 $26,335 
2 477 0 0.00 $41,919 

Census Tract  3.01 $20,739 
5 629 429 68.20 $9,375 

Census Tract  7 $15,731 
1 1,869 532 28.46 $15,029 
2 479 156 32.57 $16,841 

Census Tract  9 $15,833 
1 455 107 23.52 $17,500 
2 771 295 38.26 $13,382 

Census Tract  11 $20,367 
1 347 120 34.58 $20,139 
2 371 87 23.45 $21,696 
3 1,224 347 27.89 $21,131 
4 1,653 722 43.68 $19,309 

Census Tract  22.01 $19,639 
1 4,199 946 22.53 $19,639 
2 0 0 0.00 $0 
3 0 0 0.00 $0 

Census Tract  23 $28,570 
1 1,143 177 15.49 $23,250 

Study Area 
Totals 

18,533 4,746 25.61 $15,731–
$35,405 

Clark County   8 $44,616 
City of Las Vegas  9 $44,069 
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($44,069) and Clark County ($44,616). As expected from the median income data, the 
percentage of population below the poverty level in the study area (26 percent) is notably 
higher than in the City of Las Vegas (9%) and Clark County (8%). 

In order to understand the preferred alternative’s impacts on the population protected by 
the EO, the project team also identified the characteristics of the residents living along the 
west side of I-15 that would be relocated. Note that all residential impacts are on the west 
side of I-15. As shown in Exhibit 3-3, the residential displacements are in three areas: 
Saratoga Meadows (formerly Ellis Estates), Glen Heather Estates, and the east edge of the 
Las Vegas Medical District. Exhibit 3-5 identifies census tract, block group, and blocks 
where the residential displacements would occur.  

Table 3-6 identifies the minority percentage at the block level, and the low-income 
percentage at the block-group level that would be affected by the preferred alternative 
(block groups are the lowest level census geographic entity for which income data is 
available). The minority percentage potentially affected by the project in the Medical District 
is notably higher than the minority percentage in the entire study area (49%). Conversely, 
the percentage of low-income residents potentially affected by the project is lower than the 
percentage in the entire study area (26%).   

TABLE 3-6 
Percent Minority and Low-Income Population in Areas of Residential Impacts 

Census Tract/Block 
Group/Block 

Minority 
Population (%) 

Total Population 
within the Block 

Minority Groups 
within the Block 

Non-Minority 
Population within 

the Block 
Desert Lane (Medical District) Residences 

2.03/3/3000 75% 185 57% Hispanic 
14% African American 25% 

2.03/3/3007 40% 342 15% African American 
13% Hispanic 60% 

2.03/3/3008 70% 403 45% Hispanic 
16% African American 30% 

2.03/3/3009 74% 47 74% Hispanic 26% 
Saratoga Meadows Residences 

2.04/1/1005 34% 99 14% Hispanic 
11% Asian 66% 

Glen Heather Estates Residences 

2.04/2/2003 18% 147 7% Hispanic 
4% American Indian 82% 

Census Tract/Block 
Group/ 

Low Income 
Population (%) 

Total Population 
within the Block 

Group 

Low Income 
Population within the 

Block Group 

Non-Low Income 
Population within 
the Block Group 

Desert Lane (Medical District) Residences 
2.03/3 11% 1,119 123 996 
Saratoga Meadows Residences 
2.04/1 13% 855 111 744 
Glen Heather Estates Residences 
2.04/2 0% 490 0 490 

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2000. 
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The Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ’s) document Environmental Justice Guidance 
under the National Environmental Policy Act (Section 1-1, December 10, 1997) states that 
minority populations should be identified where: 

 The minority or low-income population exceeds 50 percent in the impacted area. 

 The minority or low-income population percentage in the impacted area is 
“meaningfully greater” than the minority or low-income population in the general 
population or other appropriate geographic area. 

 There is more than one minority or low-income group present and the minority or low-
income percentage, as calculated by summing all minority or low-income persons, meets 
one of the thresholds presented above. 

According to the FHWA, the two terms minority and low-income populations “should not be 
presumptively combined” when conducting an environmental justice analysis. There are 
minority populations of all income levels, and low-income populations may be minority, 
non-minority, or a mix in a given area. 

Using the CEQ guidance, the minority population living between Alta Drive on the north, 
Charleston Boulevard on the south, Martin Luther King Boulevard on the east, and Desert 
Lane on the west (census tract 2.03, block group 3, blocks 3000, 3008, and 3009) represent 
Project NEON’s environmental justice population of concern. The percentage of low-income 
population within that area is not meaningfully different from the percentage for the City of 
Las Vegas and therefore impacts to low income residents will not be discussed as an 
environmental issue in this section. The potentially affected residents in Saratoga Meadows 
(formerly Ellis Estates) and Glen Heather Estates would not be considered environmental 
justice populations because their white/Caucasian percentages are higher than those for the 
City of Las Vegas and their low-income percentages are comparable to or below the City’s. 

3.3.2 Identify Coordination, Access to Information and Participation 
The purpose of this subsection is to document the degree to which the affected minority 
population has been involved in the decision-making process related to the alternative selection, 
impact analysis and mitigation. The FHWA interim guidance recommends discussing all 
proactive efforts to ensure meaningful opportunities for public participation including any 
specific activities to increase outreach for low-income and minority participation. 

Sections 5 and 6 provide a detailed description of the public outreach NDOT has conducted 
since the start of the project. Rather than repeating those sections here, the list of activities 
below concerns only the activities NDOT conducted to inform the minority community 
about the project and encourage their involvement. 

 A project office was established at 1640 Alta Drive, Suite 11, in Las Vegas. The office was 
staffed with public information specialists and right-of-way agents. The office was open 
Monday to Friday from 8 am to 5 pm. All project displays and project information were 
available for viewing there. Alta Drive is within the minority community identified in 
this memorandum.  

 NDOT worked to ensure that non–English speaking individuals had access to project 
information. Spanish language handouts were developed, and the project newsletters 
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and Web site content were translated into Spanish. The project team offered to obtain 
translators if requested. It should be noted there was no request to provide translators at 
the October 2009 public hearing. 

 In advance of the seven public meetings and fall 2009 public hearing, NDOT placed 
meeting notifications in the Las Vegas Review Journal, Las Vegas Sentinel Voice (African 
American community newspaper), and El Mundo (Spanish-language newspaper) and sent 
out by direct mailing to project area property owners, tenants, adjacent property owners 
who may be affected by the project, and those who expressed interest in the project and 
asked to be put on the mailing list. Local radio and television stations were also provided 
news releases. The mailing list included more than 10,000 stakeholders.  

 A meeting was conducted with Councilman Ricki Barlow on July 6, 2009, who 
represents the residents living between Alta Drive and Charleston Boulevard. Among 
the topics discussed at the meeting would be the impacts of constructing the HOV lanes 
planned for the first phase of construction. 

There has been one member of the public that has provided comments critical of the 
project’s impacts on minority populations. This person, a non-minority, provided several 
comments during the Draft EIS public comment period. The general concerns raised by this 
person include: 

 Pedestrian safety and the provision of public transit along the Martin Luther King 
Boulevard–Industrial Road connector 

 Compensation for businesses affected by road closures 

 Construction impacts on public transportation 

 Air quality and noise impacts 

 Displacing low income housing and finding suitable replacement housing 

NDOT’s response to this person’s comments is found on the CD at the back of the document. 

In late March and early April 2010, the project team conducted a series of meetings with 
City of Las Vegas neighborhood services staff that work in Ward 5, which includes the 
Medical District, a representative of Ward 5 Councilman Ricki Barlow’s staff, the Metro 
police department deputy chief familiar with the Medical District, the Latin Chamber of 
Commerce, UNLV Shadow Lane campus staff, University Medical Center staff, and 
representatives of homeowners associations in the area around the Medical District. The 
intent of the meetings was twofold: 

 To obtain additional information about the neighborhood between Martin Luther King 
Boulevard and Desert Lane to determine whether census-data based characterizations in 
the Final EIS are still valid  

 To determine how those familiar with the neighborhood view the effects of the proposed 
displacements on the Medical District and surrounding residential areas, and whether  
mitigation measures are needed because of the proposed displacements  

The environmental justice information obtained at the meetings is summarized below. 
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 Most of the potentially affected Medical District residents are Mexican or Central 
American immigrants. 

 The potentially affected residents were described as transient, and several people noted 
that there is no interaction between the Medical District residents and residents in the 
surrounding single-family neighborhoods or those living in the Mayan Village 
Apartments north of Alta Drive. 

 The potentially affected residents do not live in public or HUD housing. 

 According to the UNLV Shadow Lane campus staff, the potentially affected residents do 
not work at the campus or University Medical Center in any appreciable numbers. 

 Crime is not a major issue in the Medical District neighborhood. 

 If the area is like other Hispanic communities nearby there may be many vacant units in 
the Medical District. 

 Representatives of the Latin Chamber of Commerce thought that Medical District 
residents most likely worked in the construction industry. 

3.3.3 Identifying Adverse Effects 
This subsection identifies the five issues presented in FHWA’s interim guidance to assess a 
project’s potential to create adverse effects and the response to the issues. 

1. Environmental justice considerations will be summarized under the social-economic 
Consequences section. References to other topic sections in the NEPA document can be 
used, as appropriate. The beneficial and adverse impacts on the overall population and 
on minority and low-income populations or communities, in particular, need to be 
addressed under the applicable topics such as: air, noise, water pollution, hazardous 
waste, aesthetic values, community cohesion, economic vitality, employment effects, 
displacement of persons or businesses, farms, accessibility, traffic congestion, relocation 
impacts, safety, and construction/temporary impacts, etc. 

Response—In responding to this issue the focus will be limited to the project’s adverse 
impacts. It is important in this step to identify the impacts the project’s environmental 
justice community may experience as the steps below evaluate how the impacts are 
distributed and whether the impacts are adverse. 

FHWA Order 6640.23 defines adverse effects as the totality of significant individual or 
cumulative human health or environmental effects, including interrelated social and 
economic effects, such as bodily impairment, infirmity, illness, or death; air, noise and water 
pollution, and soil contamination; destruction or disruption of manmade or natural 
resources; destruction or diminution of aesthetic values; destruction or disruption of 
community cohesion or a community's economic vitality; destruction or disruption of the 
availability of public and private facilities and services; vibration; adverse employment 
effects; displacement of persons, businesses, farms, or nonprofit organizations; increased 
traffic congestion, isolation, exclusion, or separation of minority or low-income individuals 
within a given community or from the broader community; and the denial of, reduction in, 
or significant delay in the receipt of, benefits of FHWA programs, policies, or activities.  
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Among the list of potential impacts above, two are identified as the project’s most likely 
impacts, displacement of persons and destruction or disruption of community cohesion. The 
displacement of persons is the preferred alternative’s most obvious impact. The preferred 
alternative (Alternative G) and Alternative H will displace all residential properties within 
blocks 3000, 3008, and 3009 of census tract 2.03, block group 3 (Exhibit 3-5). Approximately 
743 people would be relocated within those blocks of whom 536 would be expected to be 
minority residents. See the response to issue 2 below for more information. As noted in 
Section 2 and Appendix D, a range of I-15 concepts and alternatives have been evaluated 
and eliminated from consideration. Section 2 notes that Alternatives D, E, and F, which did 
not have HOV lanes, had residential and business displacements that would be comparable 
to Alternatives G and H. It would be reasonable to expect that adding HOV lanes to 
Alternatives D, E, and F would result in impacts to the project’s minority community that 
would be similar to, if not greater than, Alternatives G and H. 

The lack of a commonly accepted definition of community cohesion within the NEPA 
practice or scale by which to measure the intensity of the impact presents challenges in 
evaluating Project NEON’s impact on community cohesion. For the purposes of this 
discussion the Washington State Department of Transportation’s definition of community 
cohesion will be used which is “The ability of people to communicate and interact with each 
other in ways that lead to a sense of community, as reflected in the neighborhood’s ability to 
function and be recognized as a singular unit.”  

Because the preferred alternative will displace all residential units between Martin Luther 
King Boulevard and Desert Lane (from Alta Drive to Charleston Boulevard) it has the ability 
to disrupt community cohesion between the affected residential area and adjacent 
neighborhoods as well as the community cohesion within the affected area. During the 
March/April 2010 interviews described on the previous page, several people described the 
affected area as a transient community that has little to no interaction with the Saratoga 
Meadows neighborhood to the south or Rancho Manor to the northwest. It was also noted 
that Medical District residents do not work at the UNLV Shadow Lane campus or the 
University Medical Center in any noticeable numbers (UNLV and UMC March 2010).  
A common theme among city staff, Councilman Barlow’s office, Metro police, UNLV Shadow 
Lane campus representatives and adjacent homeowners associations was that Medical District 
residents typically do not engage in community meetings or respond to outreach efforts. 
Therefore, it is unlikely that there is community cohesion between the potentially affected 
Medical District residential area and adjacent neighborhoods, Also, NDOT has no specific 
information about the cohesion within the potentially affected area in spite of past efforts to 
obtain it. The low public response rate for NDOT’s Project NEON Area Impact Study 
(September 2005), which was intended, in part, to obtain data to evaluate the project’s 
potential environmental justice impacts, does not allow definitive statements to be made 
about community cohesion within the affected residential area. The lack of input leaves open 
the possibility that the preferred alternative could adversely affect community cohesion 
within the potentially affected residential area. Nevertheless, any cohesion concerns will be 
addressed during NDOT’s one-on-one relocation benefits meetings with affected renters. 
NDOT will provide a translator at the relocation benefits meetings if requested. 

It is also worth noting that redevelopment within the Medical District may have eroded 
community cohesion (as defined above) for many years and may continue to do so by 
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gradually buying residences and converting them to non-residential uses. The Las Vegas 
Medical District Plan (adopted June 19, 2002 and amended August 1, 2007) describes the 
transition of the area between Martin Luther King Boulevard and Rancho Drive from 
residential uses to medical and other related office and commercial uses. The plan’s policies 
call for the transition of former single-family areas to medical/commercial use and the 
assembly of single-family parcels to promote larger-scale development. While it is the plan’s 
policy to “protect the existing multi-family parcels through adequate buffering of newly 
developing non-residential uses,” the plan calls for the replacing the first row of existing 
multi-family housing immediately west of Martin Luther King Boulevard from Alta Drive 
to Charleston Boulevard to professional office uses. UNLV Shadow Lane campus 
representatives noted that several of the few remaining single-family homeowners in the 
Medical District have offered their houses for sale to the university (UNLV 2010).  

In evaluating the project’s impacts on economic vitality, the three-block area that is being 
displaced is a small portion of the larger Las Vegas Medical District. Based on the real estate 
values in this area, this three-block area does not drive or contribute towards the area’s 
economic vitality. Completion of Project NEON will enhance access to the Medical District 
making it potentially more attractive for continued development.  

Project NEON does not isolate, exclude or separate minority or low-income individuals 
within a given community or from the broader community. Based on the 2000 census data 
and collaborated by those interviewed in March/April 2010, the majority of the Medical 
District residents are Hispanic, mostly recent immigrants from Mexico and Central 
America. According to the Metro police department representative interviewed, there are 
several areas of Las Vegas where Mexican and Central American immigrants reside; 
therefore, removing some of the Medical District residences will not displace a unique 
community in Las Vegas. With the enhanced access to I-15, a more efficient connection 
along Oakey Boulevard/Wyoming Avenue, and the MLK-Industrial Drive connector, 
Project NEON will provide connections between neighborhoods and employment centers 
east and west of I-15 that currently do not exist. Latin Chamber of Commerce 
representatives stated during their interviews that enhancing traffic flow and enhancing 
connections are benefits of Project NEON.  

2. Compare the project impacts on the minority and/or low-income populations with 
respect to the impacts on the overall population within the project area. Fair distribution 
of the impacts is the goal but rather avoidance first. 

Response—A comparison of the preferred alternative’s displacement impacts on the 
project’s environmental justice population and non-environmental justice population is 
found in Table 3-7. The number of residential units displaced in Table 3-7 was determined 
using data from the Clark County Assessor’s Office. The number of residential units on each 
parcel within the potentially affected minority community is found on Exhibit 3-6. 
Approximately 2.5 times more minority-occupied residential units would be displaced by 
the preferred alternative than non-minority-occupied residential units. 
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3. Where there are adverse impacts on any people, discuss what measures are being 
considered for mitigation using avoidance, first and then minimization and mitigation of 
the impacts. Using opportunities to enhance and increase sustainability in communities 
and neighborhoods is desirable. Any activity that demonstrates sensitivity to special 
needs should be highlighted. 

Response—The MLK–Industrial Drive connector, the southbound direct connector (the 
connection between US 95 and I-15 southbound), and the Charleston Avenue southbound 
exit ramp create the impacts to the environmental justice population west of I-15. 
Throughout the alternatives development and refinement process, the project alternatives 
have evolved in an effort to address the need factors identified in Section 1 of the Final EIS. 
The earliest concepts focused solely on expanding interstate capacity. As alternatives added 
auxiliary lanes to address weaving problems, arterial improvements in support of interstate 
operations, and a HOV connection to US 95, the project footprint increased. Avoiding 
residential and commercial uses and meeting purpose and need is not possible.  

NDOT has incorporated measures to minimize the project footprint throughout the 
alternatives’ screening process. A Value Analysis (VA) study was conducted, in part, to 
reduce the project footprint. Alternative E HOV was modified based on the VA proposals 
and that modified version was eventually named Alternative G (the preferred alternative). 
As a result of the VA Study proposals, the project footprint was reduced by 25 acres 
covering 35 parcels. Alternative G was ultimately recommended over Alternative H as the 
preferred alternative. Although Alternative G and H would have the same effect on the 
Medical District environmental justice population, Alternative G has a 22- acre smaller 
footprint than Alternative H. The preferred alternative represents the best balance of 
addressing the project’s purpose and need while minimizing impacts.  

NDOT will provide commercial and residential property owners and tenants with the benefits 
in its relocation assistance policies which follow the intent and spirit of the Federal Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended 
(Uniform Act). The Uniform Act provides for a payment of just compensation for properties 
displaced by a federally funded transportation project. The Uniform Act establishes uniform 

TABLE 3-7 

Environmental Justice and Non-Environmental Justice Displacement Comparison 

Census Tract/Block 
Group/Block 

Minority 
Population (%) 

Residential  Units 
Displaced 

Minority 
Occupied Units  

Displaced 

Non-Minority 
Occupied Units 

Displaced 
Desert Lane Residences 
2.03/3/3000 75% 104 78 26 
2.03/3/3007 40% 7 3 4 
2.03/3/3008 70% 188 132 56 
2.03/3/3009 74% 9 7 2 

Totals 308 220 88 

Note: The number of minority units displaced was calculated by multiplying the minority population percentage by 
the total number of displaced residential units in each block. 
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2000. 
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and equitable procedures for land acquisition and provides for uniform and equitable 
treatment of persons relocated from their homes by federally assisted programs. 

The NDOT Right-of-Way Division, under the provisions of the Uniform Act, will ensure 
that property owners that are affected directly receive fair market value for the acquired 
right-of-way. It is NDOT policy that persons relocated as a result of highway programs 
receive fair and humane treatment and not suffer unnecessarily as a result of programs 
designed for the benefit of the public. A full inventory of available housing will be 
conducted and identified by the NDOT Right-of-Way Division at the time of final appraisal 
and acquisition of right-of-way. 

NDOT will ensure the following: 

a. No person in legal occupancy of properties within the project area will be required to 
vacate in less than 90 days, unless vacancy is required for safety or health reasons. 

b. No pre-acquisition residential occupant will be required to relocate until information on 
comparable decent, safe, and sanitary replacement housing has been made available. 

c. No post-acquisition occupants qualifying as low income would be required to relocate 
until information on adequate decent, safe, and sanitary housing has been made 
available within their financial means. 

d. Before relocation, information on comparable or adequate replacement dwellings will be 
made available or provided for each eligible relocated person. Such availability or 
provision will be accompanied by an analysis of the relocation problems involved and a 
specific plan for their resolution. 

e. No nonresidential displacees will be required to vacate without assistance in assessing 
their specific relocation needs or locating potential replacement properties. 

f. All manner of notices required by the controlling laws will be provided to all persons 
relocated by Project NEON. 

g. Relocation payments will be in the amounts required by law for successful relocations. 

h. Relocation procedures will be realistic and adequate to provide orderly, timely, and   
efficient relocation of relocated persons. 

NDOT also provides relocation benefits for renters. The benefits are based on the number 
and relationship of the people in the displaced unit as well as income, rent, and utilities. 
Similar to the program for property owners, NDOT will provide renters with information 
about comparable rental properties, and ensure that the property the relocated tenant moves 
into meets NDOT’s standards of decent, safe, and sanitary housing. 

If the Record of Decision identifies Alternative G as the selected alternative, NDOT real 
estate staff will use all the resources at their disposal to inform the Medical District’s 
environmental justice population of the impending relocations and work with them to find 
suitable replacement housing. Given the reportedly transient nature of the Medical District 
and the several-year period before Medical District relocations would occur, it may be that 
current Medical District residents would not be living there when the relocations occur. 
Nonetheless, according to Councilman Barlow’s office, which has regular contact with the 
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apartment owners, some Medical District apartment owners and property managers have 
been informing new residents of Project NEON’s future impacts to their apartment 
buildings (Yturralde 2010).  

4. If there are groups of minority or low-income populations that will be impacted by the 
project, the NEPA document should demonstrate whether the impacts are still adverse 
even after consideration of any mitigation. 

Response—Because of the difficulties in engaging the Medical District’s environmental justice 
population in spite of the outreach efforts described on page 3-17, NDOT does not have a clear 
understanding of how the people who would be relocated view the project’s impacts and how it 
would affect their lives. While it is NDOT policy to treat people who would be relocated fairly, 
the potential adverse impacts that may persist during and after relocation are not known. Given 
the lack of input from those affected and the high number of relocations, it is assumed that the 
Medical District’s environmental justice community will experience an overall higher relocation 
impact than non-minority residents living in the same area. Therefore, Project NEON is 
construed to cause an adverse impact on the displaced environmental justice populations. 
However, NDOT is unable to consider appropriate mitigation measures because the severity of 
cohesion impacts within the affected area is not known. 

5. If the impacts remain adverse after mitigation, a determination of whether they are 
disproportionately high and adverse after considering offsetting benefits is needed, and 
the next section must be followed. 

Given the adverse impacts on the environmental justice community, Step 4 will be completed 
to determine whether Project NEON has disproportionately high and adverse impacts. 

3.3.4 Identifying Disproportionately High & Adverse Effects  
The identification of disproportionately high and adverse effects is a two-step process. In 
the first step, it must be determined whether the impact is appreciably more severe or 
greater in magnitude on the environmental justice population than the adverse effect 
suffered by the non-minority/non-low-income population. As noted in Table 3-7 on  
page 3-21, Project NEON will displace approximately 220 residences occupied by minority 
residents as compared to 88 residences for non-minority residents.  

In the second step, it must be determined whether the greater-magnitude impact persists 
after taking the project’s offsetting benefits into account. Two categories of offsetting 
benefits were identified for this project, those that apply only to the environmental justice 
population and those that apply to the environmental justice population and non-minority 
population. The offsetting benefits exclusively for the environmental justice population 
include the following: 

 The potential transition from renter to homeowner. NDOT will evaluate the potential for 
relocated residents to purchase a residence rather than moving to another rental property. 
The combination of benefits typically provides financial means to become homeowners.  

 The potential upgrade may require more bedrooms depending upon the family make-
up. In relocating renters, it would not be unusual for NDOT to provide more bedrooms 
in the replacement unit than the affected unit to meet the requirements of their 
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relocation regulations. It may also be the case that NDOT’s relocation benefits allow a 
family to move to a neighborhood the family perceives as better. NDOT’s relocation 
program would pay the difference between a family’s existing rent and a higher rent for 
42 months on a case by case basis after evaluation. During the March/April 2010 
interview with the Latin Chamber of Commerce it was their opinion that the 
environmental justice population could be receiving better housing as a result of being 
relocated. 

 If requested by those relocated by the project, NDOT will assist in seeking replacement 
housing within primarily Hispanic neighborhoods to restore a sense of community 
cohesion that may have been affected by the project. 

 Project NEON will be constructed in phases and the real estate acquisition involving the 
Medical District’s environmental justice population would likely be in Phase 2 and begin 
in about 2015. The delay in relocating the minority community will allow NDOT 
additional time to develop the project’s relocation plan and accommodate the relocation 
needs of the environmental justice population.  

The offsetting benefits that would be shared by the environmental justice population and 
others include the following: 

 Reducing congestion, improving safety, adding HOV lanes, and eliminating the existing 
weaving sections and unusual interchange configurations, such as found at the 
Charleston Boulevard interchange, will greatly improve the efficiency and safety of I-15 
for all users in the study area. 

 Constructing the MLK Boulevard–Industrial Road connector. With the preferred 
alternative, a direct connection over I-15 would be provided between Martin Luther King 
Boulevard on the west side of I-15 and Industrial Road on the east side of I-15. This 
improvement would allow those traveling on Martin Luther King Boulevard to directly 
access Industrial Road without having to use I-15 between Charleston Boulevard and 
Sahara Avenue. This connection allows all residents west of I-15 and north of US 95 safer 
and more direct access to jobs located along Industrial Road and on Las Vegas Boulevard.  

 Constructing the Oakey Boulevard-Wyoming Avenue overpass. With the preferred 
alternative, an overpass would be constructed to allow traffic on Wyoming Avenue to 
travel over the Union Pacific rail line. This would improve travel times and safety for 
those who use the Oakey Boulevard/Wyoming Avenue corridor to travel between the 
east and west sides of I-15. Similar to the Martin Luther King Boulevard/Industrial 
Road connector, this overpass allows residents living west of I-15 safer and faster access 
to jobs along Industrial Road and on Las Vegas Boulevard. 

 Bus connectivity within the project area will be improved with the HOV connection 
between I-15 and US 95 and the potential transit route that will be located on the Martin 
Luther King Boulevard/Industrial Road connector.  

 Project NEON will also have benefits for pedestrians and bicyclists. Within Project 
NEON, two streets are part of the regional bicycle plan: Alta Drive, a designated 
“bicycle lane” route and Oakey Boulevard/Wyoming Avenue, a designated “bicycle 
compatible” route. Roadways designated a “bicycle lane” route will have a striped 
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bicycle lane at the edge of the pavement that is at least 4-feet-wide plus a 1.5-foot-wide 
gutter. Roadways designated a “bicycle compatible” route will have a minimum curb 
lane width of 14 feet, plus a 1.5-foot-wide gutter pan. Project NEON would comply with 
the above standards, having 14-foot-wide outside lanes on Charleston Boulevard and 
Oakey Boulevard/Wyoming Avenue, and 4-foot-wide striped bike lanes on Alta Drive. 
In addition, all local roadways within the limits of Project NEON have 5-foot-wide 
sidewalks. The proposed grade-separated crossing of the Union Pacific Railroad on 
Wyoming Avenue further enhances pedestrian and bicyclist accommodations and safety 
in the corridor. Although at-grade crashes between trains and motor vehicles have been 
declining, the incidents between pedestrians and trains (both trespass and non-trespass) 
have continued to increase. Providing a grade separation would remove pedestrians and 
bicyclists from an at-grade crossing and remove the opportunity for trespassing on the 
tracks. The grade-separated intersection of Charleston Boulevard and Grand Central 
Parkway would allow pedestrians and bicyclists, traveling north and south on Grand 
Central Parkway/Western Avenue, to avoid having to cross Charleston Boulevard, 
further enhancing accommodations, accessibility, and safety.  

 Improving regional air quality benefits. The project would improve air quality by 
improving the efficiency of vehicle movement through surrounding communities. 
Mobile source air toxics (MSAT) emissions would decrease for the preferred alternative 
in future years compared to the existing condition and No-Build Alternative on each 
segment on the I-15 mainline. In addition, changes in proximity associated with the 
project would not offset the reduction in emissions. Locations along the project corridor 
would experience future MSAT concentrations significantly lower than current levels. 

 Constructing noise barriers. NDOT determined that five noise barriers are feasible and 
economically reasonable and would be located adjacent to the west side of I-15. Noise 
barriers are the most reasonable and feasible mitigation option to reduce long-term traffic 
noise impacts for residential properties.  

Given the transportation deficiencies described in Section 1 that Project NEON would address 
and the additional offsetting benefits described above, the adverse impacts to the Medical 
District environmental justice population would not be disproportionately high and adverse. 

3.4 Land Use and Land-Use Planning 

3.4.1 Affected Environment 
According to the Land Use Element of the City’s 2020 Master Plan, the project area is 
within the southeast sector of the City of Las Vegas, the most mature and built-out sector. 
In the Project NEON area, land uses are industrial, commercial, single-family and 
multifamily residential, and institutional (Exhibit 3-7). In general, west of I-15 land use is a 
mix of light industrial, hospitals, commercial, and residential. East of I-15 land use is light 
industrial and commercial.  

West of I-15, higher-density multifamily residential is located between Martin Luther King 
Boulevard and Shadow Lane, but west of Shadow Lane residential use is primarily single-
family. The Las Vegas Medical District is west of I-15 between Alta Drive and Charleston 
Boulevard. Within the district are two major hospitals, medical offices, health administrative 
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offices, nonmedical-related commercial uses, and residential uses. Between Charleston and 
Oakey Boulevards, land use is single-family residential. The First Presbyterian Church of 
Las Vegas is located on the south side of Charleston Boulevard, immediately west of 
Desert Lane. Las Vegas Fire and Rescue Station 10 is located on the west side of Martin 
Luther King Boulevard, north of Bannie Avenue. Between Oakey Boulevard and Sahara 
Avenue, land use is single-family residential. Between Sahara and Meade Avenues, it is a 
mixture of commercial and residential uses. The Palace Station Hotel and Casino is 
immediately west of I-15, south of Sahara Avenue. Between Meade Avenue and Desert 
InnRoad, the land use is light industrial.  

East of I-15 the project area encompasses the Downtown Redevelopment District, which 
includes commercial, institutional (government), and industrial uses. Between I-515 and 
Charleston Boulevard, the land use is commercial. The World Market Center (furniture 
showroom) is located immediately east of I-15 between I-515 and Bonneville Avenue. The 
Las Vegas Premium Outlets are located south of the World Market Center between I-15 and 
Grand Central Parkway, and the Clark County Government Center is east of the mall, 
between Grand Central Parkway and the railroad. East of the Union Pacific Railroad is 
downtown Las Vegas and the Arts District. Between Charleston Boulevard and Wyoming 
Avenue, the land use is light industrial and commercial. Between Wyoming and Sahara 
Avenues, land use is industrial and commercial. Between Sahara Avenue and Desert Inn 
Road, land use is a mixture of light industrial, commercial, and tourist commercial. 

3.4.2 Land Use Impacts 

Implementation of the No-Build Alternative 
would have minimal long-term effects on land 
use in the study area. It would be consistent 
with planned growth. The location and basic 
characteristics of transportation facilities would 
not change. 

With the build alternatives, land use changes 
would be associated with the acquisition of 
property for the proposed transportation 
infrastructure improvements. Alternative G 
would convert 70 acres to transportation 
facilities, and Alternative H would convert 
89 acres. Under Alternative G, 93 acres of new 
right-of-way would be acquired, but only 
70 acres would be used for transportation 
purposes. Under Alternative H, 115 acres of new 
right-of-way would be acquired but only 
89 acres would be used for transportation 
purposes. Table 3-8 lists the expected land use 
changes resulting from implementation of the 
build alternatives.  

TABLE 3-8 
Land-Use Changes Expected as a Result of the 
Build Alternatives 

Land Use 
Converted to 

Transportation 
Right-of-Way 

Total Area Converted (acres) 

Alternative G Alternative H 
Commercial 29 35 
Industrial 21 33 
Office 6 7 
Residential 14 14 
Total 70 89 
Note: See Table 3-9 for the number of residential 
and nonresidential relocations.  
Commercial properties include retail stores, gas 
stations, bars and restaurants, strip malls, and 
other service related businesses.  
Industrial land uses include light manufacturing, 
warehousing and distribution, assembling and 
processing, and research development and testing 
laboratories.  
Office land uses include business, professional, 
and financial offices. 
Source: Parsons 2008e; CH2M HILL 2009. 
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3.4.3 Construction Impacts 
Land use would not be affected by construction-related activities.  

3.4.4 Indirect Impacts 
The Las Vegas Valley has been affected by construction of highways, secondary roads, and 
residential, commercial, and industrial development. The extent of development activities 
has resulted in the loss of natural resources and urbanization. The Downtown Core of 
Las Vegas was developed before the 1990s with the exception of the Symphony Park area, 
which is located in the northeast quadrant of Bonneville Avenue and Grand Central 
Parkway. Since 1990, development east of I-15 and north of Charleston Boulevard has 
included the Clark County Government Center, World Market Center, and the Las Vegas 
Premium Outlets. Residential development west of I-15 occurred during the 1960s. 

A screening level of analysis using the Guidance for Preparers of Growth-related, Indirect Impact 
Analysis developed by Caltrans, FHWA, and USEPA was prepared. The screening analysis 
addresses the following questions.  

1. Does the project have the potential to change accessibility? Project NEON integrates both 
highway components and arterial and local street improvements (see Section 2). The 
project is improving existing access and not providing access to areas that do not currently 
have access. The project is reconstructing two interchanges and adding freeway access and 
HOV direct connector ramps along the interstate freeway in downtown Las Vegas. These 
changes would improve freeway, interchange, transit, and arterial street traffic operations 
and improve accessibility to downtown Las Vegas and the Resort Corridor. 

2. Is project-related growth reasonably foreseeable? As noted, improving access to the 
downtown area is an important component of the City’s economic plan. However, the 
primary purpose of the project is to improve interstate mainline and regional traffic 
capacity and operations, which are projected to fail under the 2030 No-Build Alternative. 
Construction of the proposed project is not expected to result in unplanned growth. 
Project NEON is consistent with land use plans and associated planned growth in the 
Las Vegas Valley. The rate of growth in the Las Vegas Valley, while not dependent upon 
whether or not the project is built, is likely to slow in the near-term because of economic 
factors depressing the local economy.  

3. If there is project-related growth, could it affect resources of concern? The proposed project is 
adjacent to the Las Vegas downtown urban core. The project would not result in 
unplanned development and growth that could affect socioeconomic and environmental 
resources. Project NEON supports and is consistent with the planned growth in the area 
of the Resort Corridor. Redevelopment is converting relatively low density industrial 
land uses to higher density residential and commercial land uses. 

Based on this screening level analysis, it has been determined that project is consistent with 
land use plans and would not likely result in unplanned growth or affect resources of 
concern. Redevelopment of downtown Las Vegas is one of the goals of the City‘s 
Downtown Centennial Plan (2003), and the proposed project would improve access to the 
downtown core. Improved access would complement the ongoing redevelopment. 
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3.4.5 Cumulative Impacts 

3.4.5.1 Background 

As noted in Section 3.4.2, Alternatives G and H, respectively, would convert 70 and 89 acres 
of residential, commercial, and industrial property to a transportation use. The cumulative 
effects issue concerning land use is not whether Project NEON and other projects have the 
potential to change land uses within their respective footprints, but whether they have 
changed the established land use pattern (the intensity of development) in the area adjacent 
to their footprint. The ability of a transportation project like Project NEON and other 
development projects to change land use patterns is affected by the extent of land use 
planning (land use controls) adjacent to and beyond the project area. The absence of land-
use planning (and zoning) adjacent to a proposed highway improvement and other 
development would tend to increase a project’s ability to change adjacent land use, whereas 
the opposite would be true in an area that has land-use controls in place. 

The City of Las Vegas Master Plan 2020 and the Land Use Element of that plan provide a 
framework for the orderly planning of land uses within the City. The City first adopted a 
Land Use element as part of its Master Plan in 1959. Since then, the City Council adopted a 
new or updated Land Use Element in 1975, 1985, and 1992. The 1992 Land Use Element 
remained in effect until the most recent version was passed in 2005. The extent of land use 
planning in Las Vegas and associated development guidelines can be seen in the hierarchy 
of land use documents (in descending order): 2020 Master Plan, Land Use Element, Master 
Plan Land Use Designation, Master Development Plan Areas, and Zoning Designation. The 
cumulative effects analysis area shown in Exhibit 3-4 falls within the city’s Southeast Sector, 
identified in the Master Plan as a Neighborhood Revitalization Area. 

Another element of the City’s Master Plan is the Transportation and Streets and Highways 
Element. That element provides a comprehensive analysis of the transportation 
infrastructure system within the city, and acts as a guide for decision makers to use when 
determining, prioritizing, and allocating resources for transportation projects. The 
Transportation and Streets and Highways Element has several references to Project NEON 
as addressing grade separation and capacity issues.  

3.4.5.2 Past and Reasonably Foreseeable Actions 

Exhibit 3-4 identifies past and reasonably foreseeable development within the project’s 
cumulative effects analysis area. The commonality among the projects is that they have all 
been approved by the city as complying with the guidelines in the Master Plan’s Land Use 
Element. As an example, the development shown in Exhibit 3-4 between Charleston 
Boulevard and I-515, such as the Clark County Government Center, the Grand Central 
Hotel, the Premium Outlet Mall, and the World Market Center, are developments called for 
in the Land Use Element’s Downtown Reurbanization Area.  

Projects such as NEON or the recently completed US 95 improvements make changes to 
highway systems that are in place and around which land uses are well established, as well 
as the land use regulations that control land use. While Project NEON and similar 
transportation projects displace residences and businesses, they do not change the land use 
designations (or planning process) in the area where those residences and businesses are 
located. Rather than changing the land-use designations (and planning process), Project 
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NEON and private development must conform to the intent of the city’s comprehensive 
land use policies to gain approval. 

3.4.6 Measures to Mitigate Adverse Land Use Impacts 
No land use mitigation measures are required. 

3.5 Utilities 
The utilities noted in this section are “major” utilities, including electrical and gas 
transmission lines, large water lines (more than 16 inches), and sewers (more than 
36 inches).  

3.5.1 Affected Environment 
Numerous water, electric, gas, and communication utilities are located in the study area.  
NV Energy maintains overhead and underground electrical transmission towers and lines 
along I-15. A 36-inch City water line lies under Oakey Boulevard/Wyoming Avenue, and an 
18-inch water line lies under Sahara Avenue.  

3.5.2 Utility Impacts 
The build alternatives would require relocation of the NV Energy electrical transmission 
towers and lines adjacent to I-15 at Sahara Avenue, north of Oakey Boulevard, along US 95, 
and the proposed Martin Luther King Boulevard/Industrial Road connector. The build 
alternatives would require relocation of roughly 7,800 feet (Alternative G) and 8,200 feet 
(Alternative H) of overhead and underground electrical transmission lines. North of Alta 
Drive, an attempt would be made to relocate the lines from within the NDOT I-15 right-of-
way to the west side of Martin Luther King Boulevard, where NV Energy distribution lines 
are located. This would require the acquisition of additional easement area for NV Energy, but 
the other relocation scenarios would require acquisition of property onto which the lines 
could be relocated. 

Roughly 4,000 feet of the 36-inch water line under Oakey Boulevard/Wyoming Avenue 
would be relocated under both build alternatives. Smaller water, electric, and 
communication utilities also would have to be relocated. For both overhead and underground 
utilities, relocation may require the purchase of new easements.  

3.5.3 Construction Impacts 
Utilities in the path of roadway construction would be moved before construction begins.  

3.5.4 Indirect Impacts 
Project NEON does not have aspects that encourage or discourage unanticipated growth 
and no indirect impacts on utility are likely. 



I-15 FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT AND SECTION 4(F) EVALUATION  

3-30 TB052009010MKE 

3.5.5 Mitigation Measures 
Prior rights and franchise agreements with the City, County, and NDOT would dictate 
whether utility companies are responsible in full or in part for the cost of the physical 
relocation and easements. 

3.6 Relocations 

3.6.1 Affected Environment  

3.6.1.1 Residential Development  

Residences in the Project NEON corridor generally are located in three distinct areas 
(Exhibit 3-3), all west of I-15. East of I-15 there are no residences adjacent to the freeway, 
Industrial Road or Oakey Boulevard/Wyoming Avenue. The residential areas contain a mix 
of single-family residences in the south and multifamily units at the north, with density 
increasing from south to north. The residential area along Desert Lane (also known as the 
Buena Vista addition) lies between Martin Luther King Boulevard on the east, Charleston 
Boulevard on the south, Desert Lane on the west, and Alta Drive on the north. This area is 
located in the Las Vegas Medical District. To the south, another major residential area along 
the project corridor is located adjacent to and west of I-15 and Martin Luther King 
Boulevard, between Ellis Avenue on the north and Glen Heather Way on the south. This 
area includes residences in the Saratoga Meadows neighborhood along Charmast Lane and 
residences along Loch Lomond Way in the Glen Heather Estates neighborhood.  

The residences along Desert Lane between Alta Drive and Charleston Boulevard consist of 
some single-family residences but mostly multifamily complexes, totaling 311 residences. 
There are 10 single-family homes and 3 duplexes located south of Hastings Avenue. North 
of Hastings Avenue, the multifamily units mainly consist of four-plexes (28), with six larger 
multi-unit apartment buildings totaling 167 units. There are also six single-family 
residences, one duplex and one eight-plex north of Hastings Avenue. That area is within the 
Las Vegas Medical District. The City of Las Vegas’ Medical District Land Use Plan (as 
modified on August 20, 2008) calls for the conversion of most of the residential area to 
commercial/medical related uses (Exhibit 3-8). The Las Vegas Medical District Land Use 
Plan shows the single-family residences along Desert Lane transitioning to Professional 
Office and Service Commercial use over time while the multifamily properties fronting 
Martin Luther King Boulevard would be converted to Professional Office use. The area east 
of Desert Lane would remain High Density Residential and serve as a buffer between I-15 
and the Medical District.  

The residences in the Saratoga Meadows and Glen Heather Estates neighborhoods are 
single-family residences. Eight residences in the Saratoga Meadows subdivision on 
Charmast Lane back up to Martin Luther King Boulevard. South of Oakey Boulevard, 20 
contiguous single-family residences are located along the east side of Loch Lomond Way 
and share a property line with I-15 immediately to the east. Three single-family residences 
located at the southeast corner of Birch Avenue and Glen Heather Way share a property line 
with I-15 to the east. All residences south of Oakey Boulevard are part of the Glen Heather 
Estates Phase 4.  
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3.6.1.2 Commercial and Industrial Development  

Many of the properties adjoining the roadways potentially affected by Project NEON are 
commercial and industrial. The property uses include materials storage, office, retail, 
manufacturing, hotels, restaurants, and entertainment. West of I-15, most of the commercial 
development is retail, with some office use. A Cox Communications satellite facility is 
located in the southwestern quadrant of the Spaghetti Bowl interchange. 

East of I-15, almost all the land use is commercial and industrial. North of Charleston 
Boulevard, commercial and industrial development includes the World Market Center, an 
exposition and showplace for furniture manufacturers and wholesalers, the Las Vegas 
Premium Outlets retail center, and Union Pacific Railroad offices. Between Charleston 
Boulevard and Wyoming Avenue, all properties are commercial or industrial with uses 
ranging from an antique store and restaurants to a materials yard and adult entertainment. 
South of Wyoming Avenue to Sahara Avenue, commercial and industrial development 
includes several auto repair shops, a distribution center for various fuels and lubrications, and 
another business with a small fuel farm. Other businesses in the area are service-oriented or 
are storage and distribution facilities for construction materials. 

3.6.1.3 Institutional and Public Services 

Community services and facilities in the study area include religious institutions, hospitals 
and primary care facilities, fire and emergency response services, and government facilities 
(Exhibit 3-9). 

Places of Worship. The First Presbyterian Church of Las Vegas is located along the south 
side of Charleston Boulevard, about 450 feet west of I-15. The First Presbyterian Church of 
Las Vegas has been located at the site since 1953. There are no additional places of worship 
located within a quarter mile of I-15 in the study area.  

Medical Facilities. West of I-15 between Alta Drive and Charleston Boulevard, the Las Vegas 
Medical District is home to several health care organizations, including the University 
Medical Center (UMC) of Southern Nevada and the Valley Hospital Medical Center. The 
UMC trauma center is the only Level 1 trauma center in Nevada. (Level 1 means the center 
meets stringent national standards and provides the highest level of specialty expertise.) 
The trauma center serves the 2 million residents of Clark County and the area’s 32 million 
visitors per year. UMC’s service area includes Southern Nevada, parts of California, Utah, 
and Arizona. UMC also operates the only Level II pediatric trauma center and burn care 
facility in Nevada. Valley Hospital Medical Center includes a neonatal intensive care unit 
and a cardiac center. It is the first hospital in Southern Nevada to receive accreditation as 
both a primary stroke center and a certified chest pain center. Several other medical service 
facilities are located in the Las Vegas Medical District. 

WestCare Nevada operates an outpatient “community involvement center” and has 
administrative offices on Martin Luther King Boulevard just north of Alta Drive. The facility 
offers the following services:1  

                                                      
1 http://www.westcare.com/slnevada.jsp, accessed April 2010.  
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 Adult & youth intake, assessment, and referral 
 Alcohol and drug education, prevention, and intervention programs 
 Community services 
 Family support 
 Speakers bureau 
 Adolescent and gender-specific adult substance abuse outpatient services 
 Homeless coordinated care project for adults 
 Gender-specific mental health outpatient services to homeless adults 
 Case management services to homeless adults 
 Substance abuse and mental health for adolescents 

Fire and Police Protection. The Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department is the primary law 
enforcement agency for the City. The study area contains parts of two of the eight Area 
Commands that serve Las Vegas. The Downtown Area Command covers the part of the 
study area east of I-15, whereas the Bolden Area Command covers the part of the study area 
west of I-15. Adequate access across I-15 is critical to the police department in performing its 
duties. A Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department Headquarters is under construction west 
of Martin Luther King Boulevard and north of Alta Drive. The Nevada Highway Patrol is 
responsible for the sections of I-15 through the study area. The command center is located at 
near I-215 and Decatur Boulevard. 

Las Vegas Fire and Rescue serves the City of Las Vegas. Fire Station Number 10 is located in 
the study area on Martin Luther King Boulevard, between Charleston and Oakey 
Boulevards. A private ambulance service provider is located on Martin Luther King 
Boulevard south of Charleston Boulevard. 

Government. The Clark County Government Center is a 385,000-square-foot, 6-story 
building on 38 acres at the southeastern corner of Grand Central Parkway and Bonneville 
Avenue, east of I-15. The building has 1,100 employees who staff 29 County departments, 
divisions, and agencies. The center includes an amphitheater and courtyard used to host 
community events.  

Schools. The Clark County School District is the education provider for all of Clark County. 
There are no Clark County School District facilities or private educational facilities within the 
study area. Three Clark County School District high schools (Clark, Rancho, and Valley), 
two middle/junior high schools (Hyde Park and Freemont), and three elementary schools 
(Wadsen, Hollingsworth, and Park) draw students from within the Project NEON study area. 

The University of Nevada–Las Vegas (UNLV) Shadow Lane Campus is located at the 
northeast corner of Charleston Boulevard and Shadow Lane in the Las Vegas Medical 
District. The campus includes UNLV’s School of Dental Medicine, Advanced Dental 
Education, Biotech Research Center, as well as research labs, administration, and campus 
services. At full build-out, the 18.2-acre Shadow Lane Campus will support nearly 
420,000 square feet of advanced training and research space for use by the School of Dental 
Medicine as well as for those engaged in other research activities. 

There are three day care facilities located in the study area. Imagination Plus Child 
Development Center is located at the southwest corner of the Alta Drive/Desert Lane 
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intersection. Reach Out Daycare Learning Center is located at the corner of Desert Lane and 
Pinto Drive in the Las Vegas Medical District. This is a Clark County Head Start facility. 
Children’s Choice Learning Center is located at the south end of the study area along the 
west side of I-15 on Rancho Drive. 

Public Transit. The Regional Transportation Commission of Southern Nevada (RTC) 
operates the public transportation system in the Las Vegas area. The entire RTC transit 
system consists of 36 routes served by 360 vehicles carrying more than 190,000 passengers 
per weekday in the greater Las Vegas Valley. 

RTC Transit does not operate any scheduled service on I-15 apart from one regular service 
route that uses the auxiliary lanes between Sahara Avenue and Spring Mountain Road. 
Several important routes cross the I-15 corridor in the area of Project NEON. Routes along 
Martin Luther King Boulevard and Alta Drive are major approaches to the downtown area 
for services from the north and west; their importance may increase after RTC opens the 
new downtown transit facility at Bonneville Avenue and 1st Street in 2010. Charleston 
Boulevard and Sahara Avenue are major east-west transit corridors. Other services in the 
area operate on Industrial Road continuing east on Wyoming Street; Rancho Drive north of 
Sahara Avenue; and Grand Central Parkway north of Charleston Boulevard.  

Currently, there are three bus stops near the Martin Luther King Boulevard/Alta Drive 
intersection for stop F of the Martin Luther King route and stop F of the Alta/Stewart route. 
These stops are located on the north side of Alta Drive west of Martin Luther King 
Boulevard, the south side of Alta Drive east of Martin Luther King Boulevard near I-15, and 
the east side of Martin Luther King Boulevard north of Alta Drive. 

The Grand Central Parkway bus rapid transit (BRT) operations began on March 28, 2010, as 
part of the ACE Gold Line service. The Gold Line also provides BRT service to Downtown 
Las Vegas, the Las Vegas Convention Center, the Las Vegas Strip, and the South Strip 
Transfer Terminal. 

3.6.2 Relocation Impacts 

3.6.2.1 Residential Development 

Alternatives G and H would displace 339 residential dwelling units (Table 3-9). Residences 
that would be displaced are on the west side of I-15 between Alta Drive and Sahara Avenue. 
Of the residential units affected, 44 (roughly 13 percent), are single-family units and the 
remainder (roughly 87 percent) multifamily units. The single-family units are located in 
three neighborhoods: the Glen Heather Estates neighborhood along Loch Lomond Way and 
Birch Street, the Saratoga Meadows neighborhood along Charmast Lane and Richard Court, 
and the residential area along Desert Lane and Hastings Avenue, north of Charleston 
Boulevard. All the multifamily units are located north of Charleston Boulevard, between 
Martin Luther King Boulevard and Desert Lane. Roughly 837 residents would be relocated 
as a result of constructing Alternative G or H (Table 3-9).  

3.6.2.2 Commercial and Industrial Development 

Roughly 445 businesses under Alternative G or 456 under Alternative H would be subject to 
relocation, affecting up to 1,825 employees (Table 3-9). These include commercial, hotel, office, 
retail, and industrial uses. Most of the businesses are located on the east side of I-15. Many 
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businesses on the east side, from south of Sahara Avenue to Charleston Boulevard, are near 
the right-of-way and would be affected by widening of the freeway. The Oakey Boulevard/ 
Wyoming Avenue realignment, Western Avenue realignment, and new Martin Luther King 
Boulevard/Industrial Road connector also would affect businesses on the east side of I-15. 

Two adult entertainment establishments would be affected by either build alternative: the 
Little Darlings Club on Western Avenue north of Wyoming Avenue, and the Treasures 
Gentlemen’s Club between I-15 and Westwood Drive south of Sahara Avenue. Either 
business must be relocated within C-M (commercial industrial) or M (industrial) zoning, 
and a liquor permit and adult 
entertainment conditional permit 
would be required. 

Some businesses on the west side 
of I-15 would be affected by the 
new eastbound-to-southbound 
ramp connection from US 95 to 
 I-15. Retail and offices along 
Martin Luther King Boulevard 
would be subject to relocation.  
A child care facility located along 
Alta Drive would be affected by 
improvements to Alta Drive, but 
would not result in a relocation. 

Under Alternative H, the 
commercial properties between Highland and Western Avenues (south of Oakey Boulevard 
on the east side of I-15) would need to be acquired in whole or in part, displacing 11 more 
businesses than Alternative G. 

3.6.2.3 Relocations by Project Phase 
Most of the Project NEON business relocations would occur under Phase 1, while most 
residential relocations would occur during Phase 2. See Section 2.3 for more detailed 
information about construction activities in each phase.  

On the east side of I-15, almost all the needed right-of-way adjacent to I-15 would be 
acquired during Phase 1. Two commercial buildings on Martin Luther King Drive north of 
Charleston and several businesses on Martin Luther King Boulevard south of Charleston 
Boulevard would be displaced in Phase 1. 

Under Phase 2, construction of the Martin-Luther King Boulevard/Industrial Road connector 
would require the majority of the residential relocations from multifamily buildings and 
apartments along Martin Luther King Boulevard south of Alta Drive. Strip acquisitions along 
Alta Drive, Charleston Boulevard, and Shadow Lane would also occur during Phase 2. East of 
I-15, several businesses along Industrial Road north of Wyoming Avenue would be displaced.  

Phase 3 would require acquisition of one parcel on the north side of Charleston Boulevard near 
Grand Central Parkway. Phase 4 would require the acquisition of the single-family residences in 

TABLE 3-9 
Residential and Nonresidential Relocations under the Build Alternatives 

Criteria Alternative G Alternative H 

Potential residential 
displacements (dwelling units) 

339 339 

Potential residents affecteda 837 837 

Potential business 
displacements 

445 456 

Potential employees affectedb 1,781 1,825 
aEstimate of residents based on an average of 2.47 residents per 
unit within the study area (2000 U.S. Census data). 
bEstimate of employees based on the Draft Project NEON 
Relocation Plan, May 2006. 
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the Glen Heather Estates and Saratoga Meadows. In Phase 5, property acquisition would occur 
near the I-15/Sahara Avenue interchange and the I-15/Alta Drive half interchange.  

3.6.2.4 Institutional and Public Service Impacts 

Places of Worship. Alternatives G and H would acquire property from the First Presbyterian 
Church of Las Vegas on the west side of I-15 on Charleston Boulevard. Along the north side 
of the church office building, Alternatives G and H would acquire a narrow strip of right-of-
way for the Charleston Boulevard interchange improvements. The strip acquisition would 
eliminate landscaping, but it would not affect church access or operations. 

Two driveways serving the church would be eliminated between Ellis Avenue and 
Charleston Boulevard on the west side of Desert Lane. West of the main church structure, 
the church has a driveway off Ellis Avenue and another off Charleston Boulevard. To 
replace access off Desert Lane, a driveway would be constructed to connect the church 
parking lots with Ellis Avenue. Pedestrian access to the church would be maintained 
through new sidewalks along Charleston Boulevard. 

Medical. Regional access to the Las Vegas Medical District would be improved under the 
build alternatives by reconstructing the Charleston Boulevard interchange, extending 
Bearden Drive to Martin Luther King Boulevard, and providing new freeway access at 
Alta Drive. With the build alternatives, AMR Ambulance and Emergency Service, located 
between Desert Lane and Martin Luther King Boulevard just south of Charleston Boulevard, 
would be displaced.  

The WestCare Nevada facility on Martin Luther King Boulevard would be relocated under 
both Alternative G and Alternative H.  

Government. Regional access to the Clark County Government Center would be improved 
with the build alternatives. Although access to I-15 south of Charleston Boulevard on 
Grand Central Parkway would be eliminated, the new northbound I-15 exit ramp leading 
directly to Bonneville Avenue and the southbound entrance ramp off the Martin Luther 
King Boulevard/Industrial Road Connector would improve freeway egress and ingress. 

Fire Safety. Fire Station Number 10 (on South Martin Luther King Boulevard) would not be 
adversely affected by the build alternatives. Alternatives G and H eliminate Martin Luther 
King Boulevard in front of the fire station, however, emergency access to Charleston 
Boulevard will be perpetuated through Desert Lane in a manner similar to the existing access.  

Schools. Regional access to the UNLV Shadow Lane Campus would be improved under the 
build alternatives by reconstructing the Charleston Boulevard interchange. 

Public Transit. RTC Transit plans to develop express transit routes in the I-15 HOV lanes as 
they are constructed. The road configurations proposed in Project NEON are consistent with 
the continued operation and potential expansion of all of these services. The HOV 
component of Project NEON would also open new opportunities for future expansion of 
RTC’s express transit operations. Although there would be changes in access and travel 
patterns for transit drivers, the build alternatives would not permanently displace any 
public transit services. After the project is complete, the proposed improvements are 
expected to increase the safety and efficiency of transit service. The bus stop on the south 
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side of Alta Drive near I-15 may be located underneath a new structure following 
construction; however, no existing walking routes to bus stops would have increased 
distance or be cut off entirely. 

3.6.3 Construction Impacts  
The construction impacts related to traffic, dust, noise, and vibration would all affect the 
residences, commercial and industrial developments, and institutional and public services 
closest to the existing freeway. Measures would be put in place to mitigate air and noise 
impacts during construction. As part of the effort to reduce impacts to the surrounding 
areas during construction, the contractor would maintain local access and circulation to 
neighborhoods for both pedestrians and motorists.  

Project NEON construction would affect transit operations. These temporary impacts 
include lane closures, detours, and travel delays as a result of changes in travel patterns and 
construction activity. The bus stops on the south side of Alta Drive near I-15 and the east 
side of Martin Luther King Boulevard north of Alta Drive may need to be temporarily 
relocated to accommodate construction. The Charleston Boulevard route carries almost 
13,000 passengers on an average weekday, the Sahara Avenue route carries more than 
9,000 passengers, and the routes on Alta Drive carry more than 5,000 passengers. Use of 
these services is growing steadily. Many major boarding points are close to I-15. 
Construction activities would need to be designed to avoid deviations of heavily used 
routes and to maintain Americans with Disabilities Act–compliant pedestrian access to 
transit stops, including appropriate safe street crossings.  

3.6.4 Indirect Impacts  
Growth-inducing effects and other effects related to changes in the pattern of land use, 
population density, or growth rate are frequent concerns on transportation projects. Project 
NEON would improve the accessibility to adjacent areas, but it would open no additional 
areas to development in an already developed urban area. Nor would the project foreclose 
any areas now available for development or other growth. Neighborhoods would maintain 
their cohesiveness. No “islands” of residences would be created, and they would continue 
to be connected to larger neighborhoods with one exception: three single-family residences 
on Desert Lane would remain after multifamily residences across the street are displaced.  

The project’s proposed improvements would contribute to a more efficient transportation 
system in the general study area, but the proposed improvements are not driving planned 
development. As such, the project would not create indirect residential, commercial, 
industrial, or institutional and public service impacts.  

3.6.5 Relocation Potential 
To ensure that the relocation effects of reasonably foreseeable major transportation projects 
do not over-burden the real estate market, Project NEON team members met several times 
in 2005 and early 2006 with members of the I-515 Corridor Study project team. The project 
and study area boundaries, property and occupant characteristics, and overall numbers of 
potentially affected/relocated occupants were discussed. The project teams agreed that 
Las Vegas Boulevard would be the dividing line between the areas that the project teams 
would use for identifying potential replacement properties for each project (see Draft Project 
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NEON Relocation Study on the CD at the back of the document. NDOT has committed to 
updating the Project NEON Relocation Study after the Record of Decision is completed and 
right of way is set. If available, 2010 Census data will be used for the updated study. 

A primary concern regarding the relocation of residents is the number of households 
potentially affected, especially as it relates to affordable housing. Interagency cooperation 
has already started, and several options have been discussed. Some local developers work 
directly with the City of Las Vegas toward the construction of attainable housing. Some 
developments are created with monies obtained from HUD. Those developments in turn 
have rent restrictions to control the amount of rent charged to tenants. NDOT has explored 
the option of providing supplemental funding to the Housing Authority of the City of Las 
Vegas for the development of attainable housing for residents potentially relocated by 
Project NEON. 

Phased relocation would help ensure the availability of comparable replacement properties 
by not simultaneously displacing too many residents or businesses that would potentially 
be vying with each other for replacement properties. By controlling the number of relocated 
residents entering the market for replacement properties, NDOT would ensure that 
adequate replacements would be available to achieve successful relocations. 

According to surveyed residents and property managers, the rents of some occupants are 
less than the expected market rate because the residents have long been dwelling in the 
same apartments. Because replacement housing rents could be higher than the rent 
currently paid by some potentially affected residents housing of last resort2 may be 
necessary to successfully relocate some residents. Sufficient options would be available to 
ensure that the needs of all of these residents would be met. 

In February 2010, the project team completed a Replacement Property Survey to estimate 
the number of comparable replacement dwellings and commercial properties in the general 
project area. The complete Replacement Property Survey is found on the CD at the back of 
this document. 

The following are the property category types researched and included in the survey: 

1. Industrial for sale and lease 
2. Retail for sale and lease 
3. Office space for sale and lease 
4. Mini storage facilities 
5. Gas stations/convenience stores 
6. Multifamily housing for sale 
7. Apartments for lease 
8. Single family residential—for sale and lease. 

Search criteria for properties available on the market were similar to the characteristics of 
the subject properties to be acquired by the project. 
                                                      
2 The Uniform Act requires that comparable decent, safe, and sanitary replacement housing within a person's financial means 
be made available before that person may be displaced. When such housing cannot be provided by using replacement 
housing payments, the Uniform Act provides for "housing of last resort." Housing of last resort may involve the use of 
replacement housing payments that exceed the Uniform Act maximum amounts. Housing of last resort may also involve the 
use of other methods of providing comparable decent, safe, and sanitary housing within a person's financial means. (HUD; 
http://www.fhasecure.gov/offices/cpd/affordablehousing/training/web/relocation/lastresort.cfm.) 
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3.6.5.1 Industrial Properties 

138 industrial properties were available for sale at the time of our study on one Internet real 
estate site. An additional 20 office space listings were noted with crossover potential for 
industrial use. Improvements ranged in building size from 3,000 to 150,000 square feet (ft2). We 
found 206 properties available for lease ranging in building size from 3,000 to 10,000 ft2. 

3.6.5.2 Retail Properties 

Our search found 84 retail sites for sale ranging in size from 3,000 to 20,000 ft2. The market 
showed 243 retail spaces offered for lease ranging in size from 3,000 to 10,000 ft2.  

3.6.5.3 Office Buildings 
Our sources noted 86 office buildings on the market, the largest being 58,000 ft2 in size. 
Lease offerings include 298 spaces available between 3,000 to 10,000 ft2. 

3.6.5.4 Mini Storage Facilities / Units for Rent 

The project also impacts two facilities with a combined total of 1,345 mini storage units. Our 
research identified 21 storage facilities within 5 miles of these properties for an estimated total 
of 2,100 available storage units (21 facilities x 500 units each = 10,500 x 20% vacancy rate). 

3.6.5.5 Mini Storage Facilities / Business for Sale 

Internet market research indicated two mini storage properties offered for sale. 

3.6.5.6 Gas Stations / Convenience Stores 

One Internet source listed 15 gas stations/convenience store sites for sale. 

3.6.5.7 Multifamily Housing / Investment Properties for Sale 

Replacement residential investment properties for sale totaled 124 buildings including 
duplexes, four-, six-, eight-, and 16-plexes, as well as larger apartment buildings with up to 
391 units.  

3.6.5.8 Multifamily Housing / Dwelling Units for Rent 

The study identified 90 apartment complexes within the 5 mile search radius and confirmed 
that 26 of these sites contained a combined total of 6,360 dwelling units for an average of 244 
each. Making the very conservative assumption that the remaining 64 rental properties 
contain a mix of only four-, six-, eight-, and 16-plexes, it is reasonable to anticipate another 
600 units are present on the market. 

3.6.5.9 Single Family Residential 

A search restricted to five zip codes clustered around the core of the project identified 
171 single family homes listed for sale with residential brokers. The zip codes include 89102, 
89104, 89106, 89107, and 89108 and the homes featured livable square footages ranging from 
900 to 2,000 ft2. 

A check with the newspapers found over 300 homes available for rent. There are 13 tenants 
of residential properties affected by the project. 
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3.6.5.10 Conclusion 

The array of available replacement properties for sale or lease at this writing exceeds the 
number of units to be acquired by the project as a whole. The market indicates less activity 
in the industrial sector than the number of industrial properties affected by the project. 
However, given the phased construction schedule, it is anticipated there will be a sufficient 
supply of replacement sites to accommodate the non-residential displacements. Data 
indicates there is an adequate supply of dwellings available to absorb the displaced 
households. “Comparable” properties, however, must meet the financial needs of each 
family, and to satisfy this requirement, “Housing of Last Resort” payments may be 
required. 

A full inventory of available relocation resources and a correlation with the units taken would 
be conducted and identified by NDOT at the time of final appraisal and acquisition of right-
of-way in the project’s final relocation plan.  

3.6.6 Measures to Mitigate Adverse Relocation Impacts 
Federal property acquisition law provides for a payment of just compensation for properties 
displaced for a federally funded transportation project (Uniform Relocation Assistance and 
Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended [Uniform Act]). Acquisition 
price, replacement dwelling costs, moving expenses, increased rental or mortgage 
payments, closing costs, and other relocation costs are covered for residential displacements. 
The Uniform Act establishes uniform and equitable procedures for land acquisition and 
provides for uniform and equitable treatment of persons relocated from their homes by 
federally assisted programs. 

NDOT would observe the rights and services stipulated under the Uniform Act in 
accordance with its own relocation assistance policies. The Draft Project NEON Relocation 
Study (Universal Field Services, 2006) contains a summary of relocation benefits. 

The NDOT Right-of-Way Division, under the provisions of the Uniform Act, will ensure that 
property owners that are affected directly receive fair market value for the acquired right-of-
way. It is NDOT policy that persons relocated as a result of highway programs receive fair 
and humane treatment and not suffer unnecessarily as a result of programs designed for the 
benefit of the public. Legally permitted property access will be perpetuated in the after-
condition. A full inventory of available housing will be conducted and identified by the 
NDOT Right-of-Way Division at the time of final appraisal and acquisition of right-of-way.  
As stated in the Draft Project NEON Relocation Study, NDOT will ensure the following: 

1. No person in legal occupancy of properties within the project area will be required to 
vacate in less than 90 days, unless vacancy is required for safety or health reasons. 

2. No pre-acquisition residential occupant will be required to relocate until information on 
comparable decent, safe, and sanitary replacement housing has been made available. 

3. No post-acquisition occupants qualifying as low income would be required to relocate 
until information on adequate decent, safe, and sanitary housing has been made 
available within their financial means. 
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4. Before relocation information on comparable or adequate replacement dwellings will be 
made available or provided for each eligible relocated person. Such availability or 
provision will be accompanied by an analysis of the relocation problems involved and a 
specific plan for their resolution. 

5. No nonresidential displacees will be required to vacate without assistance in assessing 
their specific relocation needs or locating potential replacement properties. 

6. All manner of notices required by the controlling laws will be provided to all persons 
relocated by Project NEON. 

7. Relocation payments will be in the amounts required by law for successful relocations. 

8. Relocation procedures will be realistic and adequate to provide orderly, timely, and 
efficient relocation of relocated persons. 

For those who live in an apartment, NDOT will meet with them within seven days of 
providing their property owner with an offer for the property. NDOT will obtain a roster of 
tenants from the property owner. Those who have lived in their unit for 180 days or more 
prior to an offer being made to the property owner will receive full benefits from NDOT. 
Those who have lived in their unit for less than 90 days will receive no relocation benefits.  

The first contact focuses on assisting the residents in finding a new home. NDOT relocation 
staff will provide as much assistance with finding a new residence as the residents wish. 
NDOT will obtain information from the tenants and the property owner in order to 
calculate the appropriate benefit level. NDOT uses a formula based on such information as 
number of people living in a unit, family structure, income, current rent, and utility cost to 
help calculate the appropriate benefit level. Based on this formula, NDOT will reimburse the 
resident for a period of 42 months for the difference between their current rent and market 
rate rent, as determined by the formula. The formula determines the amount of re-
establishment benefit the resident will receive along with their relocation (moving) benefit.  

NDOT informs the residents that they can look for a new residence on their own, but NDOT 
can provide them with information about comparable housing opportunities. Issues such as 
the need to be close to schools, medical facilities, transit, etc. is taken into account when 
identifying comparables. NDOT attempts to find comparables as close as possible to the 
current residence but the distance can vary based on the differing needs of the people 
relocated. NDOT must provide relocated residents with decent, safe, and sanitary housing. 
If the residents find a new residence on their own, NDOT must be able to confirm that the 
new residence is decent, safe, and sanitary before they are allowed to move to the unit. The 
NDOT Right of Way Manual contains a section that details the above mentioned procedures. 

To minimize the amount of land required from institutional and public service properties 
along the study area corridor, Preferred Alternative G would reduce the impact to adjacent 
properties compared to previous alternatives considered. NDOT would maintain local 
access and circulation to neighborhoods, businesses, and area public services during 
construction for pedestrians, bicyclists, and motorists. The Project NEON relocation  
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program would help AMR Ambulance and Emergency Service find new quarters, 
preferably within or near the Las Vegas Medical District. 

Construction of Alternative G is not expected to compromise transit service. A bus stop on the 
south side of Alta Drive near I-15 may be relocated. Transit service interruption and changes 
during construction would impact mobility options of the local population. To mitigate the 
effects of temporary service changes, an extensive and coordinated public information 
program would be developed as the selected build alternative moves through final design 
and into construction. Ongoing coordination with RTC would minimize disruptions to transit 
and maintain existing bus stops.  

3.7 Visual Character / Aesthetics 

3.7.1 Affected Environment 
The project area is characterized by visual 
elements associated with residential, 
commercial, industrial, and transportation 
development. Major visual landmarks are the 
Las Vegas Strip to the south, downtown 
Las Vegas to the north, and Clark County 
Government Center to the east. I-15 corridor 
development limits views from the 
transportation corridor to  
foreground and middle-ground viewsheds. 
Adjacent properties only have views of their 
immediate surroundings and the mountains to 
the west. Views throughout the corridor vary 
from residential and commercial development 
to major transportation features (e.g., walls, 
structures, and signage) associated with I-15 
and other surface transportation facilities. 

Viewers are categorized into two classes: 
viewers from the road and viewers of the 
road. Views from the highway consist of 
numerous billboards and overhead traffic 
signage within foreground views. Office 
buildings and various retail establishments 
and residential areas west of the highway 
dominate middle-ground views. Manmade structures rise vertically and spread horizontally 
with diverse colors and shades. Downtown Las Vegas and the Las Vegas Strip create 
background views. 

Viewers traveling on I-15 are characterized as interstate truckers, tourists, and commuters, with 
peak travel times occurring during morning and evening commutes and weekends; however, 
the number of viewers remains relatively high during daytime. Viewer sensitivity is low 
because of the high rate of speed and primarily peripheral views along the corridor. 

 
Before 

 
After 

View from I-15 SB toward MLK Connector 
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The viewer population with views of the road and from bridge overpasses is characterized 
as residential and commercial viewers traveling to and from retail establishments or work 
places and their homes. Public input indicates that viewer sensitivity for viewers of the road 
would be characterized as low in areas where noise barriers exist or are proposed to be 
installed since residential views of the highway are or would be shielded.  

3.7.2 Visual Character / Aesthetics Impacts 
The build alternatives would create new visual elements within the project area. New 
structures would be constructed, including the Martin Luther King Boulevard/Industrial 
Road Connector, Oakey Boulevard/Wyoming Avenue grade separation, and Charleston 
Boulevard interchange. Noise barriers and retaining walls would also be constructed with 
the build alternatives. 
These new structures 
would become part of 
the visual character of 
the project area and are 
consistent with the 
existing visual 
character.  

High mast lighting 
would be placed along 
the I-15 median 
throughout the project 
area and would be 
consistent with the 
lighting within the 
corridor. Street lights 
would be installed 
along local streets 
according to current 
standards. 

3.7.3 Construction Impacts 
During construction, several temporary visual impacts would occur, such as exposed earth 
and construction equipment. Constructing new noise barriers and reconstructing existing 
barriers could eliminate views of and from the freeway in several locations. The barriers 
could be placed closer to those viewing highways, causing a change in the viewshed. 

3.7.4 Indirect Impacts 
No indirect impacts to the visual character and aesthetics of the area are expected to occur as 
a result of the build alternatives. 
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After 

View from Charmast Lane toward Richard Court 
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3.7.5 Measures to Mitigate Adverse Visual Character / Aesthetics Impacts 
NDOT would provide aesthetic treatments to noise barriers and structures within the 
project area in accordance with NDOT’s Landscape and Aesthetics Master Plan.3 New 
freeway and street lighting would employ shields to minimize light and glare impacts on 
adjacent residences located west of I-15. 

As part of the design process, NDOT established a task force to develop the aesthetic design 
theme and preliminary aesthetic design plans for both structures and landscape. The task 
force, which began meeting in July 2006, includes NDOT and City of Las Vegas staff, 
consultant engineers, landscape architects, and public involvement specialists. The task 
force developed a set of three overriding themes: The Vibrant Desert, Meadows Redux, and 
The Corridor of Light and Shadow. The task force refined each theme and the themes were 
presented to the public at an open house meeting in January 2007. The task force developed 
the Aesthetics and Landscape Requirements Report (2006), which details the proposed aesthetic 
treatments to specific locations and structures in the project. The report can be found on the 
CD at the back of the document. The aesthetic treatments are considered an element of the 
plan and would be incorporated into the project’s plans, specifications, and estimate and 
constructed along with the other Project NEON components.  

3.8 Water Resources  

3.8.1 Affected Environment 

3.8.1.1 Surface Water 

The project area is within the Central Subwatershed, where runoff enters the Freeway 
Channels and is routed north to the Las Vegas Washington Avenue Channel at US 95. In 
general, the subwatershed is part of the Las Vegas Valley Watershed that is a tributary to the 
Las Vegas Wash located northeast of the project area. Within the subwatershed, the Clark 
County Regional Flood Control District (CCRFCD) employs a flood control system that 
intercepts and conveys much of the flood flow through a series of channels, box culverts, 
storm drains, and detention basins to reduce peak storm runoff. 

No perennial waterways cross I-15 within the proposed project area. Drainages under I-15 
and parallel to it convey stormwater that may ultimately reach the Las Vegas Wash.  

3.8.1.2 Groundwater 
Groundwater provides 15 percent of Clark County’s drinking water. The groundwater system 
underlying the Las Vegas Valley consists of two aquifers: the principal aquifer (a confined 
aquifer deep below ground), and the shallow aquifer (an unconfined aquifer perched above a 
layer of clay or caliche in the central, eastern, and southeastern parts of the Las Vegas Valley). 
The principal aquifer lies 100 to 1,000 feet below ground and is the source of virtually all 
groundwater supplying local municipal water systems. Roughly one-third of the 1,000 public 
supply wells extracting water from the principal aquifer are in the project area. Surface water, 
primarily from excess irrigation, infiltrates into the groundwater supply and is trapped near 
the ground surface by the impermeable clay and caliche layer. The shallow groundwater lies 
                                                      
3http://www.nevadadot.com/pub_involvement/landscape/unlv/MasterPlan-July3.pdf  



I-15 FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT AND SECTION 4(F) EVALUATION  

3-44 TB052009010MKE 

above that layer at a depth less than 50 feet below ground. Therefore, any affected 
groundwater within the project area would be limited to the shallow alluvial groundwater. 
There are no sole source aquifers in the study area.  

The principal aquifer is protected by the clay/caliche layer and not likely to be affected by 
infiltrating surface water. Water quality of the shallow alluvial aquifer is poor, with total 
dissolved solids exceeding acceptable drinking water standards in most locations. The 
shallow aquifer results primarily from the excess irrigation water that has not been 
consumed in the root zone but has percolated downward until it is stopped by the 
impermeable layer of clay or caliche. The groundwater remains close to the land surface, 
where it evaporates or transpires into the atmosphere. Some groundwater migrates 
downgradient to the Las Vegas Wash. The project area overlies the northwestern part of the 
aquifer, about 4.5 miles upgradient from the Las Vegas Wash. The project footprint covers 
less than 0.1 percent of the areal extent of the aquifer. Therefore, the project is not expected 
to affect the aquifer or the downstream surface water. 

3.8.1.3 Water Quality 

Because the drainages within the project limits convey stormwater infrequently, 
precipitation more than likely result in pulses (i.e., loads and concentrations) of sediment 
and of typical urban highway pollutant constituents (e.g., heavy metals, hydrocarbons, 
pesticides, debris) conveyed downstream. The final discharge point of the larger drainages 
is the Las Vegas Wash 4.5 miles east of the project area. The Las Vegas Wash downstream of 
the project area is listed on Nevada’s 303(d) impaired waters list.4 Total maximum daily 
loads for total ammonia and total phosphorus are established for each reach of the wash 
between Telephone Line Road and Lake Mead. Iron and molybdenum are listed as 
pollutants of concern. The Nevada Division of Environmental Protection (NDEP), which 
retains statutory authority for water quality, does not classify specific water quality 
standards for ephemeral washes because of streamflow conveyance times of 1 day or less in 
direct response to precipitation events. Total dissolved solids, iron and selenium are listed 
as pollutants of concern for the Las Vegas Wash above the treatment plant.  

3.8.2 Water Resources Impacts 

3.8.2.1 Surface Water  
Several drainage facilities would be removed and reconstructed as part of construction of 
the proposed project. CCRFCD facilities comprise most of the drainage facilities to be 
removed and reconstructed within the project corridor.  

Parts of CCRFCD Freeway Channel FW15, which parallels I-15 between Sahara and US 95, 
would be removed and relocated to accommodate the proposed roadway footprint. The 
facility varies in size from a dual-cell reinforced concrete box culvert at Sahara to a triple-cell 
reinforced concrete box culvert between Wall Street and US-95. In addition, some removal 
and relocation of existing CCRFCD below-grade systems west of I-15 is needed at the tie-in 
points to the freeway channel, where relocation is proposed.  

                                                      
4Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act requires each state to develop a list of water bodies that need work beyond existing 
controls to achieve or maintain water quality standards, and to submit an updated list to the USEPA every 2 years.  
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Parts of the CCRFCD Freeway Channel Bypass Facility, located below Western Avenue 
between Sahara and Wall Street, would also require removal and relocation to 
accommodate the roadway reconfiguration. 

NDOT drainage facilities within existing NDOT right-of-way would require relocation or 
reconfiguration to accommodate the proposed roadway. These facilities primarily intercept 
onsite runoff and convey flows to the CCRFCD FW15 and Freeway Channel Bypass Facility. 
Inlets and minor storm drain systems, within local streets also would require removal or 
relocation to accommodate roadway widening and realignments.  

A small offsite channel/culvert system is needed along the west side of I-15, however, to 
convey flows south of Charleston Boulevard to the culvert crossing at Wall Street. The 700-
foot-long channel/culvert system would prevent offsite flooding as part of the 
reconstruction of the Charleston Boulevard interchange. The increase of impervious surface 
within the project area by 83 acres would result in an increase of less than 0.1 percent of 
urban runoff to the storm drain system that conveys flow from the upgradient 120-square-
mile urbanized watershed. Because of the difference in time-to-peak between the offsite and 
onsite freeway runoff, peak flow from the freeway would subside substantially by the time 
the watershed peak occurs. This, coupled with the 0.1 percent increase in impervious 
surface, would result in an inconsequential increase in peak flow in the overall watershed 
due to Project NEON. 

The USACE indicated in their April 12, 2010, letter that a Section 404 permit may be 
necessary depending on the project's impacts on intermittent, seasonal and/or ephemeral 
drainages (Appendix B). During final design NDOT will prepare an Aquatic Resources 
Report for USACE review that will identify the waters of the U.S. along the project and 
potential impacts to those resources. USACE will then determine the appropriate Section 
404 permit based on the project's impacts to waters of the U.S.  

3.8.2.2 Groundwater 
Excavation for the proposed project generally would not exceed 3 to 4 feet. Spot excavations 
of 10 to 15 feet may be required to install drainage facilities, structural foundations, and signs. 
Depth to groundwater in several monitoring wells near the project area varies from 15 to 
30 feet below ground. The surface soils in those areas are largely silty clay to sandy silt loams 
in hydrologic soils exhibiting moderate to low infiltration rates. The soils prevent much of the 
surface water from infiltrating in the groundwater. The project footprint covers less than 
0.1 percent of the aerial extent of the “shallow aquifer” in the central, east, and southeast parts 
of the Las Vegas Valley; therefore, the project is not expected to affect the aquifer.  

The project would affect the groundwater only where excavations penetrate the groundwater 
table. Dewatering may be required and in areas of shallow groundwater, to facilitate 
construction, a waiver request for dewatering may be necessary. Standard dewatering 
procedures should have insignificant impact on the surrounding groundwater of the “shallow 
aquifer.” The aquifer has an estimated 100,000 acre-feet of storage. If artesian water is 
encountered in any well or borehole it shall be controlled as required in NRS § 534.060(3). 
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3.8.2.3 Water Quality 

The increase in stormwater flow resulting from the increased impervious surface area could 
increase the highway pollutant loading (e.g., sediment, nutrients, heavy metals) into the 
drainages during storms. Several regional flood control structures downstream of the project 
limits capture stream flow conveyed within the larger drainages, allowing for sediment 
deposition and nutrient attenuation before discharge into the Las Vegas Wash. 

3.8.3 Construction Impacts 
Nonstabilized fill material and inadvertently discharged equipment fluids could enter the 
ephemeral drainage channels during construction. Groundwater extraction from 
dewatering during construction would be insignificant when compared to the overall 
storage in the aquifer. See subsection 3.8.5.3, Water Quality. 

3.8.4 Indirect Impacts 
Because the direct impacts on water resources would be minimal, no indirect effects are 
expected.  

3.8.5 Mitigation Measures 

3.8.5.1 Surface Water 
Because the increase of impervious surface in the area would be minimal, mitigation 
measures for flow reduction are unnecessary.  

3.8.5.2 Groundwater 

Any water or monitor wells or boreholes that may be located on either acquired or 
transferred lands are the ultimate responsibility of the owner of the property at the time of 
the transfer and must be plugged and abandoned as required in Chapter 534 of the Nevada 
Administrative Code. If any previously unidentified wells are encountered during project 
construction, the contractor would be responsible for Nevada Department of Water 
Resources notification and for retaining a Nevada-licensed driller to abandon the well if 
necessary. 

3.8.5.3 Water Quality 

A Section 401 Water Quality Certification issued by NDEP, Bureau of Water Quality 
Planning, would be required for water quality assurances. If construction equipment is 
required to enter any of the ephemeral stream channels, then a Temporary Working in 
Waterways Permit issued by NDEP, Bureau of Water Pollution Control, would be obtained 
by the contractor.  

As part of the freeway design, source control best management practices would be followed. 
Source control practices would address site soil stabilization, thereby reducing the discharge 
of sediments and other pollutants in the receiving surface waters. Typical measures such as 
landscaping, mulch, and rock slope protection at storm drain outlets. Best management 
practices would also be implemented during construction. As part of the development of best 
management practices for the project, NDOT’s construction contractor must file a Notice of 
Intent with NDEP’s Bureau of Water Pollution Control to obtain coverage under the General 
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Permit for Stormwater Discharges Associated with Construction Activity (NVR100000).  
A Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) would be developed before the Notice of 
Intent is submitted. The SWPPP would outline temporary and permanent erosion and 
sediment controls, locate stormwater discharge points, and describe best management 
practices to be implemented to prevent or reduce to the maximum extent practical stormwater 
pollutant discharge associated with construction activities.  

3.9 Floodplain and Hydraulics 
Precipitation in the Las Vegas Valley and throughout the project area averages 4.1 inches 
annually. Runoff from precipitation, almost entirely in the form of rainfall from infrequent 
winter storms and summer thunderstorms, is conveyed in desert washes for undeveloped 
parts of the watershed and in a combination of desert washes, local and regional flood 
control facilities, and local streets in the developed part of the watershed. 

CCRFCD is the local public entity responsible for the planning, constructing, and 
maintaining flood control facilities. CCRFCD has developed a drainage master plan for the 
Las Vegas Valley area that identifies existing and proposed facilities within the project area. 

Many local and regional flood control facilities are located within the project limits. They 
collect flows from the west through a series of channels, basins, and storm drains that leave 
the project site in the northeast near the intersection of I-15 and US 95. 

3.9.1 Affected Environment 
Offsite runoff flows northeasterly toward and along I-15 for the entire length of the project 
area. The terrain of the watershed slopes gradually toward the north on the order of 1 percent. 
Land use is mainly residential and commercial. Runoff crosses I-15 through several cross-
culverts, entering box culverts that run adjacent to I-15, conveying flows north. The Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Maps indicate that the areas 
adjacent to I-15 along the project area are not subject to flooding during a 100-year flood. 
Before 2007, the 100-year floodplain was identified on FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Maps as 
occurring along US 95 between Martin Luther King Boulevard and Rancho Drive. On May 9, 
2007, FEMA issued a Letter of Map Revision revising the map. As a result there is no 100-year 
floodplain adjacent to US 95 in the project area (see Appendix A, Agency Coordination). 

Localized flooding occurs along the freeway. The 100-year storm flows split at Oakey Boulevard 
and Sahara Avenue. Some flow enters the roads that cross under the freeway, the rest is 
intercepted by existing facilities or routed overland north along the freeway. The local roads are 
flooded because of insufficient capacity of the storm drain system. CCRFCD’s master plan will 
address the flooding issues in the future during buildout of the adjacent development. 

Hydraulic analyses have been performed for existing conditions; future analyses would be 
conducted after all CCRFCD facilities are in place.  

3.9.2 Floodplain and Hydraulics Impacts 
None.  
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3.9.3 Construction Impacts 
None.  

3.9.4 Indirect Impacts 
None.  

3.9.5 Mitigation 
No floodplain mitigation measures are required for Project NEON. 

3.10 Noise 

3.10.1 Affected Environment 
The Project NEON noise analysis described in this section was conducted in accordance with 
the methodology established in Title 23 CFR, Part 772, Procedures for Abatement of Highway 
Traffic Noise and Construction Noise and the NDOT Traffic and Construction Noise Abatement 
Policy (NDOT, 2003 and 2009). The noise analysis compares existing conditions and predicted 
design year (2030) noise levels with FHWA’s Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) to determine 
whether noise abatement measures should be considered. The FHWA has developed the 
(NAC) based on land use activity (Table 3-10).  

Activity Category B applies to noise-sensitive land uses such as residences, churches, schools, 
recreation areas, and similar uses, and is an hourly exterior sound level that approaches or 
exceeds 67 decibels (dBA) peak-hour equivalent sound level (Leq). Other developed lands, 
properties, or activities not described in Categories A or B are included in Category C, for 

TABLE 3-10 
FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria 

Activity 
Category 

Design Noise 
Levels 

Hourly Leq (dBA) Description of Land Use Activity Category 

Aa 57 (exterior) 

Tracts of land for which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary significance and 
which serve an important public need. The preservation of serenity and quiet is 
essential if this land is to continue to serve its intended purpose. Such areas 
could include amphitheaters, particular parks or parts of parks, open spaces, or 
historic districts dedicated or recognized by appropriate local officials for 
activities requiring special qualities of serenity and quiet. 

Ba 67 (exterior) 
Picnic areas, recreation areas, playgrounds, active sports areas, and parks, that 
are not included in Category A, and residences, motels, hotels, public meeting 
rooms, schools, churches, libraries, and hospitals. 

C 72 (exterior) Developed lands, properties, or activities not included in Categories A and B. 
D — Undeveloped lands. 

E 52 (interior) Residences, motels, hotels, public meeting rooms, schools, churches, libraries, 
hospitals, and auditoriums. 

aParks in Categories A and B include all such lands (public or private) used as parks, as well as those public lands 
officially set aside or designated by a governmental agency as parks on the date of public knowledge of the 
proposed highway project. 
Source: Code of Federal Regulations. Title 23 CFR Part 772—Procedures for Abatement of Highway Traffic Noise 
and Construction Noise. Federal Highway Administration, April 1992. 
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which an hourly exterior sound-level criterion that approaches or exceeds 72 dBA Leq has been 
established. There are no criteria for undeveloped land or construction noise. The NAC is 
determined at the exterior of structures during peak-hour noise conditions. As a point of 
comparison to the noise abatement levels presented above, Table 3-11 lists noise levels of 
common sounds measured in the environment.  

Based on field measurements, the dominant noise source in the study area is traffic on I-15. 
Traffic noise consists of vehicular engine noise, exhaust noise, and tire noise from contact 
with the roadway surface. Other noise sources include aircraft over-flights, traffic on other 
local roadways, and other localized noise sources common to an urban setting. 

As reported in the Draft EIS, existing noise conditions were monitored or modeled at noise 
sensitive receptors adjacent to the improvements associated with Alternatives G and H.5 
Table 3-12 summarizes the existing noise levels at the project’s sensitive receptors. Noise 
levels vary between 57 and 74 dBA. Bolded numbers indicate noise levels that approach or 
exceed the NAC. Of the 45 receptors evaluated, existing noise levels at nine locations meet 
or exceed the Category B NAC. Exhibit 3-10 shows the general location of these noise 
receptors.6 

The nine receptors include two at the former Scandia Fun Center (R1 and R2), which no 
longer exists. Some exterior areas of the Children’s Choice Learning Center (R10) exceeded 
the NAC. However, this receiver was not located in an exterior area of frequent human use 
and was relocated. The residential areas adjacent to I-15 that exceed the NAC include the 
single family homes at the end of Silver Avenue (R26) (north of Oakey Boulevard) and 
Shadow Lane (R45) (adjacent to US 95) and the multi-family dwellings at the intersections of 
Martin Luther King Boulevard, US 95 and I-15 (the Desert Park and Rancho Verde 
communities: R42 – R45). Again, the locations of receivers did not reflect an exterior area of 
frequent human use, so additional receivers were added to allow modeling actual 
conditions. Finally, there is a receptor location that exceeds the NAC at the Clark County 
Head Start at the intersection of Pinto Lane and Desert Lane (R38). 

There are noise barriers along I-15 in the study area. One is located south of Sahara Avenue 
near Meade Avenue and Wyandotte Street. Another is north of Sahara Avenue, roughly to 
the Wall Street overpass. A third is adjacent to US 95 between Martin Luther King 
Boulevard and Onyx Way (Exhibit 3-10).  

                                                      
5 Information about existing noise levels was derived from the Traffic Noise and Barrier Analysis for I-15 Corridor 
Improvements & Martin Luther King Boulevard/Industrial Road Connector (Parsons, 2008d). This document is available in the 
“Environmental Studies folder on the CD at the back of the document.  

6 It should be noted that some of the sensitive receptor locations were modified during the evaluation of noise barriers 
associated with the Preferred Alternative in Section 3.10.4. 
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TABLE 3-11 
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TABLE 3-12 
Existing Peak-Hour Noise Levels 
Receptor Location Land-Use Type Noise Level (dBA-Leq) Exceeds/Approaches NDOT NACa 

R1/ST1 REC 74 Yes 

R2 REC 74 Yes 

R3 SFR 63 No 

R4/LT4 SFR 63 No 

R5 SFR 59 No 

R6 SFR 59 No 

R7 SFR 64 No 

R8 SFR 61 No 

R9 SCH 56 No 

R10/ST2 SCH 68 Yes 

R11/ST13 SFR 64 No 

R12 SFR 57 No 

R13 SFR 58 No 

R14/LT3 SFR 62 No 

R15 SFR 61 No 

R16/LT5 SFR 65 No 

R17 SFR 62 No 

R18/ST6 SFR 59 No 

R19/ST3 SFR 65 No 

R20 SFR 61 No 

R21 SFR 65 No 

R22 SFR 64 No 

R23 SFR 64 No 

R24 SFR 63 No 

R25/ST4 SFR 59 No 

R26/LT2 SFR 66 Yes 

R27 SFR 65 No 

R28 SFR 61 No 

R29 SFR 63 No 

R30 SFR 60 No 

R31 SFR 63 No 

R32 SFR 60 No 

R33 SFR 64 No 

R34/LT6 SFR 63 No 

R35/ST7 SFR 65 No 

R36 Church 65 No 

R37/ST8 SCH 64 No 
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TABLE 3-12 
Existing Peak-Hour Noise Levels 
Receptor Location Land-Use Type Noise Level (dBA-Leq) Exceeds/Approaches NDOT NACa 

R38/ST9 SCH 66 Yes 

R39 MFR 59 No 

R40 MFR 60 No 

R41/ST10 MFR 61 No 

R42/ST11 MFR 67 Yes 

R43 MFR 68 Yes 

R44 MFR 67 Yes 

R45/LT1 SFR 67 Yes 

ST – Short-term noise measurement location 
LT – Long-term noise measurement location 
MFR – Multifamily residential REC – Recreational area 
SCH – School SFR – Single-family residential 
aThe effective NDOT NAC for activity category B lands is a peak-hour Leq of 66 dBA. 
Source: Parsons, 2005. 

3.10.2 Noise Impacts 

3.10.2.1 Operational Noise Impacts 
During the Draft EIS, a traffic noise analysis was conducted to identify the potential noise 
impacts associated with Alternatives G and H. The FHWA Traffic Noise Model version 2.5 
was used. Traffic Noise Model 2.5 (TNM) is the current analytical method mandated by 
FHWA for traffic noise evaluation as the accepted method for highway traffic noise 
prediction. It is based upon reference acoustic energy-emission levels for automobiles, 
medium trucks (two axles), heavy trucks (three or more axles), buses, and motorcycles, with 
consideration given to vehicle volume, speed, roadway configuration, distance to the 
receptor, and the acoustical characteristics of the site. TNM was developed to predict noise 
levels for both constant-flow and interrupted-flow traffic conditions.  

FHWA and NDOT consider a noise impact to occur if peak-hour levels approach or 
exceed the NAC. NDOT defines “approach” as noise levels within 1 dBA of the NAC, or 
66 dBA for Activity Category B. In addition, NDOT considers a traffic noise impact to 
occur if predicted sound levels “substantially” exceed existing levels. NDOT, in its traffic 
noise abatement policy, defines “substantial” as a level that exceeds existing ambient 
sound levels by 15 dBA or more. For Category B land uses such as single- or multi-family 
residences, noise abatement features must be considered for the proposed project if 
predicted 2030 peak-hour noise levels equal or exceed 66 dBA or exceed existing peak-
hour noise levels by 15 dBA or more. 

Table 3-13 summarizes the 2030 noise levels for Alternatives G and H (without mitigation) 
and compares those future levels to existing noise levels. Bolded numbers indicate noise 
levels that approach or exceed the NAC. The noise analysis is summarized below. 
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TABLE 3-13 
Comparison of Existing and Predicted (2030) Peak-Hour Noise Levels—Without Mitigation (In dBA) 

Receptor 
Number 

Land 
Use 

2006 
Existing 

Noise 
Levels, 

dBA, Leq(h) 

2030 Predicted Noise Levels dBA, Leq(h) 

Alternative G Alternative H 
Predicted 

Noise Levels 
Change from 

Existing 
Predicted 

Noise Levels 
Change from 

Existing 
R1/ST1 REC 74 77 +3 81 +4 
R2 REC 74 76 +2 81 +7 
R3 SFR 63 66 +3 66 +3 
R4/LT4 SFR 63 65 +2 65 +2 
R5 SFR 59 60 +1 60 +1 
R6 SFR 59 61 +2 61 +2 
R7 SFR 64 65 +1 65 +1 
R8 SFR 61 62 +1 62 +1 
R9 SCH  56 64 +8 65 +9 
R10/ST2 SCH 68 72 +4 72 +4 
R11/ST13 SFR 64 66 +2 65 +1 
R12 SFR 57 62 +5 65 +8 
R13 SFR 58 63 +5 67 +9 
R14/LT3 SFR 62 65 +3 70 +8 
R15 SFR 61 67 +6 75 +14 
R16/LT5 SFR 65 70 +5 78 +13 
R17  SFR 62 70 +8 78 +16 
R18/ST6 SFR 59 65 +6 68 +9 
R19/ST3 SFR 65 70 +5 75 +10 
R20 SFR 61 68 +7 70 +9 
R21 SFR 65 69 +4 72 +7 
R22 SFR 64 68 +4 72 +8 
R23 SFR 64 68 +4 72 +8 
R24 SFR 63 69 +6 73 +10 
R25/ST4 SFR 59 65 +6 65 +6 
R26/LT2 SFR 66 69 +3 74 +8 
R27 SFR 65 69 +4 74 +9 
R28 SFR 61 66 +5 69 +8 
R29 SFR 63 68 +5 72 +9 
R30 SFR 60 66 +6 69 +9 
R31 SFR 63 67 +4 70 +7 
R32 SFR 60 68 +8 69 +9 
R33 SFR 64 70 +6 71 +7 
R34/LT6 SFR 63 70 +7 70 +7 
R35/ST7 SFR 65 69 +4 69 +4 
R36 Church 65 73 +8 70 +5 
R37/ST8 SCH  64 73 +9 73 +9 
R38/ST9 SCH 66 72 +6 72 +6 
R39 MFR 59 67 +8 67 +8 
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TABLE 3-13 
Comparison of Existing and Predicted (2030) Peak-Hour Noise Levels—Without Mitigation (In dBA) 

Receptor 
Number 

Land 
Use 

2006 
Existing 

Noise 
Levels, 

dBA, Leq(h) 

2030 Predicted Noise Levels dBA, Leq(h) 

Alternative G Alternative H 
Predicted 

Noise Levels 
Change from 

Existing 
Predicted 

Noise Levels 
Change from 

Existing 
R40 MFR 60 66 +6 66 +6 
R41/ST10 MFR 61 65 +4 65 +4 
R42/ST11 MFR 67 70 +3 70 +3 
R43 MFR 68 66 -2 66 -2 
R44 MFR 67 65 -2 65 -2 
R45/LT1 SFR 67 67 -0- 67 -0- 
ST – Short-term noise measurement location 
LT – Long-term noise measurement location 
MFR – Multifamily residential REC – Recreational area 
SCH – School SFR – Single-family residential 

Source: Parsons, 2005. 

No-Build Alternative. As noted in Section 3.10.1, existing noise levels exceed the NAC in some 
locations. Although noise levels for the No-Build Alternative in 2030 were not calculated, 
the nine receptors that exceed the NAC are a clear indication that the No-Build Alternative 
would have noise impacts. As traffic volumes continue to grow, noise levels with the No-
Build Alternative would be expected to increase as well. Many receptors have noise levels 
very near the NAC (12 of the 45 receptors evaluated during the Draft EIS were reported to 
have existing noise levels of 64 or 65 dBA). These receptors can reasonably be expected to 
exceed the NAC by 2030 under the No-Build Alternative.  

Build Alternatives. The analysis of the alternatives presented in the Draft EIS concluded that, 
relative to noise impacts, Alternatives G and H would both result in a noise impact. These 
impacts would be of a similar magnitude. With Alternative G, 32 of the 45 receptors 
evaluated during the Draft EIS would exceed the NAC in 2030 without mitigation. With 
Alternative H, 34 receptors would exceed the NAC without mitigation.7 Because of the 
predicted noise impacts, noise abatement (mitigation) features must be considered. The 
analysis of mitigation is discussed in Section 3.10.4. 

Construction Noise Impacts. Noise from construction activities would add to the noise 
environment in the immediate study area. Activities involved in construction would 
generate maximum noise levels, as indicated in Table 3-14, ranging from 85 to 89 dBA at a 
distance of 50 feet. Construction activities would be temporary in nature and, to the extent 
practicable, are anticipated to occur during normal daytime working hours. However, some 
nighttime construction is likely. Noise impacts could result in annoyance or sleep disruption 
during nighttime construction or if unusually noisy equipment is used. Noise would also be 
generated during the construction phase by increased truck traffic transporting heavy 
materials and equipment on area roadways. This noise increase would be of short duration 
and would probably occur primarily during daytime hours. 

                                                      
7 The impacts associated with the Build Alternatives are exacerbated by the removal of the existing noise barriers required to 
construct the Build Alternatives.  
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TABLE 3-14 
Construction Equipment Noise 

Construction Phase Loudest Equipment Maximum Sound Level at 50 ft (dBA-Leq) 

Clearing and grubbing Bulldozer, backhoe 85 dBA 

Earthwork Scraper, bulldozer 89 dBA 

Foundation Backhoe, loader 85 dBA 

Superstructure Crane, loader 88 dBA 

Base preparation Truck, bulldozer 88 dBA 

Paving Paver, truck 89 dBA 

Source: FHWA, August 2006. Construction Noise Handbook, Final Report.  

3.10.3 Indirect Impacts  
No additional analysis is necessary to examine indirect impacts because the noise analysis 
conducted uses traffic volumes that include the future users attracted to the improved 
facility. Consequently, the noise levels predicted already incorporate anticipated indirect 
traffic noise impacts. 

3.10.4 Mitigation Measures 

3.10.4.1 Evaluation of Abatement Measures 

FHWA regulations indicate that noise abatement should be considered when noise impacts 
are expected (when future predicted traffic noise levels approach or exceed the NAC, or 
when predicted traffic noise levels exceed the existing noise levels by 15 dBA or more).  

As outlined in FHWA guidance, abatement measures may include noise barriers, 
transportation system management measures, alignment modifications, property acquisitions, 
and land use controls. For this study, transportation management measures, modification of 
speed limits, and restriction of trucks would not be congruent with the project purpose. 
Alignment modifications sufficient to protect noise-sensitive areas within the developed I-15 
urban corridor are unavailable. Because of high cost and the highly developed nature of the 
study area, a property acquisition program to create noise buffer zones is similarly infeasible.  

As a result, noise barriers represent the most practical, reasonable, and effective form of 
mitigation for this project. All subsequent mitigation analysis will focus on noise barriers. To 
reduce traffic noise, a noise barrier must have certain characteristics. The barrier must be long 
(theoretically about four times the distance from the receptor to the source), continuous (with 
no intermittent openings), and high enough to provide the necessary reduction in noise levels. 

3.10.4.2 Operational Mitigation 
TNM was used to predict noise levels and the feasibility of noise barriers. The program 
calculates noise reduction by accounting for such variables as distance from source to 
barrier, distance from barrier to receptor, source and receptor heights and barrier height, 
shielding from other structures, and terrain features. Pursuant to standard assumptions, 
effective heights are, at ground level, 0.0 feet above the road for automobiles, 2 feet for 
medium trucks, and 8 feet for heavy trucks. The effective height of heavy truck exhaust 
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stacks is assumed to be 11.5 feet above ground. Receptor height (at a residence for example) 
is assumed to be about 5 feet above ground. 

NDOT noise policy provides guidance for evaluating noise abatement options. For a noise 
barrier to be constructed, a noise barrier must be “feasible” and “reasonable.”  

 A noise barrier is considered feasible if it provides a substantial reduction in noise. At a 
minimum, this means a 5-dBA reduction for first row residents and a 3-dBA reduction 
for second row residents.  

 A noise barrier is considered reasonable if it costs less than $15,000 per resident 
receiving a substantial noise reduction. NDOT policy uses the Nevada average of 
2.6 residents per dwelling unit and $47 per square foot for the cost of the noise barrier.  

3.10.4.3 Preferred Alternative Noise Barrier Analysis 

The Draft EIS presented a preliminary noise barrier analysis for Alternatives G and H, for 
which preliminary noise barrier locations and heights were developed. The noise barriers 
identified in the Draft EIS were considered feasible but not reasonable. More information 
about the Draft EIS analysis is found in the Draft EIS (Section 3.10) on the CD at the back of 
this document. The Draft EIS committed to reevaluating the reasonableness of noise barriers 
along the preferred alternative and, at a minimum, replacing the existing noise barriers that 
would be removed as part of the project where noise sensitive areas (NSAs) remained that 
met the NAC. Final stationing for all proposed sound walls would be determined during 
project final design. The locations of the existing noise barriers are shown in Exhibit 3-10. 

Alternative G has been identified as the preferred alternative. The Draft EIS indicated that 32 
of the 45 receptors along Alternative G would exceed the NAC in 2030 without mitigation.  

The reevaluation of the feasibility and reasonability of noise barriers along the preferred 
alternative focused on refining the project’s noise models. This included repositioning some 
receptors so that noise levels in exterior areas of frequent human use are being measured, 
evaluating noise levels at new receptors, updating land use information, and obtaining 
better estimates of the number of residents that would potentially benefit from noise 
barriers. Dwelling units that did not individually meet the NAC, but were located in NSAs 
where other units met the NAC, were included in the reasonability reevaluation for the 
NSA as long as individual feasibility criteria were met. Collecting additional information 
allowed NDOT to refine the height and location of noise barriers evaluated in the Draft EIS. 
Exhibit 3-11 depicts the important elements discussed in this section. The noise sensitive 
land uses adjacent to the noise barriers evaluated are described below, followed by a 
discussion of whether the noise barriers meet NDOT’s feasibility and reasonability criteria.  

  Desert Inn Road and Sahara Avenue 
(Noise Barriers G1 and G2)—A noise 
barrier currently exists along I-15 
between Meade Avenue and 
Palm Springs Way. Residential uses in 
this area include apartment complexes 
(Wyandotte Apartments, Teddy 
Apartments, and Embassy Park 

 

Typical view of apartments and child care facilities in the 
study area. 
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Apartments). Single-family residences are also located along Milo Way, Jamestown 
Way, and Palm Springs Way. The Scandia Family Fun Center (Receptors R1 and R2) 
does not exist and the area is no longer a NSA.  

 Sahara Avenue and Charleston Boulevard 
(Noise Barriers G3 through G5)—A noise 
barrier currently exists along I-15 between 
Sahara Avenue and the Wall Street 
overpass. All NSAs in this location are 
single-family residential. Loch Lomond 
Way and Martin Luther King Boulevard 
separate I-15 from the residential areas.  

 Charleston Boulevard and Alta Drive 
(Noise Barriers G6 and G7)—Residential 
use in the area include the Pinto 
Apartments. Additional NSAs include the 
Desert Lane Care Center (long-term care), 
and Clark County Head Start. The southbound direct connector and Martin Luther King 
Boulevard separate I-15 from these NSAs.  

Noise Barrier G1 and G2: Between Desert Inn Road and Sahara Avenue. The noise barrier re-
evaluation concluded that Noise Barrier G1 is feasible and reasonable. Noise Barrier G1 
would stand adjacent to I-15 roughly from Meade Avenue to south of Teddy Drive 
(Exhibits 3-11a and 3-11b). Noise Barrier G2 was providing noise mitigation to commercial 
development and provided no additional benefit for the NSAs. In addition to Barrier G2 not 
being feasible or reasonable, consideration of noise mitigation is not necessary. Barrier G2 is 
shown on Draft EIS Exhibit 3-10 on the CD at the back of this document. The following 
refinements to the Draft EIS noise model resulted in Noise Barrier G1 being feasible and 
reasonable: 

 Because the Scandia Family Fun Center no longer exists, it was removed as a noise 
sensitive land use. 

 Noise receptors were relocated to the areas of exterior frequent human use (e.g., 
pools/picnic area/playgrounds) within the apartment complexes providing a better 
depiction of noise levels at those locations and benefit from the noise barrier.  

 The number of benefitted receptors present were reevaluated and updated.  

Table 3-15 summarizes the 2030 noise levels associated with the preferred alternative and 
the optimized Noise Barrier G1. Throughout, dwelling units/benefitted receivers were 
counted and included in the reasonability analysis, only if the NAC was met and the 
mitigation was feasible.  

 

Typical view of the playground in the vicinity of noise 
receptor RA. 
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TABLE 3-15  
Design Year (2030) Predicted Noise Levels: Barrier G1  

Type/Site Location 
Site 
No. 

Receiver 
Row 

No. of 
dwelling 

units 

Predicted Peak Hour Noise Levels 

No 
Barrier 

Leq (dBA) 

With 
Barrier 

Leq (dBA) 

Noise 
Reduction 

(dBA) 

SFR (between Meade and Milo) R3 Second 0 69 68 1 

SFR (between Meade and Milo) R4 First 2 72 65 7 

SFR (between Milo and Wilmington) R5 Third 20 66 60 6 

SFR (between Milo and Jamestown) R6 Second 4 68 61 7 

SFR (Wyandotte, now demolished) R7 First 0 74 67 7 

SFR (between Jamestown and Wilmington) R8 Second 8   65 a  62 3 

Children’s Choice Learning Center R9 First 0  67 59 8 

MFR—Wyandotte Apartments (pool area) R10 Second 0   52 a  NA NA 

MFR—Wyandotte & Teddy Apartments (play area) RA Second 0   65 a  NA NA 

MFR—Wyandotte Apartments (tree lawn island) RB Second 0   58 a  NA NA 

SFR Wyandotte Apartments (play area) RBa Second 0   59a NA NA 
SFR – Single-family residence 
MFR – Multi-family residence 
NA – Not applicable 
a Does not meet the NAC 

Receptors benefitted by the noise barriers are predominantly those that do not have 
buildings and walls between them and I-15. This includes the single-family homes 
represented by R4, R5, and R6.  

The impacted receptors are expected 
to experience a 6 to 8 dBA noise 
reduction with the proposed barrier. 
The shielding effect of existing 
buildings/walls can be seen at 
receptor R3. Even though it is near 
the other receptors, it receives 
minimal benefits from the proposed 
barrier because the buildings 
between R3 and I-15 act as de facto 
noise barriers.  

Among the apartment complexes, receptors were placed at the exterior areas of frequent 
human use. R10 is the pool area for the Wyandotte Apartments. Receptor R10 is an example 
of a receptor that was moved to an outdoor recreation area as part of noise barrier 
reevaluation conducted during the Final EIS. In the Draft EIS, Receptor R10 was located in a 
parking lot of the Children’s Choice Learning Center. RA is a playground used by the 
Teddy/ Wyandotte Apartment residents. Receptors RB and RBa were added to the 
Wyandotte Apartments. RB is located at the tree lawn island at the center of the apartments, 
while RBa is located at a play area. Overall, wherever the line of sight is not obstructed by 

 
Typical view of public areas in the Wyandotte Apartments 
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buildings or walls, the proposed barrier 
effectively reduces noise levels. Table 3-16 
summarizes reasonability calculations. The 
location of the optimized barrier is depicted 
on Exhibits 3-11a and 3-11b. 

Noise Barriers G3 through G5: Between 
Sahara Avenue and Charleston Boulevard 
The noise barrier re-evaluation concluded 
that noise barriers G3 through G5 are feasible 
and reasonable. Noise Barrier G3 would be 
located adjacent to part of the southbound Sahara Avenue exit ramp (just south of Glen 
Heather Way) to roughly Ellis Avenue. Noise Barrier G4 would be located at the Oakey 
Boulevard overpass. Noise Barrier G5 would be located along I-15 between roughly Bannie 
Avenue and Ellis Avenue. G5 would shield I-15 in the area where the Sahara Avenue exit 
ramp “braids” away from I-15. The following refinements to the Draft EIS noise model 
resulted in Noise barriers G3, G4, and G5 being feasible and reasonable: 

 Noise receptors representing both first and second row land uses were updated and 
more clearly delineated since the preliminary noise study in the Draft EIS.  

 The non–noise sensitive land uses at the north and south ends of noise barriers G3 
through G5 were removed from consideration reducing the length and cost of the 
proposed noise barriers.  

Table 3-17 summarizes the 2030 predicted noise levels associated with the preferred 
alternative and the optimized noise barriers G3 through G5. The Draft EIS utilized 
284 benefitted receptors, whereas the Final EIS noise reevaluation identified 336. 

TABLE 3-17 
Design Year 2030 Noise Levels: Barriers G3–G5 

Type/Site Location 
Site 
No. 

Receiver 
Row 

No. of 
Dwelling 

Units 

Predicted Peak Hour Noise 
Levels 

No 
Barrier 

Leq 
(dBA) 

With 
Barrier 

Leq (dBA) 

Noise 
Reduction 

(dBA) 
Nevada Commercial Center (Rancho Drive) R11 Third 0 57a 56 1b 

SFR (Glen Heather Way) R12 Third 20 64a 61 3 
SFR (Glen Heather Way) R13 Second 2 67 63 4 
SFR (Glen Heather Way) R14 First 2 73 66 7 
SFR (between Birch and Inverness - south) R15 Second 7 69 65 4 
SFR (Birch Street - south) R16 First 4 78 68 10 
SFR (Loch Lomond Way - south) R17 First 6 78 68 10 
SFR (between Birch and Inverness - north) R18 Second 9 66 62 4 
SFR (Loch Lomond Way - center) R19 First 6 78 68 10 
SFR (between Kiltie and Ivanhoe) R20 Second 14 69 64 5 
SFR (Loch Lomond Way - north) R21 First 8 73 67 6 
SFR (Oakey Boulevard) R22 First 2 71 65 6 
SFR (south side of Silver Avenue) R23 First 2 68 63 5 

TABLE 3-16 

Summary of Barrier Reasonability: Noise Barrier G1 
Approximate length of barrier G1 1,300 ft 

Heights of barrier G1 20/18/16/14 ft 

Approximate area of barrier G1 23,800 ft2 

Benefitted dwelling units  34  

Benefitted residents 89  

Approximate barrier cost ($47/ ft2) $1,118,600  
Cost per benefitted resident  $12,569  
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TABLE 3-17 
Design Year 2030 Noise Levels: Barriers G3–G5 

Type/Site Location 
Site 
No. 

Receiver 
Row 

No. of 
Dwelling 

Units 

Predicted Peak Hour Noise 
Levels 

No 
Barrier 

Leq 
(dBA) 

With 
Barrier 

Leq (dBA) 

Noise 
Reduction 

(dBA) 
SFR (south side of Silver Avenue) R24 First 0 67 64 3b 
SFR (Bannie Avenue) R25 Third 4 64a 60 4 
SFR (north side of Silver Avenue) R26 First 0 68 64 4b 
SFR (south side of Bannie Avenue) R27 First 1 70 65 5 
SFR (north side of Bannie Avenue) R28 Second 2 67 62 5 
SFR (north side of Bannie Avenue) R29 First 1 70 65 5 
SFR (north side of Bannie Avenue) R30 Second 2 67 63 4 
SFR (south side of Waldman Avenue) R31 First 0 69 65 4b 
SFR (Waldman) R32 Second 0 66 64 2b 
SFR (Ornsby) R33 Second 3 70 67 3 
SFR (Charmast) R34 First 0 72 68 4 
SFR (Mercedes) R35 Second 0 69 68 1b 
First Presbyterian Church R36 First 0 71 68 3b 
SFR (Birch Street - north) RC Second 0 66 65 1b 
SFR (between Ivanhoe and Birch) RD Third 14 65a 61 4 
SFR (between Oakley and Silver) RE Third 8 67 61 6 
SFR (between Oakley and Silver) RF Second 2 66 62 4 
SFR (between Oakley and Silver) RG Second 1 65a 61 4 
SFR (between Silver and Bannie) RH Third 4 63a 59 4 
SFR (between Silver and Bannie) RJ Second 4 68 62 6 
SFR (between Silver and Bannie) RK Second 1 68 63 5 
SFR (Charmast) RL First 0 76 74 2b 

SFR – Single-family residence 
NA – Not applicable 
a Does not meet the NAC 

b Not feasible 

 
The proposed barriers end roughly at Ellis Road. No noise 
sensitive receptors exist north of this area. The barrier was 
originally extended to Charleston Boulevard in order to 
encompass the First Presbyterian Church. Upon further 
inspection, it was concluded that the facility has no exterior 
frequent use areas.  

The proposed barrier configuration is feasible and reasonable. 
Table 3-18 summarizes reasonability calculations. 

The locations of the optimized barriers are depicted on 
Exhibit 3-11c, 3-11d, and 3-11e. There is an existing noise 
barrier west of I-15 between Sahara Avenue and the Wall Street 

 

Typical view of the only outdoor uses 
at the First Presbyterian Church.  
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overpass. The proposed barrier begins at 
the residences starting at Glen Heather 
Way. The land uses between Sahara and 
Glen Heather are not noise sensitive 
(commercial and training operations).  

Noise Barriers G6 and G7: Area of Alta 
Drive. The noise barrier reevaluation 
concluded that considering mitigation in 
the area of the formerly proposed 
barriers G6 and G7 is limited to south of 
Alta Drive and not warranted north of 
Alta Drive. Commercial development 
exists adjacent to I-15 in the area of Alta 
Drive and to the north and NSAs are 
not located in this area. In addition, the 
NAC was not met in the NSA west of 
the area north of Alta Drive (R39, R40, 
R41, and RX), based on this alone 
mitigation is not necessary. 

South of Alta Drive, the NAC was met 
at the Head Start and Desert Lane 
facilities. Barrier G6 was modeled to provide mitigation for these facilities. Barrier G7 did 
not provide additional mitigation for these benefitted receptors; therefore it was not feasible 
or necessary. Barrier G7 is shown 
on Draft EIS Exhibit 3-10 on the CD 
at the back of this document. 

Table 3-19 summarizes the 2030 
predicted noise levels associated 
with the preferred alternative and 
the optimized noise barrier G6.  
Table 3-20 summarizes 
reasonability calculations. 
Although the Head Start and 
Desert Lane Care facilities were 
designated as one dwelling unit 
each, the number of benefitted 
receivers was conservatively 
estimated to reflect the actual use 
of each facility. 

The location of the optimized barrier is depicted in Exhibit 3-11f. There is no existing noise 
barrier in this part of the study area. 

TABLE 3-18 

Summary of Barrier Reasonability: Noise Barrier G3 through G5 

Approximate length of barrier G3 4,685 ft 

Approximate length of barrier G4 500 ft  

Approximate length of barrier G5 1,167 ft  

Barrier height G3 14 ft 

Barrier height G4 14 ft 

Barrier height G5 16 ft 

Approximate area of barrier G3 65,590 ft2 

Approximate area of barrier G4 7,000 ft2 

Approximate area of barrier G5 18,672 ft2 

Approximate Total barrier area 91,262 ft2 

Benefitted dwelling units  129  

Benefitted residents 336  

Approximate Barrier cost ($47/ft2) $4,289,314  

Cost per benefitted resident  $12,766  

 

Current view of the exterior patient/resident areas at the Desert Lane Care 
Center. 
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TABLE 3-19  
Design Year 2030 Noise Levels: Barrier G6 

Type/Site Location 
Site 
No. 

Receiver  
Row 

No. of 
Dwelling 

Units 

Predicted Peak Hour Noise Levels 
No 

Barrier 
Leq 

(dBA) 

With 
Barrier 

Leq (dBA) 

Noise 
Reduction 

(dBA) 
School - UNLV (Hastings Avenue) R37 First 0 65a 0 0 

School - Head Start R38 First 1 68 60 8 

Desert Lane Care (outside courtyard) DL1 First 1 69 63 6 

Desert Lane Care (inside courtyard) DL2 First 0 66 59 7 

MFR - Pinto Apartments RM First 12 64a 58 6 

MFR - Mayan Plaza Apartments (south) R39 Second 0 62a NA NA 

MFR - Mayan Plaza Apartments (middle) R40 Second 0 61a NA NA 

MFR - Mayan Plaza Apartments (north) R41 Second 0 61a NA NA 

MFR - Town Villas Apartments RX Second 0 61a NA NA 

MFR – Multi-family residence 
NA – Not applicable 
a Does not meet the NAC 

Project NEON and Receptors along US 95  
There is a noise barrier adjacent to US 95 
(Exhibits 3-11i and 3-11j). Although the I-15 
project would not directly affect the barrier, 
the proposed I-15 HOV lanes that would tie 
into the US 95 HOV lanes at Rancho Drive 
would introduce a change in traffic 
operations that could have indirect impacts.  

The Draft EIS presented noise 
measurements at receptors R42 (Desert 
Park Apartments) and R43, R44, and R45 
(Rancho Verde Apartments). Receptor R42 
is east of the Desert Park Apartments and 
was used to illustrate the shielding effect of the existing sound wall. Receptor R42a was 
added as representative of the Desert Park Apartments’ area of exterior frequent human 
use. Table 3-21 presents the results of the mitigation evaluation. The receptors representing 
corresponding NAC Activity Areas are expected to have noise levels below the NAC in 2030 
using the existing barrier. Considering additional noise mitigation for US 95 due to Project 
NEON is not warranted. Altering the existing US 95 noise barrier, as mitigation for Project 
NEON, is not feasible. 

TABLE 3-20 

Summary of Barrier Reasonability: Noise Barrier G6 

Approximate length of barrier G6 1,100 ft 

Height of barrier G6 16 ft 

Approximate  area of barrier G6 17,600 ft2 

Benefitted dwelling units 14 

Estimated benefitted residents/occupants 65 

Barrier cost ($47/ ft2) $827,200  

Cost per benefitted resident  $12,726  



 3. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT, ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS, AND MITIGATION 

TB052009010MKE  3-63 

TABLE 3-21 
Design Year (2030) Noise Levels: Existing Noise Barrier at US 95 

Type/Site Location  Site No. 
Receiver 

Row 

No. of 
Dwelling 

Units 

Predicted Peak Hour Noise Levels 
(dBA) 

Without 
Existing Barrier 

Existing 
Barrier 

MFR–Desert Park 
Apartments—Street (for 
use in evaluating 
existing noise wall) 

R42 First 0 66 66 

MFR–Desert Park 
Apartments – exterior 
use area 

R42a First 56 62 62 

MFR–Rancho Verde R43 First 20 68 64a 

MFR–Rancho Verde R44 First 30 74 63a 

SFR–Shadow Lane R45 First 14 70 64a 

MFR–Rancho Verde RN Second 30 56a 55a 

MFR–Rancho Verde RP Second 50 62a 59a 

SFR–Diamond Drive RQ First 14 65a 59a 

SFR–Jade Drive RR First 14 66 60a 

SFR–Amber Drive RS First 6 65a 60a 

SFR–Amber Drive RT First 5 62a 59a 

SFR–Zircon Drive RU First 15 59a 58a 

SFR–Onyx Drive RV First 5 59a 59a 

MFR – Multi-family residence 
SFR – Single-family residence 

NA – Not applicable 
a Does not meet the NAC 

Construction Mitigation 

Construction equipment could 
generate short-term impacts during 
construction. To reduce potential 
construction noise impacts, the 
construction contract’s special 
provisions would require that 
motorized equipment be operated in 
compliance with all local, state, and 
federal laws and regulations relating 
to noise levels permissible within and 
adjacent to the project’s construction 
area. At a minimum, the special provisions would require that motorized construction 
equipment not be operated between 10 PM and 6 AM without prior written approval of the 
project engineer. All construction equipment would be required to have mufflers 
constructed in accordance with the equipment manufacturer’s specifications or a system of 
equivalent noise reducing capacity. Mufflers and exhaust systems would be required to be 
maintained in good operating conditions and free of leaks and holes. In addition, if feasible, 

 

Current view at the LVMPD Headquarter site. The Mayan Plaza 
Apartments are visible in the background. 
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new and replacement noise barriers could be constructed early in the project schedule to 
mitigate potential construction noise. 

3.11 Air Quality 
In accordance with the federal Clean Air Act, the United States Environmental Protection 
Agency (USEPA) has established primary and secondary national ambient air quality 
standards (NAAQS) for criteria air pollutants. Table 3-22 lists NAAQS for particulate matter 
with aerodynamic diameter equal or less than 10 micrometers, or microns (μm) (PM10), 
particulate matter with aerodynamic diameter equal or less than 2.5 μm (PM2.5), carbon 
monoxide, and ozone. The Clark County Department of Air Quality and Environmental 
Management (CCDAQEM) is the regulatory and enforcement agency in Clark County. 

TABLE 3-22 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Pollutant Averaging Period Primary Standards Secondary Standards 

Particulate matter (PM10) 24-hour 150 µg/m3 150 µg/m3 

Particulate mattera (PM2.5) 
Annual 15 µg/m3 15 µg/m3 
24-hour 35 µg/m3 35 µg/m3 

Carbon monoxide (CO) 
8-hour 9.0 ppm (10 mg/m3) None 
1-hour 35 ppm (40 mg/m3) None 

Ozone (O3) 8-hour 0.075 ppm 0.075 ppm 

Source: USEPA, 2009.  
mg/m3 – milligrams per cubic meter   
μg/m3 –  micrograms per cubic meter 
ppm – parts per million 

aNo methodologies for quantitatively determining impacts relating to PM2.5 have been developed or adopted by 
FHWA.  

3.11.1 Affected Environment 
The proposed project is located in Clark County (hydrographic area 212), where the cities of 
Las Vegas, North Las Vegas, and Henderson are collectively designated by USEPA as 
nonattainment for carbon monoxide and PM10 (USEPA, 2009). In September 2008, the 
CCDAQEM applied to USEPA to redesignate Clark County as being in attainment for 
carbon monoxide, to reflect that no carbon monoxide violations have occurred for several 
years. USEPA has also designated parts of Clark County as an 8-hour ozone nonattainment 
area. According to USEPA, the entire state of Nevada is either in attainment or 
unclassifiable status for PM2.5. Exhibit 3-12 shows the location of sensitive receptors within 
600 feet of the project. 

Ozone is a regional pollutant. Its precursors are emitted from numerous fixed and mobile 
sources. It is assessed in system-level planning in the development of state implementation 
plans. Ozone also is evaluated as a regional pollutant, using emission inventories for its 
precursors, nitrogen oxide and volatile organic compounds as part of the air quality 
conformity process by RTC.  
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CCDAQEM operates an extensive monitoring network in Clark County. Table 3-23 
summarizes the air quality data for the Las Vegas Valley. 

TABLE 3-23 
Maximum Measured Pollutant Concentrations—CCDAQEM Monitoring Network—Las Vegas Valley 

Pollutant 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 NAAQS 
Carbon monoxide (1-hour)  6.9 6.5 6.3 6.3 4.6 4.7 35 ppm 
Carbon monoxide (8-hour)  5.3 5.1 5.2 5.0 3.8 3.7 9 ppm 
PM10 (24-hour) 149 130 142 142 127 168 150 μg/m3 
PM2.5 (24-hour) – P98 32 30 29 24 23 22.5 35 μg/m3 
PM2.5 (annual) 11 10 10 9.4 10.3 9.1 15 μg/m3 
Ozone (8-hour) 0.089 0.081 0.089 0.085 0.085 0.080 0.075 ppm 

Note: Air quality data was taken from USEPA's AirData Web site for all Las Vegas Valley monitoring sites. 
(http://www.epa.gov/air/data/monvals.html?co~32003~Clark%20Co%2C%20Nevada) and are in units of the 
corresponding standard. The values for the 24-hour PM2.5 represent the 98th percentile used for attainment 
demonstration. The values for carbon monoxide and for PM10 represent the second maximum, which is the 
parameter used for attainment demonstration. The values for ozone represent the highest fourth maximum, the 
parameter used for ozone attainment demonstration. 

μg/m3 – micrograms per cubic meter 
NAAQS – national ambient air quality standards 
PM2.5 –  particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than 2.5 micrometers 
PM10 – particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than 10 micrometers 
ppm – parts per million 

3.11.2 Air Quality Impacts 
A memo located on the CD at the back of this EIS documents the air quality impact analysis 
in more detail. 

3.11.2.1 Carbon Monoxide 

According to USEPA’s conformity rule, a project-level conformity determination is required 
in carbon monoxide, PM10, and PM2.5  nonattainment and maintenance areas. Because the 
proposed project is located in a carbon monoxide nonattainment area, a carbon monoxide 
hot spot modeling analysis is required to determine if the project will cause any new 
violations of the carbon monoxide National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) or 
increase the frequency or severity of any existing violation. Based on USEPA’s Guideline for 
Modeling Carbon Monoxide from Roadway Intersections (USEPA, 1992), carbon monoxide 
dispersion modeling is required for signalized intersections in the project area where the 
level of service (LOS) is D or worse.  

The USEPA CAL3QHC dispersion model (version 2.0, February 21, 1995) was used for the 
analysis. Localized carbon monoxide effects were assessed by estimating the maximum 
ambient carbon monoxide concentrations near the intersections assumed to have the 
greatest potential effect for the build and No Build alternatives in the year of 2030. The 
predicted concentrations were compared to the carbon monoxide NAAQS to determine 
the compliance. 

Selection of Worst-case Intersections 
For the local and arterial roadways, Alternative G and Alternative H are not expected to have 
substantial difference in traffic conditions at affected intersections. Therefore the traffic data at 

http://www.epa.gov/air/data/monvals.html?co~32003~Clark%20Co%2C%20Nevada�
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the intersections and the consequent carbon monoxide hot spot analysis apply to both 
Alternatives G and H. 

Six intersections are expected to 
have a LOS of D or worse for the 
PM peak hour in the design year 
2030. Detailed information 
regarding traffic volume and delay 
at each affected intersection is 
presented in Table 3-24. The 
intersections were screened 
according to USEPA’s Carbon 
Monoxide Guideline (USEPA, 1992) 
to determine the worst-case 
intersections. The following four 
intersections represent the three 
intersections with highest volumes 
and three intersections with longest 
delay (two of the intersections were 
both a top three volume and a top 
three delay): 

 West Sahara Avenue and South 
Rancho Drive  

 West Sahara Avenue and I-15 
Northbound Ramp 

 Charleston Boulevard and South 
Main Street 

 Alta Drive and Martin Luther 
King Boulevard 

These four intersections were 
analyzed quantitatively in a hot spot analysis to determine localized carbon monoxide 
impacts. It is assumed that if no exceedances of carbon monoxide standards are expected for 
these worst case intersections, lower volume/delay intersections would also be in 
compliance with NAAQS. 

CAL3QHC Modeling 
Traffic volumes were used in the CAL3QHC modeling to estimate a 1-hour maximum 
carbon monoxide concentration. PM peak-hour traffic volumes were estimated using 
current traffic model and forecast data from the traffic analysis.  

Carbon monoxide emission factors were estimated for each vehicle speed evaluated in the 
analysis using USEPA’s MOBILE6.2 model (version 6.2, September 24, 2003). MOBILE6.2 
input files were provided by the CCDAQEM with input values specific to Clark County, 
including climate parameters, vehicle mix parameters, and fuel characteristics.  

TABLE 3-24 
Intersection LOS And Volume Summary 

Intersection 
Intersection 

LOS 

Total Entering 
Volume 

(vehicles per 
hour) 

Alta/NB Ramp C 2,658 
Charleston/NB Ramp B 8,147 
Charleston/SB Ramp C 6,479 
HOV Connector/Drop Ramps C 2,524 
Sahara/Rancho/SB Ramp Fa 12,563b 
Sahara/NB Ramp Fa 12,335 b 
Western/Wyoming/Oakey D 3,682 
Western/HOV Connector C 3,953 
Grand Central/South Jug 
Handle C 3,255 
Grand Central/North Jug 
Handle C 3,269 
Grand Central/Bonneville C 3,700 
Charleston/Jug Handles B 7,336 
Charleston/Commerce A 5,085 
Charleston/Main Fa 6,404 
Charleston/Shadow D 5,721 
Alta/MLK D 6,755 b 
MLK–Industrial/Wyoming 
Connector B 3,273 
Wyoming/Wyoming 
Connector B 2,709 

Source: CH2M HILL traffic analysis  
a Top 3 intersections based on worst LOS 
b  Top 3 intersections based on highest volume for intersections 
with LOS D or worse 
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Receptors were located at sites accessible to the public, generally near intersection corners 
and near each approach and departure link, according to USEPA’s Carbon Monoxide 
Guideline (USEPA, 1992). The receptors were placed no closer than 3 meters (10 feet) from 
the edge of the road at the corners and at distances of 25 and 50 meters (82 and 164 feet) 
from each corner along each approach and departure. 

As specified in the USEPA’s Carbon Monoxide Guideline, CAL3QHC was run with 
meteorological input parameters consisting of a 1-meter (3-foot) per-second wind speed, 
1,000-meter (3,250-foot) mixing 
height, and a neutral (Class D) 
atmosphere to simulate winter 
conditions, when elevated carbon 
monoxide concentrations most 
frequently occur. Class D stability is 
recommended in USEPA’s Carbon 
Monoxide Guideline for urban 
areas. Other modeling parameters 
used in CAL3QHC are presented in 
Table 3-25. 

Carbon Monoxide Hotspot Results 
CAL3QHC provides 1-hour average carbon monoxide concentrations in its output. To 
obtain the 8-hour carbon monoxide concentrations, a persistent factor of 0.7 was used to 
adjust the 1-hour concentrations to 8-hour concentrations.  

The modeled 1-hour and 8-hour carbon monoxide concentrations were added to a 
background carbon monoxide concentration to determine the maximum predicted carbon 
monoxide concentration at each intersection. To be conservative, the maximum 1-hour and 
8-hour carbon monoxide concentrations monitored in Clark County, during the three most 
recent years were used as the background concentrations in the project area.  

Table 3-26 summarizes the CAL3QHC modeling results for carbon monoxide under 
Alternatives G and H and the No-Build Alternative. Carbon monoxide concentrations at 
all modeled 
intersections will be 
below the 1-hour and 
8-hour carbon 
monoxide NAAQS. 
Therefore, the project 
would neither cause 
new violations of the 
1-hour or 8-hour 
carbon monoxide 
NAAQS in future 
years, nor increase the 
frequency or severity of 
any existing violation.  

TABLE 3-25 
Summary of CAL3QHC Inputs 

Description Value 
Surface roughness coefficient 175 cma 
Signal type Actuatedb 
Intersection arrival rate Average progressionb 
Saturation flow rate Provided by traffic model output 
Clearance lost time 2 secondsb 
a Surface roughness recommended in the User’s Guide (USEPA, 
1995). 
b Values recommended by USEPA guidance (USEPA, 1992). 

TABLE 3-26  
Maximum Carbon Monoxide Concentrations at Hot Spot Intersections 

 Concentration (ppm) 

Intersection 
Alt G and H 

1-hour 
No-Build 
1-hour 

Alt G and H 
8-hour 

No-Build 
8-hour 

Sahara and Rancho 11.2 11.2 8.5 8.5 
Sahara and NB Ramp 10.9 11.1 8.3 8.5 
Charleston and Main 9.6 9.9 7.4 7.6 
Alta and MLK 9.4 9.4 7.3 7.3 
Carbon Monoxide 
NAAQS 35 35 9 9 

Source: CAL3QHC Model Results.  
Results apply to Alternative G and Alternative H. 
The results include 1-hour background concentration of 6.6 ppm and 8-hour 
background concentration of 5.3 ppm, the maximum carbon monoxide 
concentrations measured in Clark County during the most recent 3 years, at 
2501 Sunrise Avenue monitoring station.  
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3.11.2.2 Particulate Matter 

Sources of PM10 during operation of the proposed project include vehicle exhaust, brake and 
tire wear, and re-entrained road dust. PM10 emissions from vehicle exhaust typically are 
highest when vehicles are idling. The build alternatives would increase capacity along I-15, 
which would reduce vehicle idling time, thereby reducing emissions of PM10. The proposed 
project is included in the regional transportation plan; therefore, it is included in Clark 
County’s air quality modeling efforts for the region, as provided in the CCDAQEM PM10 Plan. 

On March 10, 2006, USEPA issued amendments to the Transportation Conformity Rule to 
address localized impacts of particulate matter: PM2.5 and PM10 Hot-Spot Analyses in Project-
level Transportation Conformity Determinations for the New PM2.5 and Existing PM10 National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards(71 FR 12468). This amendment requires the assessment of 
localized air quality impacts in PM2.5 and PM10 nonattainment and maintenance areas for 
projects of air quality concern which are defined as: 

 New or expanded highway projects that have a significant number of or significant 
increase in diesel vehicles 

− The percentage of diesel trucks on I-15 is in the 4-5 percent range based on NDOT 
vehicle classification data. This is below 8 percent diesel vehicles cited in USEPA’s 
March 2006 conformity rule amendment.  

− By relieving congestion (see Section 2) the proposed action would attract vehicles 
from local streets to I-15; local street traffic tends to have a lower percentage of diesel 
vehicles, which would reduce the percentage of diesel vehicles on I-15. 

− Therefore this project is not expected to result in a significant number or significant 
increase in the number of diesel vehicles.  

 Projects affecting intersections that are at LOS D, E, or F with a significant number of 
diesel vehicles, or those that will change to LOS D, E, or F because of increased traffic 
volumes from a significant number of diesel vehicles related to the project 

− The proposed action would improve LOS at several ramp terminal/crossroad 
intersections and also improve LOS on mainline I-15. Under the No-Build 
Alternative 14 intersections will operate at LOS D, E, or F in the PM peak period in 
2030. Under Preferred Alternative G eight intersections would operate at LOS D, E, 
or F in the PM peak period in 2030.  

 New bus and rail terminals and transfer points that have a significant number of diesel 
vehicles congregating at a single location 

− No new bus or rail terminals would be constructed under the proposed action; 
therefore, this criterion does not apply to the proposed action. 

 Expanded bus and rail terminals and transfer points that significantly increase the 
number of diesel vehicles congregating at a single location 

− No bus or rail terminals would be expanded under the proposed action; therefore 
this criterion does not apply to the proposed action. 
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 Projects in or affecting locations, areas, or categories of sites which are identified in the 
PM2.5 or PM10 applicable implementation plan or implementation plan submission, as 
appropriate, as sites of violation or possible violation 

− The CCDAQEM stated that I-15 is not a roadway of concern for implementing its SIP 
for reaching PM10 attainment (CCDAQEM, 2009). 

Although the proposed project is located in a PM10 nonattainment area, it would not be 
considered a project of air quality concern based on the above criteria. The project would be 
unlikely to cause any PM10 hotspot during its operation, and so a detailed PM10 hotspot 
analysis is not required. 

Given that I-15 is not sanded or salted during the year, the roadway will have very low 
surface silt loading. In addition, NDOT complies with Clark County’s enforceable PM10 state 
implementation plan requirements to control emissions from paved roads, which include 
frequent sweeping of all freeways in Clark County using PM10-compliant equipment and 
stabilization of soil and road shoulders and medians. 

These measures will reduce the PM10 increment associated with operation of the proposed 
project. 

3.11.2.3 Mobile Source Air Toxics 

Introduction. In the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments (CAAAs), 188 hazardous air pollutants 
(HAPs) were identified. Of the identified HAPs, USEPA identified a group of 21 MSATs. 
USEPA considers the MSATs to have the potential to cause serious health and 
environmental impacts. MSATs are emitted from such sources as highway vehicles (i.e., 
cars, trucks, and buses), aircraft, marine vessels, locomotives, and construction equipment. 
In February 2006, FHWA released Interim Guidance to its state division offices on when and 
how MSAT emissions should be addressed in environmental documents for federally 
funded highway projects (FHWA, 2006). In September 2009 FHWA released Interim 
Guidance Update on Mobile Source Air Toxic Analysis in NEPA Documents (FHWA, 2009). 

Traffic volume forecasts, which were modeled using the 2004 population growth and land-use 
assumptions for the Las Vegas Valley (Parsons, 2008c), indicate that the 2030 annual average 
daily traffic (AADT) along most segments of the Project NEON corridor will exceed 200,000 
vehicles per day. (Note: The 2004 traffic forecast was updated in 2008 for Clark County, after 
the traffic analysis had been finished for Project NEON. However the vehicle volumes of the 
2004 and 2008 forecast are not significantly different throughout the study area. Therefore, the 
updates of traffic forecast in 2008 are not expected to change the conclusion of the MSAT 
analysis.) 

The FHWA Interim Guidance Update sets forth a tiered approach for evaluating potential 
impacts of MSAT emissions for transportation projects. Because capacity improvements are 
planned for the project corridor, and because the 2030 AADT will exceed 150,000 vehicles 
per day, FHWA recommends that MSAT emissions be quantitatively assessed as part of the 
NEPA process; therefore, in accordance with the FHWA Interim Guidance Update, NDOT 
performed a quantitative MSAT emission burden analysis for the project. 

MSAT Analysis Methodology. Air toxics analysis is an ongoing area of research by USEPA 
and FHWA. The agencies are developing strategies and procedures for modeling ambient 
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concentrations of MSATs at the project level (FHWA, 2006). Acceptable methods to predict 
the ambient concentrations of MSATs for specific transportation projects or near specific 
roadside locations are not currently available. Acceptable methods to predict how MSATs 
disperse are also currently unavailable. The current modeling tools were developed and 
validated for predicted episodic concentrations of carbon monoxide and compliance with 
the NAAQS. In addition, project-specific MSAT background concentrations do not exist.  

These shortcomings prevent predicting meaningful exposure patterns to assess potential 
health risks. Deriving useful conclusions regarding project-specific health effects are 
hindered by current techniques in exposure to assessment and risk analysis. Considering the 
need to use unsupported assumptions in exposure patterns, uncertainties associated with 
estimating MSAT toxicity, and lacking methods to predict concentrations and dispersion, 
any predicted difference in health impacts between alternatives is likely to be much smaller 
than the uncertainties associated with predicting the impacts. A detailed discussion of the 
unavailable information and uncertainties involved with the MSAT analysis is presented in 
Appendix F. 

USEPA and FHWA are conducting a study of vehicle emissions in Las Vegas8. During the 
year-long study, USEPA researchers will work with FHWA to gather information to better 
understand the relationship between traffic emissions and roadway-related air pollution 
concentrations at various distances from the roadway. Study results will be used to inform 
future research such as air-quality modeling, health studies, and evaluations of risk-
management alternatives. The Las Vegas study is part of a USEPA/FHWA joint program 
formally called the National Near Roadway Mobile Source Air Toxics Study—a project focused 
on providing the scientific knowledge and understanding needed to identify the most 
effective strategies and tools to control exposure to air pollution, including natural and 
manmade mitigation strategies to protect people who live, work or go to school nearby  
(e.g., placement of vegetation or manmade barriers near roadways). It is possible to evaluate 
MSAT emission trends for larger projects and determine whether meaningful differences in 
MSAT emission levels occur over time or between the No-Build Alternative and the build 
alternatives. 

USEPA has established seven priority MSATs, defined as those most likely to present the 
highest risk to human health. The priority MSATs include the volatile organic compounds: 
benzene, formaldehyde, acrolein, 1,3 butadiene, naphthalene, polycyclic organic matter and 
diesel particulate matter. Diesel particulate matter is a fine aerosol composed of solid and 
liquid particles. 

Nature of Emissions Analysis. Claggett and Miller (2005) formulated a methodology for use by 
state DOTs and Metropolitan Planning Organizations to evaluate the relative MSAT emissions 
for transportation project alternatives. To conduct an emissions analysis, one calculates emission 
factors for each of the various pollutants, grams (or milligrams)/vehicle miles traveled [VMT]), 
which are then multiplied by the daily VMT for each affected roadway link or segment. This 
calculation gives the daily mass emission rate (in grams or milligrams) for the seven priority 
pollutants, which are summed to get the total daily MSAT emissions for that link or segment. 

                                                      
8 http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/airtoxicmsat/nrves08.htm. 
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USEPA’s MOBILE6.2 Emission Factor Model is able to calculate emission factors for the 
seven priority MSATs, and it is recommended by FHWA for quantitative MSAT emission 
assessments. Emission factors for most MSATs vary as a function of speed, vehicle mix, fuel 
composition (i.e., aromatic and sulfur content), and daily fluctuations in temperature. Input 
parameters specific to Clark County were used to run MOBILE6.2. 

A comprehensive, detailed traffic demand analysis for the project was used to calculate 
MOBILE6.2 emission factors (Parsons, 2008c; CH2M HILL 2009). The emissions analysis for 
this project includes highway segments slated for improvement as part of Project NEON. 
Road segments beyond the project corridor are included because MOBILE6.2 is a regional-
scale model. 

3.11.2.4 Project-Level MSAT Burden Analysis Results 
This subsection discusses the results of the MSAT burden analysis for the facilities affected 
by the proposed project. The “emissions burden” is the total mass emissions of an air 
contaminant, or group of air contaminants, for a specified period of time. In this case, the 
pollutants of interest are the priority MSATs emitted. 

MSAT impacts from the proposed project were assessed by comparing the emission rates 
for the no-build and build conditions for various horizon years. A specific MSAT emissions 
burden analysis was performed for both build alternatives (Claggett and Miller 2005).  

Exhibit 3-13 presents charts showing the relative daily MSAT emissions by segment for the 
No-Build Alternative and the build alternatives. The years covered are 2006, 2020 (estimated 
completion of construction), and 2030 (project design year). Segmental MSAT emissions are 
affected by vehicle speeds and VMT, both of which can vary considerably. Segmental MSAT 
emissions of the build alternatives in 2020 and 2030 are predicted to decrease by 58 to 
89 percent from the 2006 emission level for the I-15 mainline segments. Emissions from the 
build alternatives are predicted to be 19 to 77 percent less than the No-Build Alternative in 
2020 and 23 to 77 percent less in 2030.  

Table 3-27 presents the total MSAT emissions from the collection of I-15 mainline segments 
and C-D road or direct connector roadway segments. In general, there will be minor 
differences in MSAT emissions between the build alternatives for each analysis year. While 
collective MSAT emissions show an overall decrease from 2006 to 2030 for both the  
No-Build Alternative and the build alternatives, the build alternatives achieve greater 
reductions of 68 to 71 percent. MSAT emissions are predicted to be 37 to 43 percent less for 
the build alternatives compared to the No-Build Alternative in 2030. The trend of decreasing 
MSAT emissions for the alternatives analyzed is consistent with USEPA projections that 
MSAT emissions will decrease over the next 15 years. 

Appendix F (Tables 5 and 6) contains details of the MSAT emission calculations and 
breakdowns of each MSAT.  
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TABLE 3-27 
Project NEON Corridor—MSATs 
 

 
 

3.11.2.5 Conclusions 

The proposed project would relieve traffic congestion along the I-15 corridor, which would 
lower emissions of air pollutants. Since the ambient concentrations of MSATs and other air 
contaminants are related to their mass emission rates, these results suggest that the ambient 
concentrations of MSATs attributable to operation of the freeway would be lower in the 
future, which would improve air quality. MSAT emission trends for the project show that 
total emissions are projected to decrease over time for both the No-Build Alternative and 
build alternatives. The build alternatives would achieve a greater reduction in emissions 
and provide a greater improvement in air quality. Total MSATs would decrease by over 
68 percent from 2006 to 2030 for the build alternatives. In addition, emissions from the build 
alternatives are predicted to be 37 to 43 percent less than the No-Build Alternative. 
Therefore, the project would result in an overall reduction of MSAT emissions within the 
project area. 

In summary, implementation of the project would result in improvements of air quality by 
improving the efficiency of vehicle movement through surrounding communities. MSAT 
emissions would decrease for the build alternatives in future years compared to the existing 
condition and No-Build Alternative on each segment of the I-15 mainline.  

If the study-area freeway system is widened and, as a result, becomes closer to some 
receptors, the localized level of MSAT emissions could be higher than if the freeway were not 
widened. This could be offset due to increases in speeds and reductions in congestion (which 
are associated with lower MSAT emissions). However, the concentrations and duration of 
exposures are uncertain and the health effects from these emissions cannot be reliably 
estimated. Changes in proximity associated with the project would not offset the reduction in 
emissions. Locations along the project corridor would experience future MSAT concentrations 
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significantly lower than current levels. MSATs would be lower in other locations when traffic 
shifts away from local streets. In addition, on a regional basis, USEPA’s vehicle and fuel 
regulations, coupled with fleet turnover, over time will cause substantial reductions that will 
cause regionwide MSAT levels to be significantly lower than today. 

3.11.2.6 Regional and National Mitigating Factors 

A mitigation factor for reducing future MSAT emissions is implementation of USEPA’s 
diesel emission control and fuel sulfur standards. For the U.S. as a whole, MSATs will be 
reduced by 68 percent between 2000 and 2020 (see Table 3-28). These projected reductions 
are a result of newly enacted control programs for MSATs that include more stringent 
heavy-duty diesel engine emission standards and on-highway diesel fuel sulfur 
requirements (Claggett and Miller 2005). The reductions in MSATs will be realized despite 
the nationwide 64 percent growth in VMT. Moreover, there will be additional reductions in 
MSATs, particularly for benzene, resulting from USEPA-mandated restrictions in the 
aromatic content of gasoline and from standards for portable fuel containers (USEPA 2007). 

TABLE 3-28 
U.S. Annual Vehicle Miles Traveled vs. Mobile Source Air Toxics Emissions (2000–2020) 

 
Source: Federal Highway Administration 

On a regional scale, additional MSAT reductions would come from restrictions on the 
aromatic content of gasoline, plus reductions in exhaust and evaporative emissions from 
gasoline-powered passenger vehicles. These federal standards would provide tangible air 
quality benefits for the Las Vegas Valley.  

Furthermore, NDOT has made funding available to the Clark County School District to 
retrofit part of its diesel bus fleet with emissions-reduction technology. NDOT also 
implemented a comprehensive idling reduction outreach program in Clark County during 
2007. These NDOT initiatives will achieve additional MSAT reductions, particularly for 
diesel particulate matter, throughout the Las Vegas urbanized area. 
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3.11.3 Project-Level Mitigation 
The analysis presented here indicates there would be no adverse air quality impacts as a 
result of the proposed project; therefore, no project-level mitigation measures are required.  

3.11.4 Project Conformity 
Two requirements must be satisfied to meet the project-level transportation conformity for a 
federal transportation project to move forward in a carbon monoxide and PM10 non-
attainment area. First, the proposed project must come from a conforming transportation 
plan and transportation improvement program (TIP) that conforms to the State 
Implementation Plan (SIP) (40 CFR 93.115(a)). Conformity with the SIP means projects 
contained in the TIP will not worsen air quality or delay attainment of air quality standards. 
Second, the proposed project must not cause or contribute to new violations or worsen 
existing violations or delay attainment of the NAAQS for carbon monoxide and PM10, which 
is demonstrated by performing project-level hotspot analyses for these pollutants (40 CFR 
93.116). Project NEON is included in the 2009–2030 regional transportation plan (RTP), 
which was approved and adopted by RTC on November 13, 2008. The RTC has determined 
that the RTP conforms to the SIP for carbon monoxide, PM10, and ozone. The RTC received a 
formal conformity determination on the 2009–2030 RTP and 2009–2012 TIP from FHWA and 
FTA in March 2009.  

Project NEON is in the approved regional transportation plan in four phases:9 

 Phase 1, RTP Project Number 4149—Construct 4-lane system-to-system direct connect  
I-15 HOV ramps, including add/drop lanes at Oakey/Wyoming and widening I-15 to 
accommodate HOV ramps.  

 Phase 2, RTP Project Number 184—Construct a 6-lane overpass across I-15 connecting 
Martin Luther King Boulevard and Industrial Road.  

 Phase 3, RTP Project Number 4161—Construct southbound I-15 collector-distributor 
roads with new bridges carrying I-15 over Alta, Charleston, and Oakey/Wyoming.  

 Phase 4, RTP Project Number 4162—Construct northbound I-15 collector-distributor 
roads with new bridges carrying I-15 over Sahara, Oakey/Wyoming, Charleston and 
northbound off ramps to Alta Drive.  

The 2009–2012 TIP includes preliminary engineering and right-of-way acquisition for 
Project NEON Phase 1 and 2.  

The analysis above shows that the proposed project operation would not create new 
violations or worsen existing violations or delay attainment of the NAAQS for carbon 

                                                      
9 Section 2.3 notes that Project NEON would be implemented in five phases rather than four phases. Phases 1 and 2 are 
consistent between the NDOT and the regional transportation plan. The difference is that in NDOT’s latest Project NEON 
phasing plan (developed after the 2009-2030 regional transportation plan was approved) the I-15 construction is broken into 
three phases (phases 3, 4 and 5) rather than two in the regional transportation plan (phases 3 and 4). Phases 3, 4 and 5 in 
NDOT's latest phasing plan presented in Section 2.3 include the same elements as the RTP's Phase 3 and 4. As noted in 
Section 2, one of the Advantages of Alternatives G and H is they give NDOT more flexibility to construct the project in smaller 
construction packages based on funding availability. All Project NEON elements are in both the RTP and in NDOT’s phasing 
plan; the NDOT phasing plan is simply more up to date based on recent alternative refinements than the RTP, which was 
approved in October 2008. The RTP will be updated in future years to reflect the latest NDOT phasing plan.  
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monoxide or PM10. As determined from CCDAQEM monitoring data, no recent violations of 
the NAAQS for these pollutants have been reported.  

Project NEON is included in a conforming transportation plan and TIP; therefore the project 
would not cause any adverse regional impacts. Operation of the project would not cause 
new violations or worsen existing violations of the federal standards for carbon monoxide 
and PM10. Consequently, the project would meet the project-level transportation conformity 
requirements.  

3.11.5 Construction Impacts 
Construction impacts were evaluated qualitatively due to the limited availability of detailed 
information regarding equipment staging during construction. Construction is not expected 
to last longer than 5 years at any location in the study area. Therefore, a project-level 
conformity analysis is not required, and construction emissions do not need to be accounted 
for in a hotspot analysis per 40 CFR 93.123(c)(5). 

Demolition and construction can result in short-term increases in dust and equipment-
related particulate emissions in and around the project area. Equipment-related particulate 
emissions could be minimized if the equipment is well maintained. Potential air quality 
impacts would be short-term, occurring only while demolition and construction work is in 
progress and local conditions are appropriate. 

Air quality impacts during construction would be generated by motor vehicle, machinery, 
and particulate emissions resulting from earthwork and other construction activities. 
Construction vehicle activity and disruption of normal traffic flow may result in increased 
motor vehicle emissions within certain areas. Construction vehicle emission impacts could 
be mitigated by implementing and maintaining a comprehensive traffic control plan, 
enforcing emission standards for gasoline and diesel construction equipment, and 
stipulating that unnecessary idling and equipment operation be avoided.  

Several air quality construction mitigation best practices are available to assist in reducing 
diesel emission impacts from construction equipment. Offroad diesel engines can contribute 
significantly to the levels of particulate matter and nitrogen oxides in the air. In recent years, 
USEPA has set emissions standards for engines used in most new construction equipment. 
However, construction equipment can last a long time, and it may take several years before 
all equipment is equipped with engines that meet USEPA standards. To address this, 
several strategies can be implemented to reduce emissions from the older engines that are in 
operation today.  

Reductions in pollutant emissions from older offroad diesel engines can be obtained through 
such strategies as reducing idling, properly maintaining equipment, using cleaner fuel, and 
retrofitting diesel engines with diesel emission control devices. By reducing unnecessary 
idling at the construction site, emissions would be reduced and fuel would be saved. Proper 
maintenance of diesel engines will allow them to perform better and emit less pollution by 
burning fuel more efficiently. Switching to fuels that contain lower levels of sulfur reduces 
particulate matter. Using ultra-low sulfur diesel does not require equipment changes or 
modification. Fuels that contain a lower level of sulfur tend to increase the effectiveness of 
retrofit technologies. Retrofitting offroad construction equipment with diesel emission control 
devices can reduce particulate matter, nitrogen oxides, carbon monoxide, hydrocarbons, and 
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other air pollutants. Diesel particulate filters can be used to physically trap and oxidize 
particulate matter in the exhaust stream and diesel oxidation catalysts can be used to oxidize 
pollutants in the exhaust stream (USEPA 2008).  

Impacts associated with fugitive dust generated by construction would be mitigated by 
standard dust control measures. Such measures include frequent watering of construction 
sites with large expanses of exposed soil, watering debris generated during the demolition 
of existing structures, washing construction vehicle tires before they leave construction sites, 
and securing and covering equipment and loose materials before transport. Dust control 
during construction would be accomplished in accordance with the latest version of 
NDOT’s Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction, which requires the 
application of water or other dust control measures during road construction. Furthermore, 
as required by the Transportation Control Measures of the 2001 PM10 SIP, the construction 
would comply, as applicable, with Transportation Construction Rules 90–94 (Clark County 
Air Quality Regulations Sections 90–94). 

3.11.6 Indirect Impacts 
The project would not violate NAAQS, and MSAT emissions would be lower under the 
build alternatives. As a result there would be no indirect air quality impacts.  

3.12 Hazardous Material 

3.12.1 Study Methodology and Regulatory Standards and Criteria 
The Hazardous Waste and Materials Assessment prepared by NDOT (2005a) identified 
properties within the project area that may have adverse environmental conditions relating 
to the presence of hazardous materials or wastes. The study was conducted with the aid of a 
commercial environmental database search (see Hazardous Waste and Materials Assessment on 
the CD at the back of the document). Historical aerial photographs of the project site were 
reviewed at the University of Nevada Reno. The photographs did not reveal any evidence of 
past or present adverse environmental conditions not already known. Historical fire 
insurance maps prepared by the Sanborn Fire Insurance Company were also reviewed to 
evaluate prior site use. The review of fire insurance maps did not reveal any evidence of 
past or present adverse environmental impacts. Finally, a windshield survey of the project 
site to inspect and verify information in the database search report was conducted to 
determine if there are properties that were not reported and to assess conditions of sites that 
were reported to be adversely affected. 

The federal government regulates hazardous wastes through the Resource Conservation 
and Recovery Act of 1976 and the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, 
and Liability Act of 1980, and amendments thereto, and by implementing federal 
regulations in Title 40 of the CFR. In addition, the state of Nevada regulates hazardous 
materials and wastes through sections of the Nevada Revised Statutes and Nevada 
Administrative Code, Chapter 459. 
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3.12.2 Existing Conditions 
Sites with known or suspected hazardous waste or material contamination were identified 
and evaluated to assess potential project impacts. Sites that are known or suspected to be 
contaminated with hazardous wastes because of historical use, storage, or release of 
hazardous materials at the site were assessed. The database search identified 280 sites listed 
in federal and state environmental databases within the search distance of 250 feet of the 
project corridor. Of those, 67 sites are within the project area and are listed for one or more 
of the following environmental conditions: 

 Underground storage tanks (UST) that have been closed permanently 

 USTs that are in use; all except one are double-walled USTs, and one is lined 

 Registered small quantity generators of hazardous waste with no violations or with 
violations that have been closed 

 Sites on the state’s Corrective Action Case list for past releases, all of which are closed 

 Closed leaking underground storage tanks (LUSTs) 

 Active LUST sites 

The NDOT study identified four sites with adverse environmental conditions that are either 
within the project limits or nearby. The four sites are listed as LUST active sites. As of 
March 2006 (Parsons, 2006b), two of the four active LUST sites have been closed. The 
following two LUST sites are still active: 

 Texaco Station #0151, 1500 West Charleston Boulevard 
 Deluca Liquors, 2548 West Desert Inn Road 

In both cases, soil and groundwater have been affected by releases of gasoline and diesel 
fuels. The Texaco station, located underneath the proposed section of I-15 on Charleston 
Boulevard, would be acquired under the build alternatives. The DeLuca Liquors site, west 
of 1-15 along Desert Inn Road, would not be acquired. 

3.12.3 Hazardous Material Impacts 
Upon completion of the project, traffic operations on the proposed project would not 
normally result in the generation of hazardous wastes that would affect the operation of the 
roadway. Likewise, traffic on the project would not affect the DeLuca Liquors site near the 
project area. There would be no difference among the build alternatives in terms of 
operational impacts. 

40 CFR Section 61 Subpart M governs asbestos air emissions during demolition and 
renovation projects. Before any structure can be demolished surveys must be conducted to 
identify asbestos-containing materials (ACM) for appropriate actions. 

3.12.4 Construction Impacts 
Hazardous wastes encountered during construction of the build alternative would result in 
unavoidable adverse impacts if the wastes are not managed properly or if releases to the 
environment occur without appropriate cleanup. Federal and state laws and regulations 
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provide stringent control over hazardous waste management, as well as prevention and 
response to spills and releases. Construction would be required to comply with all 
hazardous waste laws and regulations. 

No-Build Alternative. Under the No-Build Alternative, existing conditions would remain 
unchanged, the Texaco station site would not be acquired, and no construction impacts 
would occur. Investigative and remediation activities at the Texaco station and DeLuca 
Liquors sites would continue. 

Build Alternatives. Under the build alternatives, the Texaco station site would be acquired as 
part of the right-of-way to construct I-15 over Charleston Boulevard. Depending on the 
construction and site remediation schedules, investigative activities and remediation 
activities at the Texaco station may have to be suspended until completion of the I-15 bridge 
construction. Contaminated soils may be removed from the site during construction.  

In addition, insignificant quantities of hazardous wastes may be generated from onsite 
repair and maintenance of vehicles and construction equipment. 

3.12.5 Indirect Impacts 
Because the direct effects of the project are minor, no indirect effects are expected.  

3.12.6 Mitigation Measures 
Contaminated soil excavated from construction areas and generated hazardous wastes 
would need to be analyzed before disposal to determine disposal options. Contaminated 
soil and potential hazardous wastes determined to contain hazardous and toxic materials in 
excess of applicable criteria would be managed and disposed of in accordance with 
applicable local, state, and federal hazardous waste regulations. Surveys would be 
conducted to identify ACM for appropriate action before disturbing the ACM or 
demolishing structures. Efforts would be made to recycle non-hazardous materials in 
accordance with USEPA guidelines. 

3.13 Cultural Resources 

3.13.1 Native American Consultation 
The Native American Consultation Report for Project NEON, completed by NDOT on June 7, 
2006 (see Appendix A), documents consultations with the Las Vegas Indian Center and the 
Las Vegas Paiute, Moapa Paiute, and Pahrump Paiute tribes. The consultations determined 
the tribes have no outstanding concerns regarding the project as proposed. The tribes asked to 
be notified if inadvertent discoveries of objects known to be of concern to Native Americans 
were located.  

3.13.2 Identification of Existing Cultural Resources 

3.13.2.1 Archaeological 

Archaeological investigations were conducted to fulfill responsibilities for identifying, 
recording, and managing cultural resources as stipulated under Section 106 of the National 
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Historic Preservation Act of 1966. Section 106 of the Act requires federal agencies to take into 
account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties and afford the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation a reasonable opportunity to comment on such undertakings. 
The project area is nearly all well-developed interstate right-of-way consisting of built-up 
earthen highway grades, bladed interchanges, bladed shoulders and medians, and a complex 
utility and drainage infrastructure. No areas remain that are undisturbed or not buried within 
the existing right-of-way. A heavily developed city center surrounds the right-of way. Areas 
beyond the right-of-way but within the current Project NEON archaeology area of potential 
effects (APE) that were not developed before March 2008 were surveyed for archaeological 
resources. The APE for the archaeological study includes areas of reasonably anticipated 
direct and indirect impacts. All these areas exhibited moderate to very severe ground 
disturbance, precluding the presence of undisturbed archaeological deposits. 

No new archaeological resources were identified within the project area. Archaeological 
properties previously identified within the project APE have been mitigated as part of 
earlier NDOT/FHWA projects or destroyed by nearly 30 years of private residential and 
commercial development.  

3.13.2.2 Historic Sites 

NDOT investigated historic properties to identify possible historically significant structures 
within the APE of improvements to the study-area freeway system. The APE for historic 
resources encompasses parcels adjacent to I-15 between Sirius Avenue at the southern end 
and Bonanza Road at the northern end. The direct APE includes the area of improvements 
proposed by the build alternatives. In keeping with NDOT and SHPO standards, the APE for 
historic structures includes improved parcels immediately adjacent to the project limits and 
improved parcels bordering vacant lots that are immediately adjacent to the project limits 
(Exhibit 3-14). Parcels that would be visually affected by the project are also included. The 
Nevada SHPO concurred with the APE by letter dated June 3, 2008 (see Appendix A).  

Structures are historically significant if listed in the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) or meet criteria for eligibility to the Register. Eligibility criteria for structures are 
summarized as follows: 

 Criterion A—Structures associated with events that have made a significant contribution 
to broad patterns of our history 

 Criterion B—Structures associated with the lives of persons significant in our past 

 Criterion C—Structures that embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or 
method of construction, or that represent the work of a master, or that possess high 
artistic values, or that represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose 
components may lack individual distinction 

The APE comprises 799 properties on 706 acres. The architectural inventory of those 
properties showed that 359 were buildings built during or before 1965 and therefore 
evaluated for historical significance. As a result of evaluation, 99 properties, and one historic 
district, were determined to be eligible for listing on the NRHP.  



I-15 FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT AND SECTION 4(F) EVALUATION  

3-80 TB052009010MKE 

The complete listing of properties evaluated, eligibility criteria, and descriptions of 
properties can be found in the Architectural Inventory: I-15 Project NEON from Sirius Avenue to 
West Bonanza Road (NDOT 2008b) on the CD at the back of the document.  

3.13.3 Cultural Resource Impacts 

3.13.3.1 Archaeological 

The archaeological assessment of the project APE is negative, resulting in “no historic 
properties affected” determination for archaeological impacts as set forth in 36 CFR 800 
(NDOT 2008a). “Historic properties” include archaeological sites. The Nevada State Historic 
Preservation Officer (SHPO) concurred with this determination in a letter dated 
September 12, 2008 (Appendix A). 

3.13.3.2 Historic Sites 

The build alternatives would adversely affect 2310 NRHP-eligible properties (Table 3-29 and 
Exhibits 4-1 and 4-2). They would introduce new visual, atmospheric, or audible elements that 
would diminish the integrity of 13 NRHP properties. Visual impacts would be mitigated. 
Apart from 23 properties that would be demolished, the proposed project would not: 

 Alter NRHP-eligible properties 

 Remove NRHP-eligible properties from their historic locations 

 Change the character of use or of physical features within the settings that contribute to 
the historic significance of the NRHP-eligible properties 

 Result in neglect of the NRHP-eligible properties 

 Result in the transfer, lease, or sale of property out of federal ownership of the NRHP-
eligible properties 

NDOT and FHWA requested concurrence from SHPO with the determination of eligibility 
and effect by letter dated June 13, 2008 (see Appendix A). The SHPO has concurred with the 
findings of NRHP eligibility and the findings of adverse effect (for 24 NRHP properties) and 
no adverse effect (for 13 additional NRHP properties visually, atmospherically, or audibly 
affected) by letter dated September 12, 2008 (see Appendix A).  

TABLE 3-29 
Summary of Adversely Affected NRHP-Eligible Properties 

Property Location/Subdivision NRHP Status Impact 

1000 Desert Lane Buena Vista Addition Eligible A, C Potential full acquisition 
1001 Desert Lane Buena Vista Addition Eligible A, C Potential full acquisition 
1010 Desert Lane Buena Vista Addition Eligible A, C Potential full acquisition 
1011 Desert Lane Buena Vista Addition Eligible A, C Potential full acquisition 
1016 Desert Lane Buena Vista Addition Eligible A, C Potential full acquisition 
1020 Desert Lane Buena Vista Addition Eligible A, C Potential full acquisition 

                                                      
10 The Draft EIS noted 24 buildings would be adversely affected. A March 2010 field review indicated that one of the 24 has 
been demolished by others.  
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TABLE 3-29 
Summary of Adversely Affected NRHP-Eligible Properties 

Property Location/Subdivision NRHP Status Impact 

1021 Desert Lane Buena Vista Addition Eligible A, C Potential full acquisition 
1024 Desert Lane Buena Vista Addition Eligible A, C Potential full acquisition 
1025 Desert Lane Buena Vista Addition Eligible A, C Potential full acquisition 
1508 Hastings Avenue Buena Vista Addition Eligible A, C Potential full acquisition 
1512 Hastings Avenue Buena Vista Addition Eligible A, C Potential full acquisition 
1516 Hastings Avenue Buena Vista Addition Eligible A, C Potential full acquisition 
1522 Hastings Avenue Buena Vista Addition Eligible A, C Potential full acquisition 
940 Martin Luther King Boulevard Buena Vista Addition Eligible A, C Potential full acquisition 
501 and 505 Desert Lane  Eligible A, C Potential full acquisition 
2004 Birch Street Glen Heather Estates Eligible A, C Potential full acquisition 
1705 Loch Lomond Way Glen Heather Estates Eligible A, C Potential full acquisition 
1709 Loch Lomond Way Glen Heather Estates Eligible A, C Potential full acquisition 
1901 Loch Lomond Way Glen Heather Estates Eligible A, C Potential full acquisition 
307 Charleston Boulevard  Eligible A Potential full acquisition 
1920 Highland Avenue  Eligible A, C Potential full acquisition 
217 West Colorado Avenue  Eligible A, C Potential full acquisition 
1550 Industrial Road  Eligible A, C Potential full acquisition 
541 Martin Luther King Boulevard 
(Demolished as of March 2010) 

 Eligible A, C N/A 

601 W. Bonanza  Eligible A, C Visual, atmospheric, or 
audible impact 

922 Desert Lane Buena Vista Addition Eligible A, C Visual, atmospheric, or 
audible impact 

930 Desert Lane Buena Vista Addition Eligible A, C Visual, atmospheric, or 
audible impact 

2108 Glen Heather Way Glen Heather Estates Eligible A, C Visual, atmospheric, or 
audible impact 

1400 (and 1410) Industrial Road  Eligible A, C Visual, atmospheric, or 
audible impact 

1704 Loch Lomond Way Glen Heather Estates Eligible A, C Visual, atmospheric, or 
audible impact 

1728 Loch Lomond Way Glen Heather Estates Eligible A, C Visual, atmospheric, or 
audible impact 

320 Utah Avenue  Eligible A, C Visual, atmospheric, or 
audible impact 

331 Utah Avenue  Eligible A, C Visual, atmospheric, or 
audible impact 

1320 Western Avenue  Eligible A, C Visual, atmospheric, or 
audible impact 

2300 Western Avenue  Eligible A, C Visual, atmospheric, or 
audible impact 

1301 (and 1303 Western Avenue)  Eligible A, C Visual, atmospheric, or 
audible impact 

1408 (and 1410 Western Avenue)   Eligible A, C Visual, atmospheric, or 
audible impact 
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3.13.4 Construction Impacts 

3.13.4.1 Archaeological 

None. 

3.13.4.2 Historic Sites 

The construction impacts related to traffic, dust, noise, and vibration all would affect the 
historic properties in the APE closest to the existing freeway. Included in these construction 
impacts is the demolition of 23 NHRP eligible properties. Measures would be put in place to 
mitigate air and noise impacts during construction (see Sections 3.10 and 3.11). As part of 
the effort to reduce impacts to the surrounding areas, the contractor would maintain local 
access and circulation to neighborhoods for both pedestrians and motorists. Project 
construction would have little or no effect on public services. There would be no temporary 
use of remaining historic properties during construction of either build alternative.  

3.13.5 Indirect Impacts 

3.13.5.1 Archaeological 
Because the project would not induce growth, indirect impacts on archaeological sites 
are unlikely. 

3.13.5.2 Historic Sites 

The build alternatives would introduce new visual, atmospheric, or audible elements that 
would diminish the integrity of 13 NRHP properties. In its letter of September 12, 2008, the 
SHPO determined that there would be no adverse effect on the properties. The build 
alternatives would not alter the historic character or integrity of the remaining historic 
structures in the APE. The barriers and landscaping along study area roadways may be 
more obvious at some historic structures than they currently are. The scale of the viewshed 
and the existence of a highway minimize the potential for the build alternatives to have 
indirect visual impacts.  

3.13.6 Measures to Minimize Adverse Cultural Resource Impacts 

3.13.6.1 Archaeological 

No archaeological mitigation is required. 

3.13.6.2 Historic Sites 
FHWA and NDOT, in cooperation with the SHPO, have developed a programmatic 
agreement to mitigate Project NEON’s impacts on historic resources (Appendix A). FHWA 
invited the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation to comment on the programmatic 
agreement, but the Advisory Council declined. The proposed programmatic agreement 
includes the commitments below.  
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Documentation. NDOT would record 
the eligible properties to be affected by 
the project with 35mm black and white 
photography. To mitigate for the 
demolition of the entire Buena Vista 
historic district and part of the Glen 
Heather subdivision, NDOT’s Location 
Division would use Light Detection 
and Range (LiDAR) scanners to record 
the neighborhoods (see text box on the 
right). All houses in the Buena Vista 
Historic District would be scanned. 
The houses on the northeast and 
southwest sides of Loch Lomond Street 
in the Glen Heather Estates 
subdivision would also be scanned. 
NDOT’s Location Division would 
develop three-dimensional digital “fly-
throughs” of the Buena Vista Historic 
District and Loch Lomond Street in the 
Glen Heather Estates subdivision. The 
data would be either maintained by 
NDOT or provided to SHPO.  

Salvage. Before demolition, the Buena Vista homes on Desert Lane, Martin Luther King 
Boulevard, and Hastings Avenue and the Glen Heather Estates homes on Loch Lomond 
Way would be opened for salvage. NDOT would advertise the salvage nationally to attract 
the largest number of people, and thus reuse as much of the historic building material as 
possible. Salvage activities would be allowed according to federal and state regulations 
governing ACM, which may prohibit salvaging materials. 

Redevelopment. Only part of each lot would be needed for highway widening. NDOT may 
sell the remaining land for redevelopment. If the remaining land is sold, NDOT would 
desire that the land is used in a way that is compatible with the surrounding neighborhood.  

NDOT would explore methods for encouraging that new construction in Glen Heather Estates 
is compatible with the historic feeling of the neighborhood, but may not have the legal 
authority to require developers to abide by its recommended architectural design guidelines. 
However, the City of Las Vegas, a cooperating agency on Project NEON, may be able to use 
the provisions of Assembly Bill 340 (passed in June 2009) to require that new construction be 
compatible with Glen Heather Estates' historic feeling. Among other things, Assembly Bill 
340 expanded Las Vegas' ability to maintain the character of historic neighborhoods. 

3.14 Energy  
The effect of transportation projects on energy use is primarily in the use of fossil fuels. 
More efficient traffic operations generally result in energy savings on a broad scale. 

LiDAR is a remote sensing system that collects 
characteristics of an object by using pulsed laser 
light reflected from their surfaces to scan any object 
in its path. Millions of light pulses emanate from a 
single point, shooting out in a straight line, striking 
a solid object and bouncing back to a high-speed 
data recorder. Each LiDAR measurement consists of 
vertical, horizontal, and depth distances. The LiDAR 
calculates the distance to each point and recreates a 
three-dimensional, manipulatable scan world of any 
structure, object, or landscape in its path. 
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3.14.1 2030 Freeway Capacity, Travel Speeds, and Delay 
I-15 is rapidly approaching maximum capacity in its current configuration within the project 
area. Under the No-Build Alternative, only 59 percent of average forecast peak-hour 
demand could be accommodated on I-15 in the project area in 2030. Vehicles that could not 
be accommodated would be delayed in queues on the freeway or at entry points to the 
freeway, or they would be forced to use slower arterial streets or travel at different times. 

During the morning peak period, all but one freeway segment on southbound I-15 in the 
traffic study area would operate at stop-and-go conditions (LOS E or F). The traffic study 
area would be able to serve about 57 percent of the traffic demand, with speeds as low as 
8 mph. Travel time on I-15 between Owens Avenue and Spring Mountain Road, a distance 
of about 5 miles, would be roughly 22 minutes at an average speed of 14 mph, posing 
excessive delay to travelers. Such congested traffic conditions contribute to inefficient 
energy consumption, because vehicles waste fuel while idling in stop-and-go traffic or 
moving at low speeds on a congested freeway or on congested arterials. 

Capacity and operational improvements under the build alternatives would improve travel 
conditions for motorists. Under Alternative G, 93 percent of average forecast peak-hour 
demand would be accommodated through the traffic study area in 2030. Under 
Alternative H, 92 percent would be accommodated. 

Although the build alternatives would not eliminate all capacity problems in 2030, they would 
substantially improve traffic operations. The build alternatives would improve average travel 
speeds, thereby reducing average travel times during both peak hours. Travel time would be 
reduced 26 to 77 percent under Alternative G and 41 to 74 percent under Alternative H, 
depending on the peak hour (morning or evening) and direction. At some congested 
segments, the build alternatives could reduce peak hour delay by more than 90 percent. 

3.14.2 Traffic on Local Streets 
Traffic diversions to local streets and arterials near bottlenecks on the freeway are common 
and can cause considerable delay and additional fuel consumption. Year 2030 forecasts 
show that the traffic demand on several I-15 mainline segments would double between 2003 
and 2030 within the project limits. With the No-Build Alternative, most of the increased 
traffic would spill onto the parallel arterial and collector streets. Greater traffic on arterials 
and local streets, along with additional cut-through traffic from I-15 near bottlenecks, would 
worsen conditions on arterials, thereby increasing delay and energy consumption. The build 
alternatives would improve freeway operations, reduce congestion at some of the bottleneck 
areas, including the Spaghetti Bowl, and reduce delay through the traffic study area. This 
would provide an incentive for commuter and through-traffic to remain on the freeway, 
which would allow the arterials and other local streets to serve local traffic. 

There is no direct arterial link crossing I-15 for local traffic to access the downtown 
Las Vegas and Resort Corridor areas from the northwest Las Vegas Valley. Since no direct 
connection exists between Martin Luther King Boulevard and Industrial Road, many 
motorists use I-15 to make relatively short north-south trips. The arterial improvements 
provided by the build alternatives would improve traffic operations on local streets and 
encourage motorists to use new or improved local roads for short trips, allowing freeways 
more readily to accommodate long-distance travel. 
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3.14.3 Regionwide Vehicle Miles Traveled 
Drivers attempt to circumvent congestion on the freeways by using local roads, thereby 
increasing VMT. Fuel energy consumed by an automobile is proportional to VMT.11 One 
way to compare the energy use associated with each project alternative is to compare the 
countywide VMT, assuming similar mode splits under all alternatives. 

Increase in traffic demand on local streets, along with mainline traffic diversions to local 
streets near bottlenecks, leads to increasing energy consumption (VMT) and delay on 
arterials and other local roads. Because there is no arterial link (Martin Luther King 
Boulevard Connector) for crossing I-15 under existing and 2030 no-build conditions, many 
motorists use a more circuitous route that leads to delay and increases VMT. 

The build alternatives would reduce congestion and reduce delay in the study area, thereby 
giving commuters and through-traffic incentive to remain on the freeway. This would free 
arterials and other local streets to serve local traffic. The countywide total VMT decreases 
under the build alternatives compared to the No-Build Alternative. The reduction in VMT 
under the build alternatives reflects a reduction in freeway traffic diversion onto local 
streets and thus improved travel times. Because energy consumption of vehicles is directly 
proportional to VMT, overall reduction in VMT under the build alternatives is expected to 
result in an overall reduction in energy consumption. 

3.14.4 Greenhouse Gases and Climate Change 
The issue of global climate change is a national and global concern that the federal 
government is addressing in several ways. The transportation sector is the second largest 
source of total greenhouse gas in the U.S. and the largest source of carbon dioxide, the 
predominant greenhouse gas. In 2004, the transportation sector accounted for 31 percent of all 
U.S. carbon dioxide emissions. The principal anthropogenic source of carbon emissions is the 
combustion of fossil fuels, which account for roughly 80 percent of anthropogenic emissions 
of carbon worldwide. Almost all (98 percent) transportation-sector emissions result from the 
consumption of gasoline, diesel fuel, jet fuel, and residual fuel. Recognizing this concern, 
FHWA is working with other modal administrations through the Department of 
Transportation Center for Climate Change and Environmental Forecasting to develop 
strategies to reduce transportation’s contribution of greenhouse gases, particularly carbon 
dioxide, and to assess the risks to transportation systems and services from climate changes.  

Many efforts are under way in Nevada to address greenhouse gas emissions. As indicated 
in the May 2008 Nevada Climate Change Advisory Committee (NCCAC) Final Report, renewable 
energy development, green building construction, green transportation initiatives, energy 
conservation, and alternative fuels initiatives have made considerable contributions toward 
statewide reduction of greenhouse gases. The NCCAC report proposes recommendations 
by which greenhouse gas emissions can be further reduced in Nevada. Overall, carbon 
dioxide emissions in Nevada are expected to remain relatively constant because of the fuel 
economy and renewable fuels programs in the Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007. 

                                                      
11Energy use in Btu for any mode of travel (e.g., bus and auto) = VMT × total Btu used per vehicle mile (for the type of vehicle, 
bus, auto, etc.). Total Btu per vehicle mile for autos = (gallons of gasoline/mile) × (Btu/gallon of gasoline). 
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Because climate change is a global issue and the emissions changes due to project alternatives 
are very small in a global context, FHWA did not calculate the greenhouse gas emissions 
associated with the build alternatives. The changes in greenhouse gas emissions would be 
similar to the changes in energy consumption presented in subsections 3.14.2 and 3.14.3, since 
greenhouse gas emissions are related directly to energy use.  

3.14.5 Energy Impacts 
The build alternatives would result in more efficient vehicle operation by lessening 
congestion and related traffic delay through faster and less variable average travel speeds. 
Improved operations are likely to reduce vehicle energy use, whether in the form of 
petroleum fuels or alternative sources of energy. For these reasons, the build alternatives are 
expected to have a beneficial effect on energy use as compared to the No-Build Alternative. 

3.14.6 Construction Impacts 
Construction energy is that required in raw materials and equipment to build or maintain 
the highway. The No-Build Alternative would require minimal construction energy. 
Roadway maintenance such as resurfacing and patching would occur from time to time 
until the condition of the roadway warranted complete reconstruction. Under the build 
alternatives, energy would be required for onsite construction work, such as grading and 
bridge construction, and for the offsite manufacture of pavement and bridge components. 
Although construction energy would be greater for the build alternatives, that would be 
offset by long-term savings in operational energy.  

3.14.7 Indirect Impacts 
See subsection 3.14.5.  

3.14.8 Mitigation 
No energy mitigation measures would be needed. 

3.15 Local Short-Term Uses versus Long-Term Productivity 

3.15.1 Short-Term Effects of the Proposed Project 
Short-term project costs include the commitment of substantial financial and material resources. 
Short-term uses of the human environment include construction effects on local air quality, 
ambient noise levels, and local circulation and access. These impacts would be mitigated. 

3.15.2 Long-Term Effects of the Proposed Project 
Dedication of land for the proposed project would preclude opportunities for other land uses, 
such as the ongoing residential and commercial redevelopment in downtown Las Vegas. 

Long-term benefits would include improved traffic operations along I-15 and adjacent 
arterials in the project area and improved access to downtown Las Vegas. Widespread 
LOS F congestion levels would be reached if the No-Build Alternative were implemented. 
Implementation of the build alternatives would improve LOS to acceptable levels. 
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3.16 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources  
Implementation of either build alternative would require a commitment of natural, physical, 
human, and fiscal resources. The proposed project’s use of nonrenewable resources during 
construction and operation would include fossil fuels for construction vehicles and 
equipment. During operation, vehicles traveling along the constructed improvements 
would use fossil fuels and alternative energy forms. Electrical energy would also be used 
onsite to power maintenance trailers and other equipment. 

Fossil fuels and electrical energy would be expended to manufacture the materials and 
products associated with roadway construction. Other materials, such as concrete, sand, 
aggregate, and steel, also would be used. These resources are not retrievable; however, the 
proposed project would not have an adverse effect on their continued availability. 
Operation of the build alternatives would result in greater fuel efficiency and improved 
emissions from vehicles traveling along I-15. 

Land has been committed through the existing I-15 corridor for use as a transportation 
facility. Implementation of either build alternative would require the commitment of 
additional land, which would result in the conversion of other land uses to transportation-
related facilities. 

Land used for the proposed project is considered an irreversible commitment during the 
time it is used for a transportation facility. Should a greater need arise for the use of the 
land, or if the highway facility is no longer needed, the land could be converted to another 
use; however, once the proposed project is constructed, such a conversion would not likely 
happen or be necessary. Any land acquired for the project, and not used for transportation 
purposes once the project is completed, would be disposed of in accordance with NDOT’s 
surplus property procedures. 

Construction of the proposed project would require a substantial expenditure of local, state, 
and federal funds, which are not considered retrievable. Long-term maintenance costs 
would also be considered irretrievable. 

3.17 Mitigation Measures 

3.17.1 Socioeconomic 
The contractor and NDOT would coordinate with the City, RTC, and local emergency 
service providers in developing detour plans, including the maintenance of transit service 
and pedestrian circulation compliant with the Americans with Disabilities Act.  

Emergency service providers and RTC would be given advance notice of road and sidewalk 
closures and detour routes. 

Temporary closure of parts of I-15 and adjacent arterials for overhead construction or 
demolition would exempt emergency vehicles. 

The contractor would maintain local access and circulation to neighborhoods and businesses 
during construction for pedestrians, bicyclists, and motorists. 
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3.17.2 Utilities 
Prior rights and franchise agreements with the City, County, and NDOT would dictate 
whether utility companies are responsible in full or in part for the cost of the physical 
relocation and easements. 

3.17.3 Relocations 
Federal property acquisition law provides for a payment of just compensation for properties 
displaced for a federally funded transportation project (Uniform Relocation Assistance and 
Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended [Uniform Act]). Acquisition 
price, replacement dwelling costs, moving expenses, increased rental or mortgage 
payments, closing costs, and other relocation costs are covered for residential displacements. 
The Uniform Act establishes uniform and equitable procedures for land acquisition and 
provides for uniform and equitable treatment of persons relocated from their homes by 
federally assisted programs. 

NDOT would observe the rights and services stipulated under the Uniform Act in 
accordance with its own relocation assistance policies. The Draft Project NEON Relocation 
Study (Universal Field Services, 2006) contains a summary of relocation benefits. 

The NDOT Right-of-Way Division, under the provisions of the Uniform Act, will ensure that 
property owners that are affected directly receive fair market value for the acquired right-of-
way. It is NDOT policy that persons relocated as a result of highway programs receive fair 
and humane treatment and not suffer unnecessarily as a result of programs designed for the 
benefit of the public. Legally permitted property access will be perpetuated in the after-
condition. A full inventory of available housing will be conducted and identified by the 
NDOT Right-of-Way Division at the time of final appraisal and acquisition of right-of-way.  
As stated in the Draft Project NEON Relocation Study, NDOT will ensure the following: 

 No person in legal occupancy of properties within the project area will be required to 
vacate in less than 90 days, unless vacancy is required for safety or health reasons. 

 No pre-acquisition residential occupant will be required to relocate until comparable 
decent, safe, and sanitary replacement housing has been made available. 

 No post-acquisition occupants qualifying as low income would be required to relocate 
until adequate decent, safe, and sanitary housing has been made available within their 
financial means. 

 Before relocation, comparable or adequate replacement dwellings will be made available 
or provided for each eligible relocated person. Such availability or provision will be 
accompanied by an analysis of the relocation problems involved and a specific plan for 
their resolution. 

 No nonresidential displacees will be required to vacate without assistance in assessing 
their specific relocation needs or locating potential replacement properties. 

 All manner of notices required by the controlling laws will be provided to all persons 
relocated by Project NEON. 

 Relocation payments will be in the amounts required by law for successful relocations. 
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 Relocation procedures will be realistic and adequate to provide orderly, timely, and 
efficient relocation of relocated persons. 

For those who live in an apartment, NDOT will meet with them within seven days of 
providing their property owner with an offer for the property. NDOT will obtain a roster of 
tenants from the property owner. Those who have lived in their unit for 180 days or more 
prior to an offer being made to the property owner will receive full benefits from NDOT. 
Those who have lived in their unit between 90 and 180 days prior to an offer being made to 
the property owner will receive partial benefits. Those who have lived in their unit for less 
than 90 days will receive no relocation benefits.  

The first contact focuses on assisting the residents in finding a new home. NDOT relocation 
staff will provide as much assistance with finding a new residence as the residents wish. 
NDOT will obtain information from the tenants and the property owner in order to 
calculate the appropriate benefit level. NDOT uses a formula based on such information as 
number of people living in a unit, family structure, income, current rent, and utility cost to 
help calculate the appropriate benefit level. Based on this formula, NDOT will reimburse the 
resident for a period of 42 months for the difference between their current rent and market 
rate rent, as determined by the formula. The formula determines the amount of re-
establishment benefit the resident will receive along with their relocation (moving) benefit.  

NDOT informs the residents that they can look for a new residence on their own, but NDOT 
can provide them with information about comparable housing opportunities. Issues such as 
the need to be close to schools, medical facilities, transit, etc. is taken into account when 
identifying comparables. NDOT attempts to find comparables as close as possible to the 
current residence but the distance can vary based on the differing needs of the people 
relocated. NDOT must provide relocated residents with decent, safe, and sanitary housing. 
If the residents find a new residence on their own, NDOT must be able to confirm that the 
new residence is decent, safe, and sanitary before they are allowed to move to the unit. The 
NDOT Right of Way Manual contains a section that details the above mentioned 
procedures. 

To minimize the amount of land required from institutional and public service properties 
along the study area corridor, Preferred Alternative G would reduce the impact to adjacent 
properties compared to previous alternatives considered. NDOT would maintain local 
access and circulation to neighborhoods, businesses, and area public services during 
construction for pedestrians, bicyclists, and motorists. The Project NEON relocation 
program would help AMR Ambulance and Emergency Service find new quarters, 
preferably within or near the Las Vegas Medical District. 

Construction of Alternative G is not expected to compromise transit service. A bus stop on the 
south side of Alta Drive near I-15 may be relocated. Transit service interruption and changes 
during construction would impact mobility options of the local population. To mitigate the 
effects of temporary service changes, an extensive and coordinated public information 
program would be developed as the selected build alternative moves through final design 
and into construction. Ongoing coordination with RTC would minimize disruptions to transit 
and maintain existing bus stops. 
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3.17.4 Visual Character / Aesthetics 
NDOT would provide aesthetic treatments to noise barriers and structures within the 
project area in accordance with NDOT’s Landscape and Aesthetics Master Plan.12 New 
freeway and street lighting would employ shields to minimize light and glare impacts on 
adjacent residences located west of I-15. 

As part of the design process, NDOT established a task force to develop the aesthetic design 
theme and preliminary aesthetic design plans for both structures and landscape. The task 
force, which began meeting in July 2006, includes NDOT and City of Las Vegas staff, 
consultant engineers, landscape architects and public involvement specialists. The task force 
developed a set of three overriding themes: The Vibrant Desert, Meadows Redux, and The 
Corridor of Light and Shadow. The task force refined each theme and the themes were 
presented to the public at an open house meeting in January 2007. The task force developed 
the Aesthetics and Landscape Requirements Report (2006), which details the proposed aesthetic 
treatments to specific locations and structures in the project. The report can be found on the 
CD at the back of the document. The aesthetic treatments are considered an element of the 
plan and would be incorporated into the project’s plans, specifications, and estimate and 
constructed along with the other Project NEON components.  

3.17.5 Water Resources 

3.17.5.1 Groundwater 

If any previously unidentified wells are encountered during project construction, the 
contractor would be responsible for Nevada Department of Water Resources notification 
and for retaining a Nevada-licensed driller to abandon the well if necessary. 

3.17.5.2 Water Quality 

A Section 401 Water Quality Certification issued by NDEP, Bureau of Water Quality 
Planning, would be required for water quality assurances. If construction equipment is 
required to enter any of the ephemeral stream channels, then a Temporary Working in 
Waterways Permit issued by NDEP, Bureau of Water Pollution Control, would be obtained 
by the contractor.  

As part of the freeway design, source control best management practices would be followed 
to protect the surface water. Best management practices address site soil stabilization and 
reduce deposition of sediments and other pollutants in the adjacent surface waters. Typical 
measures include the application of soil stabilizers such as landscaping, mulch, and rock slope 
protection at storm drain outlets. Best management practices would also be implemented 
during construction. As part of the development of best management practices for the project, 
NDOT’s construction contractor must file a Notice of Intent with NDEP’s Bureau of Water 
Pollution Control. The Notice of Intent, and related documents, would provide coverage 
under the General Permit for Stormwater Discharges Associated with Construction Activity 
(NVR100000). A Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan will be developed before the Notice of 
Intent is submitted. The Plan will outline temporary erosion and sediment controls by 

                                                      
12http://www.nevadadot.com/pub_involvement/landscape/unlv/MasterPlan-July3.pdf  
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incorporating best management practices that will reduce the nonpoint source pollution 
typically associated with construction activities.  

3.17.6 Noise 
The cost reasonableness of noise barriers was reevaluated as part of the Final EIS. The 
reevaluation concluded that five noise barriers would meet FHWA guidelines and 
NDOT’s feasibility and cost reasonableness criteria. The noise barriers extend along the 
preferred alternative improvements from approximately Meade Avenue south of the 
Sahara Avenue interchange to just south of Alta Drive. In addition, if feasible, new and 
replacement noise barriers could be constructed early in the project schedule to mitigate 
potential construction noise. 

3.17.7 Hazardous Materials 
Contaminated soil excavated from construction areas and generated hazardous wastes 
would need to be analyzed before disposal to determine disposal options. Contaminated 
soil and potential hazardous wastes determined to contain hazardous and toxic materials in 
excess of applicable criteria would be managed and disposed of in accordance with 
applicable local, state, and federal hazardous waste regulations. Surveys would be 
conducted to identify ACM for appropriate action prior to disturbing the ACM or 
demolishing structures. Efforts would be made to recycle non-hazardous materials in 
accordance with USEPA guidelines. 

3.17.8 Cultural Resources (Section 4[f]) 

3.17.8.1 Documentation 

NDOT would record the eligible properties to be affected by the project with 35mm black 
and white photography. To mitigate for the demolition of the entire Buena Vista historic 
district and part of the Glen Heather subdivision, NDOT’s Location Division would use 
Light Detection and Range (LiDAR) scanners to record the neighborhoods. All houses in 
the Buena Vista Historic District would be scanned. The houses on the northeast and 
southwest sides of Loch Lomond Street in the Glen Heather Estates subdivision would 
also be scanned. NDOT’s Location Division would develop three-dimensional digital “fly-
throughs” of the Buena Vista Historic District and Loch Lomond Street in the Glen 
Heather Estates subdivision. The data would be either maintained by NDOT or provided 
to SHPO. 

3.17.8.2 Salvage 

Before demolition, the Buena Vista homes on Desert Lane, Martin Luther King Boulevard, 
and Hastings Avenue and the Glen Heather Estates homes on Loch Lomond Way would be 
opened for salvage. NDOT would advertise the salvage nationally to attract the largest 
number of people, and thus reuse as much of the historic building material as possible. 
Salvage activities would be allowed according to federal and state regulations governing 
ACM, which may prohibit salvaging.  
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3.17.8.3 Redevelopment 

Only part of each lot on the east side of Loch Lomond Way would be needed for highway 
widening. NDOT may sell the remaining land for redevelopment. If the remaining land is 
sold, NDOT would desire that the land is used in a way that is compatible with the 
surrounding neighborhood.  
 
NDOT would explore methods for encouraging that new construction in Glen Heather 
Estates is compatible with the historic feeling of the neighborhood, but may not have the 
legal authority to require developers to abide by its recommended architectural design 
guidelines. However, the City of Las Vegas, a cooperating agency on Project NEON, may be 
able to use the provisions of Assembly Bill 340 (passed in June 2009) to require that new 
construction be compatible with Glen Heather Estates’ historic feeling. Among other things, 
Assembly Bill 340 expanded Las Vegas’ ability to maintain the character of historic 
neighborhoods. 
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Exhibit 3-10
Existing Noise Barriers and Draft EIS Noise Receptors

I N T E R S TAT E

515

I N T E R S TAT E

15

I N T E R S TAT E

15

95

R3 R4
R5 R6 R7

R22
R23 R24

R8
R10

R9

R11

R12R13 R14

R15 R16

R10
R17

R18
R19

R20

R25

R30
R29R28

R31
R32 R33

R34

R35

R36

R38

R39

R40

R41

R42

R43
R44R45

R11

R37

R1

R2



TB052009010MKE   3-11a_Noise_Receptor_1_v2  4.22.10  mjl/sls

I-15 Corridor and Local Arterial ImprovementsProject Neon Environmental Impact Statement

LEGEND

Noise Receptor

Noise Barrier

R10

N
orth

0 13065

Approximate scale in feet

NOTE: The noise barrier locations on 
these exhibits are graphic approximations
that will be refined during Final Design.
Information about the approximate height
of the walls is found in Section 3.10.

Exhibit 3-11a
Final EIS Noise Receptors and Proposed Noise Barriers

R9 Children’s Choice 
Learning Center

Wyandotte
Apartments

Former Scandia Family Fun Center

Existing 

Noise Barrier

Existing 
Noise Barrier

Proposed Noise Barrier G1



I-15 Corridor and Local Arterial ImprovementsProject Neon Environmental Impact Statement

N
orth

TB052009010MKE   3.11b_Noise_Receptor_2_v2  04.22.10  mjl/cae/sls

Exhibit 3-11b
Final EIS Noise Receptors and Proposed Noise Barriers
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Final EIS Noise Receptors and Proposed Noise Barriers
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Final EIS Noise Receptors and Proposed Noise Barriers
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Exhibit 3-11g
Final EIS Noise Receptors and Proposed Noise Barriers
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Exhibit 3-11i
Final EIS Noise Receptors and Proposed Noise Barriers
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Exhibit 3-12
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MSAT Burden by Highway Segment
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4. Final Section 4(f) Evaluation  

4.1 Purpose of Section 4(f) Evaluation 
The environmental law known as Section 4(f), which is part of the U.S. DOT Act of 1966 
(49 United States Code [USC] § 303), declares “it is the policy of the United States government 
that special effort should be made to preserve the natural beauty of the countryside and 
public park and recreation lands, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and historic sites.” It is 
further specified that  

the Secretary [of Transportation] may approve a transportation program or project . . . 
requiring the use of publicly owned land of a public park, recreation area, or wildlife and 
waterfowl refuge of national, State, or local significance, or land of an historic site of national, 
State, or local significance (as determined by federal, state, or local officials having jurisdiction 
over the park, area, refuge, site), only if— 

1. There is no prudent and feasible alternative to using that land; and 
2. The program or project includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the park, 

recreation area, wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or historic site resulting from the use. 

The regulations interpreting Section 4(f) state that “any use of lands from Section 4(f) property 
shall be evaluated early in the development of the action when alternatives to the proposed 
action are under study (23 CFR 774.9a).” The use of Section 4(f) resources occurs when 
(1) land from a Section 4(f) site is permanently incorporated into a transportation facility; 
(2) there is a temporary occupancy of Section 4(f) land that is adverse in terms of the 
statute’s preservation purpose; or (3) when the proximity impacts of a transportation project 
on a Section 4(f) site, without acquisition of land, are so great that the purpose for which the 
Section 4(f) site exists are substantially impaired. The latter type of use is also known as a 
“constructive use.”  

Section 4(f) is applicable to historic and archaeological resources when the resource is included 
on, or eligible for, the National Register of Historic Places (NHRP). Section 4(f) does not apply 
to archaeological sites where it is determined that, after consultation with the SHPO and the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, the resource is important chiefly because of what 
can be learned by data recovery and has minimal value for preservation in place. Constructive 
use does not occur when compliance with the requirements of Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) (16 USC § 470) and related regulations defining proximity 
impacts of a proposed project on an NRHP site results in a finding of “no effect” or  
“no adverse effect” (23 CFR 774.15). 

Section 4(f) requires consultation with the U.S. Department of the Interior and, as 
appropriate, the involved offices of the U.S. Department of Agriculture and HUD in 
developing transportation projects and programs that use lands protected by Section 4(f). 

Because Project NEON would affect Section 4(f) properties, this evaluation identifies the 
significant Section 4(f) resources in the project area, describes the nature and extent of the use 
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of significant properties, evaluates alternatives that avoid the use of Section 4(f) resources, and 
describes measures to minimize harm to the affected resources. 

4.2 Proposed Project 
The proposed project includes improvements to the I-15 corridor and adjacent arterials 
beginning at the I-15/Sahara Avenue interchange and continuing to the I-15/US 95/I-515 
interchange (Spaghetti Bowl) on the north end. The proposed action on I-15 includes the 
following: 

 Adding up to one through lane in each direction (In some areas no through lane would 
be added) 

 Constructing northbound and southbound HOV lanes in the median on I-15, and 
connecting the Express Lanes from Sahara Avenue to the HOV lanes on US 95 by a direct-
connector ramp 

 Constructing northbound and southbound direct connectors to separate I-15 through 
traffic from traffic using local interchanges 

The proposed action also includes the following local arterial improvements that would 
address transportation deficiencies on I-15: 

 The Martin Luther King Boulevard/Industrial Road Connector, which includes grade 
separating Oakey Boulevard and Wyoming Avenue over the Union Pacific Railroad and 
Industrial Road 

 Reconstructing the Charleston Boulevard interchange (including improvements to 
Grand Central Parkway) and constructing a half-diamond interchange at Alta Drive 

4.2.1 Purpose and Need 
The purpose of and need for the project is discussed in 
Section 1 of this Final EIS and is incorporated herein 
by reference. The proposed action has the following 
primary purposes: 

 To improve traffic operations by separating 
freeway traffic from arterial traffic 

 To improve safety by reducing the merge and 
diverge sections (areas where traffic entering or 
exiting the interstate conflicts with through traffic)  

 To improve mobility by increasing I-15 capacity, 
reducing demand, or both 

Its secondary purposes are to accommodate economic 
redevelopment through improved access to downtown 
Las Vegas and the Resort Corridor, and to accommodate traffic that would use HOV lanes 
from Sahara Avenue to the HOV lanes on US 95. 

A primary purpose drives a project. In 
other words, it is a goal that reflects 
the fundamental reason why a project 
is undertaken. Alternatives that do not 
achieve a primary purpose are 
eliminated as unreasonable.  

Secondary purposes are purposes that 
are desirable but are not the core 
purpose of the project. Secondary 
purposes do not by themselves provide 
a basis for screening out alternatives, 
but they may be factors in screening 
and could be considered in selecting the 
preferred alternative. 
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4.2.2 Project Alternatives Using Section 4(f) Lands 
Section 2 of this Final EIS provides a detailed discussion of the alternatives development 
and evaluation process used to identify the build alternatives retained for detailed study. 
Multiple concepts were initially identified, which led to several build alternatives 
considered during the alternatives development process. Of those, four were eliminated 
from further consideration, resulting in Alternatives G and H and the No-Build Alternative 
being evaluated in this Final EIS. Alternatives G and H are described in Section 2. Both 
alternatives would provide similar overall freeway capacity, but they differ in direct connector 
or C–D configurations. Other elements are common to the two build alternatives. 
Alternative G has been identified as the preferred alternative. 

4.3 Section 4(f) Properties 
The project area was subjected to background research, field surveys, and aerial photo 
analysis in an effort to identify public parks, recreation areas, wildlife and waterfowl 
refuges, and historic sites or properties that might be affected by the proposed project. 
Historic properties qualifying as Section 4(f) resources are those determined by NDOT, 
FHWA, and the SHPO to be of national, state, or local significance, as evidenced by being 
determined eligible for inclusion in the NRHP (see Section 3.13) (NDOT, 2008b). A survey of 
the project’s APE identified 359 properties that qualified as potentially historic. Of those, 99 
are eligible for inclusion on the NRHP. The proposed build alternatives would adversely 
affect 231 NRHP-eligible properties. The only Section 4(f) resources the build alternatives 
would affect are historic properties.  

The Section 4(f) properties used by the build alternatives are described below, summarized 
in Table 4-1, and grouped into four areas shown in Exhibit 4-1. All 23 properties are eligible 
for the NRHP under Criterion A (property associated with events that have made a 
significant contribution to the broad patterns of our history), and 22 of them are eligible 
under Criterion C (property embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or 
method of construction or represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values, 
or represents a significant and distinguishable entity whose components lack individual 
distinction).  

In addition to the properties listed below, 13 other NRHP-eligible properties would be 
subject to visual effects only. NDOT, FHWA, and the SHPO determined that the proposed 
project would have no adverse effect on these 13 properties (see Appendix A); therefore, 
they are not subject to Section 4(f) provisions. 

In comments on the Draft EIS the Department of the Interior noted that it, along with the 
Bureau of Land Management, administers the Old Spanish National Historic Trail that was 
within the project area, crossing the I-15 corridor at approximately what is now Charleston 
Boulevard (Appendix B). 

                                                      
1 The Draft EIS noted 24 buildings would be adversely affected. A March 2010 field review indicated that one of the 24 has 
been demolished by others.  
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TABLE 4-1 
Summary of Section 4(f) Resources Used by Proposed Project 

Map 
ID Section 4(f) Property Location/Subdivision NRHP Status Current Land Use 

1 1000 Desert Lane Buena Vista Addition Eligible under criteria A, C Residential, single family 
2 1001 Desert Lane Buena Vista Addition Eligible under criteria A, C Residential, single-family 
3 1010 Desert Lane Buena Vista Addition Eligible under criteria A, C Residential, single-family 
4 1011 Desert Lane Buena Vista Addition Eligible under criteria A, C Residential, single-family 
5 1016 Desert Lane Buena Vista Addition Eligible under criteria A, C Residential, single-family 
6 1020 Desert Lane Buena Vista Addition Eligible under criteria A, C Residential, single-family 
7 1021 Desert Lane Buena Vista Addition Eligible under criteria A, C Residential, single-family 
8 1024 Desert Lane Buena Vista Addition Eligible under criteria A, C Residential, single-family 
9 1025 Desert Lane Buena Vista Addition Eligible under criteria A, C Residential, single-family 
10 1508 Hastings Avenue Buena Vista Addition Eligible under criteria A, C Residential, single-family 
11 1512 Hastings Avenue Buena Vista Addition Eligible under criteria A, C Residential, single-family 
12 1516 Hastings Avenue Buena Vista Addition Eligible under criteria A, C Residential, single-family 
13 1522 Hastings Avenue Buena Vista Addition Eligible under criteria A, C Residential, single-family 
14 940  Martin Luther King  

Boulevard 
Buena Vista Addition Eligible under criteria A, C Services: Fulstone 

Enterprises 
15 501 & 505 Desert Lane  Eligible under criteria A, C Residential, apartments 
16 2004 Birch Street Glen Heather Estates Eligible under criteria A, C Residential, single-family 
17 1705 Loch Lomond Way Glen Heather Estates Eligible under criteria A, C Residential, single-family 
18 1709 Loch Lomond Way Glen Heather Estates Eligible under criteria A, C Residential, single-family 
19 1901 Loch Lomond Way Glen Heather Estates Eligible under criteria A, C Residential, single-family 
20 307 W. Charleston 

Boulevard 
 Eligible under criterion A Commercial: Charleston 

Antique Mall 
21 1920 Highland Avenue  Eligible under criteria A, C Commercial: building 

and construction 
22 217 W. Colorado Avenue  Eligible under criteria A, C Commercial: Desert Gold 

Foods 
23 1550 Industrial Road  Eligible under criteria A, C Transportation: 

Showtime Tours 
24 541  Martin Luther King  

Boulevard (demolished as 
of March 2010) 

 Eligible under criteria A, C Commercial professional 
services: veterinary 
center 

4.3.1 Historic Properties 
It was determined that 23 historic properties eligible for inclusion on the NRHP would be 
permanently used (adversely affected) by the build alternatives, and thus are subject to the 
provisions of Section 4(f). Exhibit 4-2 displays photographs representative of the 23 NRHP-
eligible properties. 

4.3.2 Buena Vista Addition (Desert Lane and Hastings Avenue) 
Part of Desert Lane formed the “Buena Vista” subdivision, also called “Personality Homes,” 
built by Reyes J. Petersen. Desert Lane contains four kinds of structures: single-family 
homes, four-plexes, an apartment complex, and one single-family home converted into a 
commercial building.   
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Single-family homes were built between 1944 and 1951 at the south end of Desert Lane. 
They can be characterized as small cottage-like homes, and they fit into the minimal 
traditional vernacular category. Several homes contain Mediterranean exterior treatments, 
including tile roofs, weeping mortar joints, and brickwork. Landscaping is often marginal at 
best, but some homes exhibit a degree of curb appeal that includes lawns, designated 
planting spaces, and mature shrubs and trees.  

SHPO concurred that the Buena Vista subdivision is a historic district (See Appendix A). Of 
the 18 properties in the Buena Vista subdivision within the project APE, 78 percent 
(14 parcels) were determined eligible for the NRHP under Criteria A and C. The section of 
the neighborhood that is left has a high level of integrity. Weeping mortar, steel casement 
windows, and bar tile roofs are characteristic of the neighborhood. The buildings in the 
subdivision retain sufficient architectural integrity to convey its connection with post–
World War II development of Las Vegas residential communities (Criterion A). The 
buildings in the subdivision also embody the distinct characteristics of a Mid-Century 
vernacular home (Criterion C). See Area 2 in Exhibit 4-1. 

4.3.3 Glen Heather Estates 
The Glen Heather Estates subdivision is a development of ranch-style, single-family homes that 
was built in four phases. The last phase, begun in 1963, had a different builder than the others: 
Don Langson, Story Book Homes.2 Glen Heather began as an upper middle-class neighborhood 
and remains so. The Story Book Homes unit borders the noise barrier of I-15. The housing unit 
was built concurrently with the interstate. Original contracts for the interstate show a concrete 
block wall separating the interstate from the neighborhood (NDOT, 2008b).  

The Glen Heather Estates neighborhood maintains its original layout. Although many 
homes have been altered with new siding, vinyl windows, and new garage doors, 
significant changes, such as a second story, are rare. Only 45 of 147 homes were determined 
to retain enough architectural integrity to be eligible for the NRHP. Six of those properties 
would be used by the proposed project.  

The buildings in the Glen Heather Estates subdivision are individually eligible for listing in 
the NRHP under Criteria A and C. The buildings retain sufficient architectural integrity to 
convey its connection with post–World War II development of Las Vegas residential 
communities (Criterion A). The buildings in the neighborhood embody the distinct 
characteristics of a Mid-Century Ranch home (Criterion C). See Area 4 in Exhibit 4-1.  

4.3.4 Charleston Antique Mall 
The Charleston Antique Mall at 307 West Charleston Boulevard is a single-story building 
facing Charleston Boulevard. The building originally housed a Las Vegas 7-Up bottling 
plant. The mall is eligible for listing on the NRHP under Criterion A for its association with 
mid-century industrial development of Las Vegas. See Area 2 in Exhibit 4-1.  

                                                      
2 The Project NEON team was unable to find the names of the developer of the first three Glen Heather Estates phases.  
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4.3.5 1920 Highland Drive 
The building at 1920 Highland Drive is a one-story, box-like building constructed of concrete 
block. A screen wall of decorative pierced block hides the electrical service entrance on the 
south end. The most notable feature about the masonry is the random placement of pop-out 
concrete blocks in the grid of the front façade. The design motif alludes to more formal 
arrangements of block patterns in the Contemporary Style. The building is eligible for listing 
in the NRHP under Criteria A and C. The building retains sufficient architectural integrity to 
convey its connection with post–World War II commercial development of Las Vegas 
(Criterion A). This building also embodies the distinctive characteristics of a  
Mid-Century modern vernacular commercial building (Criterion C). See Area 4 on Exhibit 4-1.  

4.3.6 217 West Colorado Avenue 
The building at 217 West Colorado Avenue, known as Desert Gold Foods, is a single-story, 
rectangular building with a nearly flat roof with overhanging eaves. The primary façade is 
penetrated by large rollup doors and single man-doors with glass sidelights and transoms. 
A large corrugated metal warehouse is located on the same property directly behind the 
building, and it appears to be of the historic period. The site is surrounded by chain-link 
fencing and is paved with asphalt. The building is eligible for listing in the NRHP under 
Criteria A and C. The building retains sufficient architectural integrity to convey its 
connection with mid-century commercial development of Las Vegas (Criterion A). The 
structure on 217 West Colorado Avenue also embodies the distinctive characteristics of a 
mid-century commercial building (Criterion C). See Area 3 in Exhibit 4-1.  

4.3.7 1550 Industrial Road 
The property consists of two large parcels where tour buses are stored and maintained. The 
site has three buildings at the south and west property lines. The buildings back to the 
streets and open to the parking area. They are constructed of concrete block, and a 
decorative concrete masonry unit screen encases the corner of one building. The building at 
1550 Industrial Road is eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criteria A and C. The building 
retains sufficient architectural integrity to convey its connection with post–World War II 
commercial development of Las Vegas (Criterion A), and it embodies the distinctive 
characteristics of a mid-century commercial building (Criterion C). The building is made 
from readily available local materials, such as concrete block and casement windows. 
Though lacking artistic design and with little evidence of craftsmanship, the simple, 
utilitarian building is important as an intact example of common and ordinary architecture 
from a unique period in history. See Area 3 in Exhibit 4-1.  

4.3.8  541 Martin Luther King Boulevard (Highland Veterinary Center) 
The Highland Veterinary Center at 541 Martin Luther King Boulevard is a tall one-story, 
box-like office building constructed of concrete block. The Highland Veterinary Center is 
eligible for listing on the NRHP under Criteria A and C. The building retains sufficient 
architectural integrity to convey its connection with post World War II commercial 
development of Las Vegas (Criterion A). The building at 541 Martin Luther King Boulevard 
also embodies the distinctive characteristics of a Mid-Century modern vernacular 
commercial building (Criterion C). See Area 1 on Exhibit 4-1. 
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A March 2010 field visit revealed that this structure has been demolished.  

4.4 Impacts on Section 4(f) Properties 
The Section 4(f) properties affected by the build alternatives would be permanently used for 
the proposed transportation facility improvements. This section describes the potential 
impacts of the build alternatives on historic properties subject to Section 4(f) provisions. 
FHWA has made a Finding of Effect for the project pursuant to the regulations 
implementing the NHPA (36 CFR 800.5) and has consulted with the SHPO for concurrence. 
Table 4-2 lists the 23 historic properties subject to Section 4(f) provisions in the APE for the 
build alternatives. Under both build alternatives, acquisition of right-of-way for freeway 
improvements would potentially require full acquisition of all 23 historic properties. There 
would be no temporary use of additional Section 4(f) properties during construction of 
either build alternatives. 

The Department of the Interior states that all the land adjacent to I-15 has been disturbed 
and that there will not be any adverse effects to the Old Spanish National Historic Trail as a 
result of the proposed action.  

FHWA determined that there would be no indirect or constructive use of Section 4(f) 
properties during operation, since there would be no adverse effect on other properties 
within the project APE.  

TABLE 4-2 
Section 4(f) Resources Affected by the Build Alternatives 

Site Type of Resource Potential Impacts Build Alternatives 
1000 Desert Lane Building Potential full acquisition Both 
1001 Desert Lane Building Potential full acquisition Both 
1010 Desert Lane Building Potential full acquisition Both 
1011 Desert Lane Building Potential full acquisition Both 
1016 Desert Lane Building Potential full acquisition Both 
1020 Desert Lane Building Potential full acquisition Both 
1021 Desert Lane Building Potential full acquisition Both 
1024 Desert Lane Building Potential full acquisition Both 
1025 Desert Lane Building Potential full acquisition Both 
1508 Hastings Avenue Building Potential full acquisition Both 
1512 Hastings Avenue Building Potential full acquisition Both 
1516 Hastings Avenue Building Potential full acquisition Both 
1522 Hastings Avenue Building Potential full acquisition Both 
940 MLK Boulevard Building Potential full acquisition Both 
501 and 505 Desert Lane Building Potential full acquisition Both 
2004 Birch Street Building Potential full acquisition Both 
1705 Loch Lomond Way Building Potential full acquisition Both 
1709 Loch Lomond Way Building Potential full acquisition Both 
1901 Loch Lomond Way Building Potential full acquisition Both 
307 W. Charleston 
Boulevard 

Building Potential full acquisition Both 

1920 Highland Avenue Building Potential full acquisition Both 
217 W. Colorado Avenue Building Potential full acquisition Both 
1550 Industrial Road Building Potential full acquisition Both 
541 MLK Boulevard Building Building demolished by others; 

unrelated to Project NEON 
Both 
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4.5 Avoidance Alternatives 
As described in FHWA’s Section 4(f) Policy Paper, NEPA guidelines allow any reasonable 
alternative to be advanced to detailed study “as long as there is sufficient information that 
shows a well-reasoned decision to include that alternative.” Under Section 4(f), if there is a 
feasible and prudent alternative that would avoid the use of all 4(f) resources in addition to 
alternatives that would use one or more 4(f) resources, FHWA must approve the total 
avoidance alternative.  

As described in Chapter 2, alternatives were developed to minimize right-of-way impacts. 
However, none of the build alternatives that meet the purpose and need of the project, 
including those eliminated from further consideration, would avoid use of the Section 4(f) 
properties identified. Only the No-Build Alternative would avoid use of those properties. 
However, the No-Build Alternative, Transportation System Management Alternative, and 
Transportation Demand Alternative would each fail to address the inadequate capacity and 
operational deficiencies on I-15 or provide an HOV lane connection to US 95; therefore they 
would not meet the purpose and need of the project. Under the definition of feasible and 
prudent avoidance alternative in 23 CFR 774, an alternative is not “prudent” if it 
compromises the project to a degree that it is unreasonable to proceed with the project in 
light of its stated purpose and need. As a result, the No-Build Alternative, Transportation 
System Management Alternative, and Transportation Demand Alternative would not be 
feasible and prudent avoidance alternatives. 

4.6 Determination of Least Overall Harm 
Where there is no feasible and prudent avoidance alternative (and a finding of de minimis 
impact has not been made 23 CFR 774.3(b); 774.17), then FHWA may approve the project 
only if it “includes all possible planning, as defined in 23 CFR 774.17, to minimize harm to 
the property resulting from such use.” The regulation also states that, if there is no feasible 
and prudent avoidance alternative, the agency “may approve only the alternative that 
causes the least overall harm in light of the statute's preservation purpose.”  The “least 
overall harm” is determined by balancing the following list of factors: 

 The ability to mitigate adverse impacts to each Section 4(f) property (including any 
measures that result in benefits to the property)  

 The relative severity of the remaining harm, after mitigation, to the protected activities, 
attributes, or features that qualify each Section 4(f) property for protection  

 The relative significance of each Section 4(f) property  

 The views of the official(s) with jurisdiction over each Section 4(f) property  

 The degree to which each alternative meets the purpose and need for the project  

 After reasonable mitigation, the magnitude of any adverse impacts to resources not 
protected by Section 4(f)  

 Substantial differences in costs among the alternatives 
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Alternatives G (Preferred Alternative) and H would affect the same historic properties in the 
same manner. The ability of Alternatives G and H to mitigate adverse impacts to each Section 
4(f) property is also the same. Alternatives G and H are equally able to meet the project purpose 
and need. Concerning the last two bullets above, there are minor differences between the 
residential and business displacements of Alternatives G and H with Alternative H having a 
greater impact in both cases. After mitigation, however, there would be no discernable 
differences in the magnitude of the two alternatives’ residential and business impacts. As noted 
in Table ES-1 of the Executive Summary, Alternative H would be more expensive than 
Alternative G, but the difference would not be considered “substantial” given the overall cost. 

4.7 Measures to Minimize Harm 
The following measures to minimize harm to historic properties, as well as agency 
consultation requirements, are stipulated in a draft programmatic agreement developed for 
the project (see Appendix A) under Section 106 of the NHPA. The programmatic agreement 
will be executed by FHWA, NDOT, and SHPO before the Final EIS is approved. FHWA and 
NDOT have proposed the following measures to resolve the adverse effects on historic 
properties resulting from the proposed build alternatives. 

4.7.1 Documentation 
NDOT would record the eligible properties to be affected by the project with 35mm black 
and white photography. To mitigate for the demolition of the entire Buena Vista Historic 
District and part of the Glen Heather Estates neighborhood, NDOT’s Location Division 
would use Light Detection and Range (LiDAR) scanners to record the neighborhoods (see 
Section 3.13, Cultural Resources, regarding LiDAR). All houses in the Buena Vista Historic 
District would be scanned. The houses on the northeast and southwest sides of Loch 
Lomond Street in the Glen Heather Estates neighborhood would also be scanned. NDOT’s 
Location Division would develop three-dimensional digital “fly-throughs” of the Buena 
Vista Historic District and Loch Lomond Street in the Glen Heather Estates neighborhood. 
The data would either be maintained by NDOT or provided to SHPO. 

4.7.2 Salvage 
Before demolition, the Buena Vista homes on Desert Lane, Martin Luther King Boulevard, 
and Hastings Avenue and the Glen Heather Estates homes on Loch Lomond Way would be 
opened for salvage. NDOT would advertise the salvage nationally to attract the largest 
number of people, and thus reuse as much of the historic building material as possible. 

Salvage activities would be allowed according to federal and state regulations governing 
asbestos containing materials, which may prohibit salvaging materials.  

4.7.3 Redevelopment 
Only part of each lot on the east side of Loch Lomond Way would be needed for highway 
widening. NDOT may sell the remaining land for re-development. If the remaining land is 
sold, NDOT would desire that the land is used in a way that is compatible with the 
surrounding neighborhood.  
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NDOT would explore methods for encouraging that new construction in Glen Heather Estates 
is compatible with the historic feeling of the neighborhood, but may not have the legal 
authority to require developers to abide by its recommended architectural design guidelines. 

4.8 Coordination 
Coordination has been ongoing among the members of the TAC, which includes FHWA, 
NDOT, RTC, and City of Las Vegas. Representatives of these agencies, and also consulting 
staff, attended regular meetings to oversee project development, environmental studies, and 
engineering, and to develop and evaluate alternatives.  

Coordination has been ongoing with members of the public. As part of the NEPA scoping 
process, public information meetings were held on December 2, 2003, January 28, 2004, 
May 26, 2004, September 30, 2004, February 23, 2005, October 19, 2005, and October 24, 2007.  

Consultation with the Moapa, Las Vegas Paiute, and Pahrump Paiute resulted in no 
outstanding concerns from the tribes. The Native American Consultation Report 
documenting the tribal consultations for Project NEON was completed June 7, 2006. 

Coordination with the SHPO by letter dated June 3, 2008, supports NDOT and FHWA’s 
definition of the direct APE and the visual (indirect) APE. The SHPO has concurred with the 
findings of NRHP eligibility and the findings of adverse effect (for 24 NRHP properties) and 
no adverse effect (for 13 additional NRHP properties) by letter (see Appendix A). The 
Department of Interior Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance commented on the 
Draft Section 4(f) evaluation (See Appendix B). 

4.9 Final Section 4(f) Finding 
NDOT and FHWA evaluated several alternatives for improvements to the I-15 corridor and 
adjacent arterials beginning at the I-15/Sahara Avenue interchange and continuing to the  
I-15/US 95/I-515 interchange (Spaghetti Bowl). 

The No-Build Alternative would not address the project’s purpose and need for improving 
traffic operations, safety, and mobility along the I-15 corridor.   

None of the build alternatives that meet the purpose and need of the project, including those 
eliminated from further consideration, would avoid use of the Section 4(f) properties 
identified. Only the No-Build Alternative would avoid use of those properties, however, 
this alternative is not a prudent and feasible course of action.  

NDOT and FHWA developed alternatives to minimize right-of-way impacts. Alternatives G 
and H would affect the same historic properties in the same manner. NDOT, FHWA, and 
SHPO have developed a Programmatic Agreement to minimize harm to historic properties. 
NDOT would incorporate documentation of the affected properties, provide salvage 
opportunities, and would sell remnant land for redevelopment to resolve the adverse effects.  

Based on the above considerations, there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use of 
23 NRHP-eligible properties, and the proposed action includes all possible planning to 
minimize harm to the use of the 23 NRHP-eligible properties resulting from such use 
(49 USC 303(c); 23 CFR 774.3). 
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1010 Desert Lane;  
representative property in Buena Vista Addition
Map ID 3 on Table 4-1 and Exhibit 4-1

 1020 Desert Lane; 
representative property in Buena Vista Addition
Map ID 6

2004 Birch Street, 
representative property in Glen Heather Estates
Map ID 16

307 West Charleston Boulevard, 
Charleston Antique Mall
Map ID 20

1920 Highland Drive
Map ID 21

307 West Charleston Boulevard, 
Charleston Antique Mall (formerly 7-Up Bottling plant)
Map ID 20

 

1550 Industrial Road
Map ID 23 217 West Colorado Avenue

Map ID 22

541 Martin Luther King Blvd (Demolished)
Map ID 24
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5. Coordination and Consultation during 
Draft EIS Preparation 

This section discusses community involvement activities and coordination with local, state, 
and federal review agencies and other interest groups during the development and 
evaluation of alternatives and the preparation of the EIS. The study team offered numerous 
opportunities for citizens and state and federal review agencies to be involved in the project. 
In addition, study team members attended numerous meetings initiated by local officials 
and citizens. The public involvement process was open to all residents and population 
groups in the study area and did not exclude any persons because of income, race, national 
origin, sex, age, religion, or handicap. To ensure that the proposed improvements serve the 
public’s needs, the public involvement process for Project NEON incorporated input from a 
wide range of stakeholders including potentially affected individuals, businesses, and 
communities. 

5.1 Public Involvement 
5.1.1 Summary of Activities 
To facilitate communication between the Project NEON team and the public, the study team 
implemented several vehicles for receiving feedback from the community, including the 
following:  

 A telephone hotline 
 Web page and comment form  
 Comment forms at all public meetings 
 A project office in the project corridor 
 Neighborhood meetings to work with potentially affected communities 

Meetings with individual stakeholders have been held throughout the project development 
process to address specific concerns and to provide accurate information regarding project 
activities and information. The project team has met with individuals, organizations, and 
agencies at their request. In February and March 2009, NDOT organized neighborhood 
meetings for groups of potentially affected property owners. NDOT also met with local 
officials, elected officials, and faith-based groups.  

To keep the public updated, a series of public information meetings were held at the Clark 
County Government Center. At these meetings, attendees were encouraged to review 
concepts and provide feedback. At each meeting, a project overview was given; NEPA 
procedures, right-of-way issues, and schedules were addressed; and display boards, 
handout materials representing project alternatives and development processes, and 
photographs were available. 

To gain greater insight and promote discussions regarding certain aspects of the project, 
NDOT created a technical advisory committee (TAC) to engage local officials and agencies 
on key technical aspects of the study in order to help refine concepts.  
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5.1.2 Newsletters and Fact Sheets 
The Project NEON newsletters provided regular communication between NDOT and the 
public. Newsletters were sent to residents and businesses within the project area during the 
alternatives development and screening process as a way of providing project updates and 
reminders of upcoming context sensitive solutions/public information meetings. Newsletters 
were sent out in spring 2004, summer 2004, winter 2004, fall 2005, and fall 2006 (see CD at the 
back of the document). 

Project fact sheets were developed in March and October 2005 to inform the public about the 
EIS process.  

5.1.3 Project Phone Hotline and Comment Forms 
The study team implemented several options for the public to contact NDOT with questions 
and concerns, including a telephone hotline, an online comment form on the project Web site, 
and distributing and collecting comment forms. A database of comments submitted online 
was developed and project information was sent directly to e-mail addresses. 

NDOT distributed comment forms at all events and meetings. The comment forms allowed 
individuals to provide feedback and express concerns.  

5.1.4 Project Web Site 
A project Web site was established at www.ndotprojectneon.com to provide the following 
project information: 

 Project overview 
 Description of the project development process 
 Details on alternatives considered 
 The EIS and NEPA process 
 Project news and info including project newsletters and meeting handouts 
 Maps of the project area and alternatives considered 
 Project photos and renderings of alternatives 

The Web site also provided an opportunity for people to submit their comments online and 
request a speaker for a community meeting.  

5.1.5 Project Office 
As part of the ongoing Project NEON public outreach, a project office was established at 
1640 Alta Drive, Suite 11, in Las Vegas. The office was staffed with public information 
specialists and right-of-way agents. The office was open Monday to Friday from 8 AM to 
5 PM. All project displays and project information were available for viewing there. 
Currently, project information can be obtained at the NDOT Program Development Office 
at 3830 Meadow Lane.  

5.1.6 Bilingual Outreach 
NDOT worked to ensure that non–English speaking individuals had access to project 
information. Spanish language handouts were developed, and the project newsletters and 
Web site content were translated into Spanish. The project team offered to obtain translators 
if requested. 
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5.1.7 Neighborhood Meetings 
In an effort to reach affected property owners, NDOT held neighborhood meetings within 
the study area. A speaker request form was provided on the project Web site in order to 
engage as many affected parties as possible. In addition to a presentation and staff on hand 
to answer questions, displays of project alternatives were available for the general public to 
review and provide comment. The neighborhood meetings included the following (most 
summaries are located on the CD at the back of the document): 

 Ellis-NEON (Ellis Estates) Neighborhood Association, March 3, 2009: Residents wanted the 
Scotch 80’s and Ellis-NEON neighborhoods to remain closed to through traffic; did not 
want church traffic diverted to Shadow Lane.  

 Richfield Neighborhood Association, March 10, 2009: Residents wanted specific details 
regarding Phase I and the widening of I-15 to the west. 

 Scotch 80’s Organization, March 17, 2009: Project overview. 

 Glen Heather Estates Neighborhood Association, March 31, 2009: Residents were concerned 
about the time period regarding the impacts to their properties. 

 Rancho Manor Neighborhood Association, April 21, 2009: Project overview; schedule update; 
noise barrier concerns; funding; access issues. 

 Bonanza Village Neighborhood Association, May 12, 2009: Residents concerned about the 
specific effects on Ward 5, the time period of the project, direct impacts to properties, 
and the benefits of the freeway enhancements. The study team agreed to meet with the 
association at their June 9 meeting. 

 Bonanza Village Neighborhood Association, June 9, 2009: Study team provided updates on 
Alternatives G and H. Residents were concerned about access to and from Martin Luther 
King Boulevard, access to I-15, traffic impacts on local streets, and future widening of 
the interstate. 

5.1.8 Public Information / Context Sensitive Solutions Meetings 
“Open format” public meetings were held inviting the public to attend at their convenience 
and to submit comments verbally to a court reporter or in writing. The meetings were held 
at the Clark County Government Center. Meetings included display boards and handout 
materials representing project alternatives and development processes, project overview, 
NEPA procedures, right-of-way issues, schedules, and photographs. Meeting notifications 
were placed in the Las Vegas Review Journal, Las Vegas Sentinel Voice, and El Mundo and sent 
out by direct mailing to project area property owners, tenants, adjacent property owners 
who may be affected by the project, and those who expressed interest in the project and 
asked to be put on the mailing list. Local radio and television stations were also provided 
news releases. The mailing list included more than 10,000 stakeholders.  

Project NEON began in September 2003 as an environmental assessment focused on 
addressing operational deficiencies in the study area. During that phase of the project, 
public meetings were held on December 2, 2003, and January 28, May 26, and September 30, 
2004. Exhibit displays and posters at the meetings included Project Development Team; 
Project Schedule; Our Study Process; Public Comment Process; Preliminary Project Needs 
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and Goals; Project Challenges; and Freeway Alternatives. About 100 members of the public 
attended each of these meetings. 

In early 2005, NDOT and FHWA changed the project document type to an EIS because of the 
potential for significant impacts. During the EIS phase, public meetings were held on 
February 23 and October 19, 2005, and October 24, 2007. About 100 members of the public 
attended each meeting. Exhibit displays and posters at the October 2005 and October 2007 
meetings included Alternatives D, E, and F; Conceptual Rendering; Housing and Business 
Survey; NEPA Study Process; Project Overview; Right-of-Way Process; Project Schedule; 
Public Comment Process; and Project History. 

Comments and input received from the public at these public meetings were used to help 
set priorities for the project, assist in refining the alternatives and ensure that the 
recommended alternative best serves the need of the public. The following is a list of key 
comments/issues heard at the public meetings (public comments, transcripts, sign-in sheets 
and other meeting materials are located on the CD at the back of the document): 

December 2, 2003, Public Information Meeting 

 Access to and from First Presbyterian Church of Las Vegas from Charleston Boulevard 
 Designing project so as to encourage people to live Downtown 
 Preserving the Symphony Park Way corridor near the Spaghetti Bowl 

January 28, 2004, Public Information Meeting 

 Concerns about access and traffic flow for residences and church west of I-15 and south 
of Charleston Boulevard during and after construction; concerns about signal timing at 
the Charleston Boulevard/Shadow Lane intersection 

 Individuals concerned about relocation 

 Concerns about First Presbyterian Church of Las Vegas traffic ending up on Ellis Avenue 

 Support for a northern connection from Martin Luther King Boulevard to Industrial Road 

 Against widening Industrial Road, maintain existing parking for businesses 

 Maintaining Wall Street connection under I-15 

May 26, 2004, Public Information Meeting 

 First Presbyterian Church of Las Vegas members were concerned about preserving 
church buildings and property in its entirety; safe access to/from Charleston Boulevard; 
noise abatement measures; protecting the visibility of and signage for the church 

 Scotch 80’s and Ellis Estates neighborhood residents were concerned about mitigating 
noise impacts; traffic at the Charleston Boulevard/Shadow Lane intersection as a result 
of the elimination of Desert Lane; providing access to the fire station that would not 
promote additional “cut-through” neighborhood traffic; design transitional elements to 
preserve the neighborhood character; limiting light pollution from the highway; 
lowering of property values 
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 Concern about access to Western Avenue if Wall Street were eliminated, need for 
northern access to Western Avenue (leave Wall Street open); maintaining parking for 
businesses along Western Avenue 

 Maintaining safe and convenient access to regional transportation systems for the 
residents west of I-15; include transit elements as part of the project 

September 30, 2004, Public Information Meeting 

 First Presbyterian Church of Las Vegas members are concerned about: available and safe 
access to the church (add signalized intersection on Charleston Boulevard to provide 
access); noise impacts; visibility of the church 

 Concerns regarding Charleston Boulevard interchange design 

 Against widening Industrial Road 

February 23, 2005, Public Information Meeting 

 Support of both the south and north Martin Luther King Boulevard/Industrial Road 
crossings 

 Concern about construction impacts to local residences, timing of the construction and 
relocations, noise and vibration, maintain/install noise barriers along the west side of I-15 

 Concern about lack of access to Oakey Boulevard 

 Support for leaving Western Avenue open north to Charleston Boulevard 

 First Presbyterian Church and its members are concerned about access, visibility, the 
creation of noise and traffic in existing residential areas if there is no access to the church 
from Charleston Boulevard, the Martin Luther King Boulevard flyover serving as a 
“shelter” for the homeless. Suggest a traffic signal on Charleston Boulevard to provide 
access to businesses on south side of Charleston Boulevard and the dental school and 
medical facilities to the north. 

October 19, 2005, Public Information Meeting 

 Shadow Lane north of Charleston Boulevard should not be used for through traffic; only 
for those wishing to access the Medical District 

 The public wants to be sure it receives the latest updates; is concerned about time period 
of project; people don’t know if they should improve their house/property or not 

 Concerns about alternatives taking property 

 Alternatives put too much traffic on the local roads 

 Concern about Glen Heather Estates being dismantled and disrupted; older people live 
on a budget and have health problems that could be worsened by construction activities 

 Look at expanding interstate to the east along Highland and avoid the neighborhoods 
on the west side; the east side is run down and has illegal activity 
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 Concern about the proximity of the Martin Luther King Boulevard flyover along Desert 
Lane and the potential impact it would have on security and testing at the State Public 
Health laboratory  

 Explore alternatives that do not destroy the downtown commercial corridor along 
Martin Luther King Boulevard 

 Concerns regarding signage on the study area freeway system 

October 24, 2007, Public Information Meeting 

 Against providing an off-ramp to Oakey Boulevard. Too much traffic on Oakey 
Boulevard currently 

 Adding HOV lanes will increase the need for right-of-way and increase cost; express 
lanes will work better than HOV lanes 

 Concern about noise impacts to the neighborhoods (Scotch 80’s, Ellis Estates, Glen 
Heather Estates); also concerned about bridge structures and whether noise barriers will 
be included in these areas  

 General timing and impact questions 

 16 written comments were received rating the three landscape and aesthetic concepts 

5.1.9 Outreach Meetings 
NDOT also met with numerous individuals and organizations, and with local businesses 
and elected officials (summaries for most of the meetings are located on CD at back of the 
document).  

TABLE 5-1 
Business, Labor, and Institutional Meetings 

Date Group / Individual Notes / Issues 

08/18/04 Wall Street/Western Avenue 
Properties 

Project overview; access closure timeframe; fire department 
access; Western Avenue concepts 

02/05/09 University of Nevada–Las Vegas Project overview 

02/25/09, 
03/03/09 

First Presbyterian Church of Las 
Vegas 

Impacts to church access; fire station access; Charleston 
Boulevard interchange; Martin Luther King Boulevard ramps 

02/27/09 Palace Station Project overview 

03/04/09 Holsum Lofts Project overview 

03/11/09 PDH Consulting I-15 access around Union Park and Grand Central Parkway 

03/11/09 Pierce Development NDOT plans at Charleston Boulevard. and Western Avenue  

04/09/09 Blue Moon Resort Project overview 

04/29/09 Downtown Las Vegas Alliance Project update; funding; timeline; access to downtown; design 
changes to help reduce cost and right-of-way 
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TABLE 5-2 
Meetings with Local and Elected Officials  

Date Group / Individual Notes / Issues 

07/20/05 Clark County Public Works Department Potential local street improvements (Alta, Martin Luther 
King, Oakey/Wyoming, Commerce, Western, Bearden) 
Control measures  

02/26/09 Clark County Commissioner 
Susan Brager – District F Town Hall 
Meeting 

Project overview: schedule; phasing and phase one 
overview 

02/26/09 Clark County Public Works Department Project update; Martin Luther King Boulevard operational 
and engineering discussion  

03/12/09 City of Las Vegas Councilwoman 
Lois Tarkanian 

Scotch 80’s impact; Metro Complex impacts; Glen Heather 
Estates impacts; emergency service efficiency; general 
right-of-way impacts 

03/17/09 City of Las Vegas Councilman Steve 
Ross 

Access to Union Park; Martin Luther King Boulevard 
operations 

03/19/09 City of Las Vegas Mayor Oscar 
Goodman 

Speed limits; F Street concerns – public involvement; 
access to Union Park; changes to Martin Luther King 
Boulevard operations; Alta Street widening; Scotch 80’s 
impacts; funding; future plans 

03/19/09 City of Las Vegas Councilman Steve 
Wolfson 

Project schedule; funding; impacts to fire station and AMR  

03/20/09 City of Las Vegas Councilman Gary 
Reese 

Martin Luther King Boulevard/Industrial Road flyover info 

03/25/09 Clark County Commissioner Larry 
Brown 

Project overview; schedule; phasing and phase one 
overview; design changes to help reduce cost and right-of-
way; discussed right-of-way takes in phase one; funding 

04/21/09 City of Las Vegas Councilwoman Lois 
Tarkanian (Ward 1 Town Hall Meeting) 

Project and schedule update; noise barrier concerns; 
funding; access issues; time savings for motorists 

07/06/09 City of Las Vegas Councilman Ricki 
Barlow 

Discussion of project phases (specifically Phase I); public 
outreach efforts; will provide updated info for council 
newsletters 

07/22/09 City of Las Vegas Councilman Stavros 
Anthony 

Project overview; schedule; phasing and phase one 
overview; design changes to help reduce cost and right-of-
way; discussed right-of-way takes in phase one; funding 

 

5.1.10 Technical Advisory Committee 
The TAC comprised representatives from NDOT, FHWA, RTC, City of Las Vegas, Clark 
County Regional Flood Control District, Union Pacific Railroad, and University of Nevada–
Las Vegas. The TAC met regularly from late 2003 through May 2009 to develop and 
evaluate alternatives, and serve as technical advisors to the project team. (The CD at the 
back of the document contains notes from TAC meetings.) The role of the TAC was to 
provide input on alternatives development, refinement, and selection, and to act as liaisons 
to their respective interests.  
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5.2 Project Alternatives Workshops 
5.2.1 Accelerated Construction Technology Transfer Workshop 
An ACTT workshop was held in Las Vegas, for Project NEON on March 15 to 17, 2005. The 
purpose of the workshop was to identify innovative techniques and technologies that might 
reduce construction time, enhance safety, and improve quality of the project. The workshop 
brought together 56 experts from 17 states and Washington, DC. Seven skill sets were 
identified: Environmental Planning; Public Involvement; Roadway Geometrics; Traffic, ITS, 
and Safety; Bridge Structures; Right-of-Way and Utilities; and Construction and Innovative 
Contracting Techniques. Each skill set team focused on how the ACTT process could be 
applied to Project NEON. As a result of this workshop, additional alternatives were 
developed and evaluated, which led to Alternatives E and F. 

5.2.2 Conceptual Design Refinement 
A Conceptual Design Refinement Process was undertaken in fall 2008 to make the 
alternatives more cost-efficient and to establish a program of improvements consistent with 
anticipated funding and operational priorities. Several agencies participated in the 
refinement process, including FHWA, NDOT, RTC, Clark County Public Works, Clark 
County Regional Flood Control District, and the City of Las Vegas. Through these studies, 
several refinements applicable to Alternatives E–HOV and F–HOV were identified and 
resulted in the development of Alternatives G and H:  

 Modify entrance and exit ramps to improve ramp braiding by reducing weaving while 
also reducing right-of-way impacts. 

 Create an arterial interchange at Grand Central Parkway and Charleston Boulevard. 

 Provide a tight diamond interchange at Charleston Boulevard and I -15. 

 Modify the Martin Luther King Boulevard/Industrial Road connector to lower the 
profile and improve operations. 

 Provide I-15 HOV access to local streets between Oakey Boulevard/Wyoming Avenue 
and Charleston Boulevard. 

5.3 Agency Coordination 
Project NEON began in September 2003 as an environmental assessment focused on 
addressing operational deficiencies in the study area. In early 2005 NDOT and FHWA 
decided to change the document type to an environmental impact statement because of the 
potential for significant impacts. The Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS for Project NEON 
appeared in the Federal Register on February 10, 2005 (see Appendix A).  

Coordination with state and federal review agencies and Native American tribes began in 
2003 and continued through development and refinement of alternatives and preparation of 
the Draft EIS.  
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5.3.1 Cooperating Agencies 
On February 14, 2005, FHWA, in cooperation with NDOT, mailed written invitations to key 
government agencies with a direct interest in the Project NEON EIS to participate as 
“cooperating agencies” in accordance with CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1501.6 and 1506.3). 
Participation of the cooperating agencies was sought throughout all stages of the EIS for 
technical information, resolution of issues, and identification of specific review and 
approval requirements. The following agencies participated in the development of the EIS 
as cooperating agencies, and they have been involved throughout the project development 
process (Appendix A): 

 Regional Transportation Commission (RTC) of Southern Nevada 
 United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) 
 City of Las Vegas 

5.3.2 Agency Scoping  
Following publication of the Notice of Intent in the Federal Register, NDOT began the EIS 
scoping process. An agency scoping meeting was held on February 23, 2005, in Las Vegas 
(see CD at end of the document for meeting notes, invite, and attendee list). Attendees were 
given an overview of the project and asked to present their agency’s concerns, special 
requirements, and information relative to the study process. Along with the cooperating 
agencies, the following key agencies and owner stakeholders were invited to participate in 
the agency scoping process: 

 Clark County 
 Nevada Highway Patrol 
 Las Vegas Metro Police Department 
 Las Vegas Fire and Rescue 
 University of Nevada–Las Vegas 
 Union Pacific Railroad 
 Southern Nevada Water Authority 
 Las Vegas Valley Water District 

 NV Energy 
 Sprint 
 Southwest Gas 
 Cox Communications 
 Mercy Ambulance Services 
 Area Hospitals 
 Nevada SHPO 

 

Responses to the agency scoping letter were received from Southern Nevada Water 
Authority, Las Vegas Valley Water District, University of Nevada–Las Vegas, and Cox 
Communications. These letters are located on the CD at the back of the document. 

5.3.3 Federal Agency and Tribal Coordination 
Coordination with HUD and USEPA was initiated during the project scoping process. On 
March 18, 2005, HUD accepted the invitation to be a cooperating agency. On March 2, 2005, 
USEPA declined the invitation to be a cooperating agency, but noted it would continue its 
participation with the project through providing scoping comments and additional 
comments throughout the development of the EIS. Appendix A contains agency 
correspondence.  

FHWA identified Native American tribes that may have an interest in the Project NEON 
Section 106 process. FHWA coordinated with the Las Vegas Paiute, Moapa Paiute, and 
Pahrump Paiute tribes as appropriate. The Las Vegas Indian Center was also consulted. 
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Formal government-to-government consultation pursuant to the National Historic 
Preservation Act was initiated through letters dated October 21, 2005.  

Based on the tribes’ responses during project coordination, FHWA determined that there are 
no outstanding Native American concerns regarding National Historic Preservation Act 
issues surrounding Project NEON, as proposed. If the project design significantly changed 
with respect to factors involving NHPA, if objects known to be of concern to Native 
Americans were located, or if recognized Native American tribes or groups wanted 
additional consultation, FHWA will address those situations as appropriate. The Native 
American Consultation Report for Project NEON, completed on June 7, 2006, is located in 
Appendix A. 

5.3.4 State Agency Coordination 
On April 29, 2008, the project team sent correspondence to the Nevada SHPO outlining the 
proposed APE for historic resources. SHPO concurred with the APE by letter dated June 3, 2008.  

On June 13, 2008, the project team submitted the Determination of Eligibility and Effect for 
Project NEON. In September 2008, SHPO concurred with the recommendations in the 
Determination of Eligibility and Effect (see Appendix A). 

On March 8, 2005, University of Nevada–Las Vegas submitted comments regarding 
concerns about the impacts the project would have on its Shadow Lane campus (see 
Appendix A).  

5.3.5 Local Government Coordination 
As noted in Appendix A, both the City of Las Vegas and the RTC agreed to be 
cooperating agencies.  

5-10 TB052009010MKE 



6. Coordination and Consultation Following 
Draft EIS Availability and Public Hearing 

6.1  Draft EIS Comment Period ............................................................................................... 6-1 
6.2  Distribution of the Draft EIS ........................................................................................... 6-1 
6.3  Web Site ............................................................................................................................... 6-1 
6.4  Public Hearing .................................................................................................................... 6-2 
6.5  Comments on the Draft EIS .............................................................................................. 6-3 

6.5.1  Public Comments ..................................................................................................... 6-3 
6.5.2  Agency and Local Official Comments .................................................................. 6-5 

6.6  Project Meetings Since Draft EIS Approval .................................................................. 6-6 
 
Tables 

6-1 Summary of Comments from the Public .......................................................................... 6-4 
6-2 Summary of Federal, State, and Local Government Comments .................................. 6-5 
6-3 Informational Meetings Since DEIS Approval ................................................................ 6-6 
 
Exhibits 

6-1 Notice of Availability



6. Coordination and Consultation Following 
Draft EIS Availability and Public Hearing  

This section discusses circulation of the Draft EIS, community involvement activities, and 
coordination with state and federal review agencies and other interest groups following the 
release of the Draft EIS, including the public hearing. The public involvement process was 
open to all residents and population groups. 

The CD at the back of the document includes public comments received on the Draft EIS. 
The comments were submitted as letters, e-mail, via the comment form on the project 
Web site, calls to the NDOT hotline, public hearing transcripts, public hearing comment 
sheets, and at local meetings.  

6.1 Draft EIS Comment Period 
The comment period on the Draft EIS began on September 18, 2009, when the Notice of 
Availability was published in the Federal Register. A copy of the notice is included as 
Exhibit 6-1. The public comment period closed on November 6, 2009.  

6.2 Distribution of the Draft EIS 
The Draft EIS was mailed to more than 70 agencies, organizations, and individuals. The 
distribution list was the same as the Final EIS distribution list, which is found in Section 7. 

The Draft EIS was made available for review at the following locations: 

 Las Vegas–Clark County Library, Las Vegas, Nevada 
 Meadows Library, Las Vegas, Nevada 
 West Charleston Library, Las Vegas, Nevada 
 Rainbow Library, Las Vegas, Nevada 
 North Las Vegas Library, North Las Vegas, Nevada 
 Springs Preserve Library, Las Vegas, Nevada 
 West Las Vegas Library, Las Vegas, Nevada 
 FHWA Division Office, Carson City, Nevada 
 NDOT Headquarters, Carson City, Nevada 
 NDOT District 1 Office, Las Vegas, Nevada 

6.3 Web Site 
The entire Draft EIS was made available on the project Web site (www.ndotprojectneon.com) 
on September 15, 2009. The online Draft EIS included all figures, tables, chapters, and text 
found in the paper document. It also included the content located on the CD located at the 
back of the hard copy version of the Draft EIS. The project Web site included a comment form 
that allowed people to submit comments and questions.  
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A video showing traffic simulations for both alternatives that was presented at the public 
hearing was posted by NDOT on YouTube 
(http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=PHgQHdemMjM) on October 7, 2009. 

6.4 Public Hearing 
On October 7, 2009, NDOT hosted a Public Hearing from 4 to 7 PM at the Clark County 
Government Center, 500 South Grand Central Parkway, Las Vegas to provide interested 
parties with an opportunity to provide comments on the project and the Draft EIS. The 
project team was available to discuss the project purpose and need; major issues; 
alternatives and design features; and the potential social, economic, and environmental 
effects of the project.  

The notice announcing the hearing date, comment period, purpose of the hearing, and 
information on how to view a copy of the Draft EIS appeared in the Las Vegas Review-Journal 
on September 22, October 6, and October 7, 2009, the Las Vegas Sentinel-Voice on October 1, 
2009, and in Spanish in El Mundo on October 3, 2009. In addition, a postcard announcing the 
hearing date, comment period, and availability of the Draft EIS was mailed to the project’s 
mailing list, which includes roughly 6,300 individuals. The mailing list primarily included 
residents located in an area generally bordered by Lake Mead Boulevard on the north, Las 
Vegas Boulevard on the east, Desert Inn Road on the south, and Rancho Drive on the west. 

The public hearing format was open house, and representatives from the project team were 
available to review project alternatives, listen to comments, answer questions, and explain 
procedures for providing testimony. A presentation by NDOT at 5:30 PM summarized the 
alternatives and discussed study progress. Two formats for providing testimony were 
available at the hearing: oral comments to a court reporter and written comment forms.  
The comment forms could also be mailed in after the public hearing, or comments could be 
provided through the project Web site or the NDOT South Projects Hotline at 702-486-0486. 
All forms of testimony were given equal consideration. Approximately 130 people attended 
the public hearing. The hearing transcript is on the CD at the back of this document. NDOT, 
FHWA, and consultant staff were on hand to answer questions regarding other NDOT 
projects in the area. 

Exhibits on display at the public hearing included the following: 

 Traffic simulation of Alternatives G and H 

 Information on alternatives 

 Project NEON community outreach meetings 

 Draft EIS’s available for review 

 Purpose of and need for the project 

 History of study area freeway system 

 Project schedule and overview of the study process 

 Federal environmental review process 
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 NDOT right-of-way process 

 Large-size posters of Alternatives G and H, showing project phasing, typical sections, 
new roadway footprint, right-of-way needs, and highlighting key benefits/impacts of 
improvements  

 Local roadway improvements 

 Computer station showing the project Web site where people could sign up for project  
e-mail alerts and leave comments on the Draft EIS 

This material was arranged in a manner that allowed attendees ample time to study the 
exhibits and interact with project team members. Handouts were also available and 
included a project business card with project contact information, a welcome letter with 
project comment sheet, project newsletter, and 11 × 17 sheets showing Alternatives G and H. 

6.5 Comments on the Draft EIS 

6.5.1 Public Comments 
During the public comment period 40 comments were received from the general public. 
Table 6-1 summarizes the comments into categories. Comments that include more than one 
issue were noted in multiple categories. Public comments were incorporated into the Final 
EIS where applicable. 

Those who supported the project want to see it built as soon as possible. Others who 
supported the project cited the need for increased capacity to accommodate future traffic 
and wanted to see the freeway built wide enough so this process will not have to repeat 
itself in a few years. There was also support for the phased construction approach. Only one 
comment was received that supported a specific alternative and that comment supported 
Alternative G. 

Local business owners expressed concern regarding the uncertain timing of the right-of-way 
process and receiving fair compensation for their business/property. Business owners said 
they were in a state of limbo and unable to make updates to their business because they 
were not sure how long they would be able to remain at their existing locations. The length 
of the study and the unknown amount of time until their business would be acquired has 
been frustrating. Residents also expressed concern about noise abatement measures and the 
location of new noise barriers.  

There was concern regarding traffic routes and operations impacts to the local road 
network, most notably the area between Charleston and Oakey Boulevards. Two comments 
noted concern about changes in access to the First Presbyterian Church of Las Vegas and 
access from the fire station on Martin Luther King Boulevard.  
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TABLE 6-1 

Summary of Public Comments on the Draft EIS 

Comment Category Total 
Alternatives  
 General Project Support 5 
 Support Alternative G 1 
Environmental Concerns  

Concern about compensation amount and compensation rights 2 
Concern about noise during construction and operation/location of noise barriers/noise mitigation 2 
Update noise analysis in Final EIS and provide periodic updates 1 
Impacts to specific properties 3 
Concern about lights from the project 1 
Environmental justice concerns 2 
Concern regarding homeless population living under raised portions of the freeway 1 
Provide job training and hire workers from local neighborhoods 1 

Transportation Concerns  
 Access to First Presbyterian Church 2 
 Routing of vehicles to/from fire station/safety 2 
 Concern about traffic routes/operations between Charleston and Oakey Boulevards 2 
 Concern about viaduct between US 95 and I-15 1 
 Concern about impacts to Rancho Drive 1 
Public Involvement  
 Asked for project information/copy of Draft EIS/contact/add to mailing list 4 
 Public should be better informed on a more frequent basis   3 
 Unable to attend public hearing 5 
 Public hearing was not helpful 1 

 
A series of e-mails and comments were received from one person focusing on 
environmental justice concerns, specifically along Martin Luther King Boulevard north of 
Charleston Boulevard. The comments focused on such issues as pedestrian safety, 
residential displacements, air quality, and public transportation. The commenter thought 
the Draft EIS was inadequate, particularly the environmental justice analysis. Other 
concerns raised by this person included: 

 Pedestrian safety and public 
transportation along the Martin 
Luther King Boulevard–Industrial 
Road connector 

 Compensation for businesses affected 
by road closures 

 Construction impacts on public 
transportation 

 Air quality and noise impacts  

 Project impacts on minority and low 
income populations 

 Displacing low income housing and 
finding suitable replacement housing
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All who submitted substantive comments during the public comment period received a 
written response from NDOT. All public comments on the Draft EIS and NDOT responses 
are located in Appendix B.  

6.5.2 Agency and Local Official Comments  
Table 6-2 summarizes agency comments on the Draft EIS. Agency comments and NDOT’s 
responses are found in Appendix B.  

TABLE 6-2 
Summary of Federal, State, and Local Government Comments 

Agency Comment 

USEPA November 5, 2009—Concerned about the project’s impacts on 
environmental justice communities due to relocation and noise impacts. 
Also concerned about noise, air quality, mobile source air toxics impacts, 
and health impacts for those in close proximity to the highway. 

Department of the Interior – Office 
of Environmental Analysis 

April 9, 2010—Noted that the Old Spanish National Historic Trail was 
located in the project area. Stated that the area has been completely 
disturbed and no adverse effect to the trail is anticipated as a result of the 
proposed action.  

US Army Corps of Engineers April 12, 2010—Indicated that the Executive Summary (Other Activities 
Required) should be revised to include Section 404 permitting activities for 
“Waters of the U.S.” In addition, it should be noted in Section 3.8 (Water 
Resources) that a Section 404 permit may be necessary depending on the 
impacts associated with intermittent, seasonal and/or ephemeral drainages. 
To ascertain the extent of waters on the project site, the applicant should 
prepare an “Aquatic Resources Report.” 

Nevada Department of 
Conservation and Natural 
Resources, Division of Water 
Resources 

September 23, 2009—Noted that all water used to construct the project 
should be provided by an established utility or under permit issued by the 
State Engineer’s Office. All waterholes or boreholes must be plugged and 
abandoned per Nevada Administrative Code. If artesian water is 
encountered, it must be controlled per Nevada Revised Statutes. In areas of 
shallow groundwater, a waiver for dewatering may be necessary.  

University of Nevada–Las Vegas;    
David Frommer, Executive Director 
of Planning and Construction 

October 9, 2009—Requested a copy of the most recent alternatives, 
particularly relating to impacts to the UNLV Shadow Lane campus. 

November 4, 2009—Supports the Draft EIS as written.  Nevada State Clearinghouse, State 
Historic Preservation Office 

Southern Nevada Public Health Lab October 7, 2009—Concerned about construction dust and debris clogging 
the air filters atop of the building. Concerned about diesel fumes entering 
the lab’s air intake. Security concerns with increased traffic on Bearden 
Drive passing the lab. Supports the project, but is concerned about the lab’s 
ability to operate efficiently. 

Las Vegas Valley Water District October 7, 2009—Wanted to know when the plans for the 36-inch water 
main relocation at Oakey Boulevard will be available. 
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TABLE 6-2 
Summary of Federal, State, and Local Government Comments 

Agency Comment 

Clark County Department of Air 
Quality and Environmental 
Management 

November 5, 2009—Concurs that the project is designed to reduce traffic 
congestion, which will improve traffic flow and reduce emissions from 
vehicles idling in traffic that contribute to unhealthy air quality conditions. 
Notes project is in area designated nonattainment for the pollutants ozone, 
particulate matter, and carbon monoxide. Certain types of construction 
require issuance of dust control before the start of any construction activity. 
The Construction Activities Dust Control Handbook best management 
practices must be employed at all times. 

City of Las Vegas Councilwoman 
Lois Tarkanian (Ward 1) 

November 6, 2009—Supports the concerns of the residents within her 
Ward. Supports NDOT conducting additional noise studies prior to the 
release of the Final EIS. Asked to be kept up-to-date about the progress of 
the noise studies. Noted that in prior experiences sound barriers do a good 
job in keeping noise down.  

 

6.6 Project Meetings since Draft EIS Approval 
Since the approval of the Draft EIS, NDOT has continued to reach out to neighborhood 
associations, individuals, organizations, local businesses, and elected officials to keep them 
up to date on the study. Table 6-3 lists the meetings conducted since the Draft EIS was 
approved. Meeting minutes are found on the CD at the back of this document. 

TABLE 6-3 
Informational Meetings Since Draft EIS Approval 

Date 
Group / 

Individual Notes / Issues 

09/24/09 RTC Executive 
Advisory 
Committee 

Discussed results of the Draft EIS (phasing, alternatives overview, community 
outreach, project costs and construction time period.) Discussed public 
hearing logistics. Right-of-way and funding were identified as the most 
significant project variables. 

10/06/09 Scotch 80’s 
Neighborhood 
Association 

Discussed noise issues, specifically, the inadequacy of current sound walls; 
construction noise plan; NDOT noise standards; the process/standards for 
removing and replacing sound walls; and sound study for the Final EIS. The 
Neighborhood Association was interested in having a sound wall height 
commitment on record and would like construction staging to take place 
closest to actual construction. Were interested in any differences between the 
original sound study on the project and anything that might change with the 
design changes Discussed the five phases of the study and looked at the 
differences between Alternatives G and H. 

10/07/09 City of Las Vegas 
City Council 

Discussed results of Draft EIS (phasing, alternatives overview, community 
outreach access changes, transit benefits and interchange reconfiguration). 
Discussed project funding and time period. Work to be done in early phases. 
Phases during which residences would be displaced. 
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TABLE 6-3 
Informational Meetings Since Draft EIS Approval 

Group / 
Individual Date Notes / Issues 

10/08/09 RTC Discussed results of the Draft EIS (phasing, alternatives overview, community 
outreach). Project background provided. Noted project would alleviate some of 
the congestion on US 95 southbound. Stated this is a regional improvement 
initiative. Would provide additional transit opportunities. Right-of-way 
discussion. Discussion of project funding and time period. Preliminary design 
is taking place, but final design will not start until environmental work is 
completed. Discussion of Charleston Boulevard interchange. Discussion of 
extensive public outreach. 

10/27/09 F Street Coalition Discussed results of the Draft EIS (phasing, alternatives overview, community 
outreach). Noted where hard copies and electronic copies of the Draft EIS 
were located and encouraged people to provide comments (two comments 
were received at the meeting). Focused on access changes at Wall Street and 
Alta Drive in Phase 1. Discussed one-way access on Martin Luther King 
Boulevard at Alta to improve operations at Charleston Boulevard. Discussion 
about fire department access. Exit ramps available to West Las Vegas area. 
Access to Martin Luther King Boulevard. Job training and hiring local workers 
for the project. 

11/16/09 Preferred 
Alternative 
Discussion (City 
of Las Vegas, 
RTC) 

Overview of alternatives and summary of comparative data (capacity, 
operations, constructability, environmental considerations, and capital cost). 
Alternative G provides the best operations of the alternatives and has better 
constructability with the Martin Luther King Boulevard–Industrial Connector 
and the braiding at the Spaghetti Bowl. Similar environmental impacts. 
Alternative G has one more sensitive noise receptor but fewer commercial 
displacements. Alternative G costs $100 million less than Alternative H. 
Engineering considerations of capacity, operations, and constructability all 
favor Alternative G. 

12/10/09 Clark County 
Commissioner 
Chris 
Giunchigliani 

Discussed the tentative schedule for Project NEON and how it would be 
constructed in phases. Focused on phase one cost and how it can be broken 
out into three smaller phases. Discussed the closing of Wall Street in regards 
to replacement access and traffic circulation. Discussion also focused on the 
Charleston Boulevard ramps, Alta Drive access and the removal of the Iron 
Horse loop. It was noted that acquisition of train tracks is not expected, the 
First Presbyterian Church will remain, and where sound walls currently exist, 
they will be replaced. 

12/14/09 Clark County 
Commissioner 
Larry Brown 

Provided a general project overview and discussed schedule, phasing, cost, 
and funding. Described changes in access as a result of phase one. 
Discussed the five different phases and the nine funding packages in more 
detail. Noted the issues with Wall Street are about changes in access and not 
closures. Working to make sure this message is understood. Noted key 
improvement was the Martin Luther King Boulevard flyover. 

12/16/09 Public Storage 
(local business) 

Provided a general project overview and discussed schedule, phasing, cost, 
and funding. Talked about phase one cost and how it can be broken out into 
three smaller phases. Discussed the closing of Wall Street in regards to 
replacement access and traffic circulation. Discussion also focused on the 
Charleston Boulevard ramps, Alta Drive access and the removal of the Iron 
Horse loop. Concern about timing of relocations and roadway access to 
property. Discussion of possible land swap if parcel is taken. 
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Informational Meetings Since Draft EIS Approval 
TABLE 6-3 

Date 
Group / 

Individual Notes / Issues 

12/17/09 Clark County 
Commissioner 
Lawrence Weekly 

Discussed tentative schedule of Project NEON and an overview of phase one. 
Discussed the closing of Wall Street in regards to replacement access and 
traffic circulation. Discussion also focused on the Charleston Boulevard 
ramps, Alta Drive access and the removal of the Iron Horse loop. Talked 
about cost, funding and phase schedule. Discussed project outreach. Pointed 
out areas where relocations will take place. 

3/23, 
3/24, 
3/25, and 
4/1/10 

Saratoga 
Meadows HOA; 
UNLV Shadow 
Lane Campus; 
City of Las Vegas  
Neighborhood 
Services Dept.; 
Councilwoman 
Tarkanian staff; 
Councilman 
Barlow staff; 
Rancho Manor 
HOA; Glen 
Heather Estates 
HOA; Metro 
Police; University 
Medical Center; 
and Latin 
Chamber of 
Commerce   

In separate meetings with each organization, the study team provided an 
update on the project and asked for information about the residents in the 
Medical District in the area bounded by Martin Luther King Boulevard, Desert 
Lane, Alta Boulevard, and Charleston Boulevard. The purpose of the meetings 
was to ensure that NDOT understood the demographics of the neighborhood 
and to help determine whether the proposed residential displacements in this 
area would be a disproportionately high and adverse impact on low-income or 
minority residents.  

Those interviewed said that the 2000 census still reflects the current 
demographics of the area. The residents were described by most interviewees 
as transient, with little interaction with adjacent neighborhoods.   
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Burden Statement: The annual public 
reporting and recordkeeping burden for 
this collection of information is 
estimated to average 20 hours per 
response. Burden means the total time, 
effort, or financial resources expended 
by persons to generate, maintain, retain, 
or disclose or provide information to or 
for a Federal agency. This includes the 
time needed to review instructions; 
develop, acquire, install, and utilize 
technology and systems for the purposes 
of collecting, validating, and verifying 
information, processing and 
maintaining information, and disclosing 
and providing information; adjust the 
existing ways to comply with any 
previously applicable instructions and 
requirements which have subsequently 
changed; train personnel to be able to 
respond to a collection of information; 
search data sources; complete and 
review the collection of information; 
and transmit or otherwise disclose the 
information. 

Respondents/Affected Entities: 
Drinking Water Treatment Plants 
(DWTPs) participating in a EPA/USGS 
sampling program. 

Estimated Number of Respondents: 
50. 

Frequency of Response: Once. 
Estimated Total Annual Hour Burden: 

1,000. 
Estimated Total Annual Cost: 

$29,735, includes $250 annualized 
capital or O&M costs. 

Changes in the Estimates: Because 
this is a new ICR, there is no burden 
currently identified in the OMB 
Inventory of Approved ICR Burdens. 

Dated: September 15, 2009. 
John Moses, 
Director, Collection Strategies Division. 
[FR Doc. E9–22569 Filed 9–17–09; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6560–50–P 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 

[ER–FRL–8597–5] 

Environmental Impact Statements and 
Regulations; Availability of EPA 
Comments 

Availability of EPA comments 
prepared pursuant to the Environmental 
Review Process (ERP), under section 
309 of the Clean Air Act and Section 
102(2)(c) of the National Environmental 
Policy Act as amended. Requests for 
copies of EPA comments can be directed 
to the Office of Federal Activities at 
202–564–7146. An explanation of the 
ratings assigned to draft environmental 
impact statements (EISs) was published 
in the Federal Register dated July 17, 
2009 (74 FR 34754). 

Draft EISs 

EIS No. 20090229, ERP No. D–NPS– 
E65084–FL, Big Cypress National 
Preserve Addition, General 
Management Plan/Wilderness Study/ 
Off-Road Vehicle Management Plan, 
Implementation, Collier County, FL. 
Summary: EPA expressed 

environmental concerns about surface 
water and wetland impacts, and 
recommended that the final EIS include 
a cumulative impact analysis for the 
entire Big Cypress National Preserve. 
Rating EC2. 
EIS No. 20090246, ERP No. D–AFS– 

K65376–CA, Eddy Gulch Late- 
Successional Reserve Fuels/Habitat 
Protection Project, To Protect Late- 
Successional Habitat used by the 
Northern Spotted Owl and Other Late- 
Successional-Dependent Species, 
Salmon River and Scott River Ranger 
District, Klamath National Forest, 
Siskiyou County, CA. 
Summary: EPA requested additional 

information regarding a smoke 
management plan, worker exposure to 
naturally occurring asbestos, the 
Wildland-Urban Interface (WUI), and 
noxious weeds. Rating EC2. 

Final EISs 

EIS No. 20090284, ERP No. F–ARD– 
L65578–WA, Adoption—White Pass 
Expansion Master Development Plan, 
Implementation, Naches Ranger 
District, Okanogan-Wenatchee 
National Forests and Cowlitz Valley 
Ranger District, Gifford Pinchot 
National Forest, Yakima and Lewis 
Counties, WA. 
Summary: No formal comment letter 

was sent to the preparing agency. 
Dated: September 15, 2009. 

Robert W. Hargrove, 
Director, NEPA Compliance Division, Office 
of Federal Activities. 
[FR Doc. E9–22529 Filed 9–17–09; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6560–50–P 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 

[ER–FRL–8597–4] 

Environmental Impacts Statements; 
Notice of Availability 

Responsible Agency: Office of Federal 
Activities, General Information (202) 
564–1399 or http://www.epa.gov/ 
compliance/nepa/. 
Weekly receipt of Environmental Impact 

Statements 
Filed 09/07/2009 Through 09/11/2009 
Pursuant to 40 CFR 1506.9. 

EIS No. 20090320, Draft EIS, AFS, OR, 
EXF Thinning, Fuel Reduction, and 
Research Project, Proposal for 
Vegetation Management and Fuel 
Reduction within the Lookout 
Mountain Unit of the Pringle Falls 
Experimental Forest, Bend/Ft. Rock 
Ranger District, Deschutes National 
Forest, Deschutes County, OR, 
Comment Period Ends: 11/02/2009, 
Contact: Beth Peer 541–383–4769. 

EIS No. 20090321, Final EIS, SFW, AK, 
Kenai National Wildlife Refuge Draft 
Revised Comprehensive Conservation 
Plan, Implementation, AK, Wait 
Period Ends: 10/19/2009, Contact: 
Peter Wikoff 907–786–3357. 

EIS No. 20090322, Final EIS, AFS, ID, 
Salmon-Challis National Forest 
(SCNF), Proposes Travel Planning and 
OHV Route Designation, Lemhi, 
Custer and Butte Counties, ID, Wait 
Period Ends: 10/19/2009, Contact: 
Karen Gallogly 208–756–5103. 

EIS No. 20090323, Draft EIS, FHW, NV, 
I–15 Corridor Improvement and Local 
Arterial Improvements Project, 
Collectively Known as Project NEON, 
To Improve the Safety and Travel 
Efficiency in the I–15 Corridor, City of 
Las Vegas, Clark County, NV, 
Comment Period Ends: 11/06/2009, 
Contact: Abdelmoez Abdalla 
775–687–1204. 

Amended Notices 

EIS No. 20090225, Draft EIS, AFS, ND, 
North Billings County Allotment 
Management Plan Revisions, Proposes 
to Continue to Permit Livestock 
Grazing on 43 Allotments, Medora 
Ranger District, Dakota Prairie 
Grasslands, Billings County, ND, 
Comment Period Ends: 10/13/2009, 
Contact: Jeff Adams 701–227–7800. 
Revision to FR Notice Published 07/ 
10/2009: Extending Comment Period 
from 08/24/2009 to 10/10/2009. 

EIS No. 20090309, Final EIS, FTA, CO, 
East Corridor Project, Proposes 
Commuter Rail Transit from 
downtown Denver to International 
Airport (DIA), Denver, Adams, 
Arapahoe, Jefferson and Douglas 
Counties, CO, Wait Period Ends: 10/ 
05/2009, Contact: David Beckhouse 
720–963–3306. Revision to FR Notice 
Published 09/04/2009: Correction to 
the State from MO to CO. 

EIS No. 20090316, Final EIS, FAA, 00, 
PROGRAMMATIC—Streamlining the 
Processing of Experimental Permit 
Applications, Issuing Experimental 
Permits for the Launch and Reentry of 
Useable Suborbital Rockets, Wait 
Period Ends: 10/13/2009, Contact: 
Daniel Czelusniak 202–267–5924. 
Revision to FR Notice Published 
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7. Distribution List 

Federal Agencies 
Carolyn Mulvihill 
Environmental Protection Specialist 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 9 
San Francisco, CA  

Chief Airport District Office SS0-600 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
Federal Aviation Administration 
Burlingame, CA  

Dave Farrel, Chief  
Environmental Review Section 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
San Francisco, CA  

Director, Ecology & Conservation Office 
Washington, DC  

Federal Emergency Management Agency 
Oakland, CA 

Kristine Hansen 
Regulatory Project Manager 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Reno Regulatory Office 
Reno, NV  

NOAA NEPA Coordinator 
NOAA Program Planning & Integration 
Silver Spring, MD  

Patricia McQueary, Chief 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
St. George, UT  

Regional Director Region 1 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
Fish and Wildlife Service 
Portland, OR  

Richard Beghart, Chief 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Reno, NV  

Ron Wenker, State Director 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
Bureau of Land Management 
Reno, NV 

Southern Nevada District Office Manager  
U.S. Department of the Interior 
Bureau of Land Management 
Las Vegas, NV   

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Reno, NV 

U.S. Department of Agriculture 
Forest Service 
Sparks, NV  

U.S. Department of Agriculture 
Natural Resources Conservation Service 
Las Vegas, NV 

U.S. Department of Agriculture 
Regional Forester 
Forest Service Region 4 
Ogden, UT 

U.S. Department of Housing and  
Urban Development 
Las Vegas, NV 

U.S. Department of the Interior 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Phoenix, AZ  

U.S. Department of the Interior 
Bureau of Reclamation 
Carson City, NV 

U.S. Department of the Interior 
Bureau of Reclamation 
Boulder City, NV 

U.S. Department of the Interior, Chief 
Environmental Impact,  
Assessment Program 
U.S. Geological Survey 
Reston, VA  
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U.S. Department of the Interior 
National Park Service 
Oakland, CA  

U.S. Department of the Interior 
Regional Director, Region 1 
Fish and Wildlife Service 
Portland, OR 

U.S. Department of the Interior 
Regional Environmental Officer 
Pacific Southwest Region 
Oakland, CA  

U.S. Department of the Interior 
Fish and Wildlife Service 
Las Vegas, NV  

U.S. Department of the Interior 
U.S. Geological Survey 
Water Resources Division 
Carson City, NV 

State Agencies 
D. Bradford Hardenbrook 
Regional Supervisory Biologist-Habitat 
Nevada Department of Wildlife 
Reno, NV  

Leanne Miller, Project Manager 
Southern Nevada Water Authority 
Las Vegas, NV  

Nevada Division of Water Planning 
Carson City, NV 

Nevada Department of Environmental 
Protection 
Water Pollution Control 
Carson City, NV  

Nevada State Clearinghouse 
Carson City, NV 

Nevada State Clearinghouse 
Department of Administration 
Carson City, NV 

State NFIP Coordinator 
Nevada Division of Water Planning 
Carson City, NV 

Department of Motor Vehicles 
Office of Traffic Safety 
Carson City, NV 

Local Units of Government 
Jacob Snow, General Manager 
Regional Transportation Commission of 
Southern Nevada 
Las Vegas, NV 

City Engineering Division 
Public Works Department 
Las Vegas, NV  

City of Las Vegas Council 
Las Vegas, NV  

City of Las Vegas Public Works 
Department 
Las Vegas, NV 

Clark County Commissioners 
Las Vegas, NV 

Elizabeth N. Fretwell 
City Manager 
City of Las Vegas 
Las Vegas, NV   

Mayor Oscar B. Goodman 
City of Las Vegas 
Las Vegas, NV  

Phil Swain, Chairman 
Moapa Business Council 
Moapa, NV 

Federal and State  
Elected Officials 
Governor Jim Gibbons,  
State of Nevada 
Las Vegas, NV 

Representative Harvey J. Munford 
Las Vegas, NV  

Representative Joseph M. Hogan 
Las Vegas, NV 

Representative Tick Segerblom 
Las Vegas, NV 
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Senator Bob Coffin 
Carson City, NV 

Senator Harry Reid 
Washington, DC. 

Senator John Ensign 
Washington, DC. 

Representative Shelley Berkley 
Washington, DC. 

Representative Dean Heller 
Washington, DC. 

Representative Dina Titus 
Washington, DC. 

Senator Steven A. Horsford 
Carson City, NV  

Senator Terry Care 
Carson City, NV  

Senator Valerie Wiener 
Carson City, NV  

Interested Groups or 
Individuals 
Central Telephone Company 
Las Vegas, NV 

Cheryl Blumstrom,  
Associated General Contractors 
Reno, NV  

Gloria Hernandez, Chairperson 
Las Vegas Paiute Tribe 
Las Vegas, NV  

James D. Morefield 
Nevada State Heritage 
Department of Conservation and Natural 
Resources 
Carson City, NV  

Nevada Bell 
Reno, NV 

NV Energy 
Reno, NV 

NV Energy 
Las Vegas, NV 

Richard Arnold, Chairman 
Pahrump Paiute Tribe 
Pahrump, NV 

Richard Arnold, Director 
Las Vegas Indian Center 
Las Vegas, NV 

Robert Hall 
Nevada Environmental Coalition, Inc. 
Las Vegas, NV  

Sierra Club 
Reno, NV 

Sierra Club 

Las Vegas, NV 

Sierra Pacific Power Company 
Reno, NV 

Southwest Gas 
Las Vegas, NV  

Southwest Gas, Engineering Department 
Carson City, NV 

All who provided substantive comments on 
the Draft EIS received a copy of the Final EIS.  

Public Libraries 
Document Distribution Center 
Nevada State Library 
Carson City, NV 

Las Vegas—Clark County Library 
Las Vegas, NV 

Meadows Library 
Las Vegas, NV 

West Charleston Library 
Las Vegas, NV 

Rainbow Library 
Las Vegas, NV  
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8. List of Preparers 

Federal Highway 
Administration 
Greg Novak, P.E. 
Major Projects Manager 
Nevada Division 
34 years of experience 
ME, Civil Engineering 

Abdelmoez Abdalla 
Environmental Program Manager  
Nevada Division 
25 years of experience 
PhD, Water Quality 

Hannah Visser 
Environmental Specialist 
10 years of experience 
MS, Hydrology 

Nevada Department of 
Transportation 
Daryl James, P.E. 
Chief Road Design Engineer 
26 years of experience 
BS, Mechanical Engineering 

Glenn Petrenko, P.E.  
Project Manager 
24 years of experience 
BA, Geology 

Steve Cooke, P.E. 
Chief, Environmental Services 
25 years of experience 
MS, Civil Engineering 

Daniel Nollsch 
Environmental Services Supervisor 
31 years of experience 
BA, Sociology 

C. Cliff Creger 
Chief Archaeologist 
19 years of experience 
MA, Anthropology 

Elizabeth Dickey 
Architectural Historian 
7 years of experience 
MS, Historic Preservation 

Phillip D. Slagel, P.E. 
Project Manager 
19 years of experience 
BS Civil Engineering Technology 

CH2M HILL 
John Taylor, P.E. 
Engineering Updates —Alternatives  
E–HOV Refined and F–HOV Refined 
19 years of experience 
BS, Civil Engineering 

James Bednar 
EIS Updates—Alternatives E–HOV 
Refined and F–HOV Refined 
31 years of experience 
BS, Civil Engineering 

Don Campbell, P.E., PTOE 
Alternatives development and EIS 
preparation 
45 years of experience 
AS, Civil Engineering 

Dan Dupies 
EIS preparation 
22 years of experience 
MS, Urban and Regional Planning 

Ben Goldsworthy, AICP 
EIS preparation 
7 years of experience 
BA, Political Science;  
MS Urban and Regional Planning 
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Bardia Nezhati, P.E., PTOE 
Alternatives development and EIS 
24 years of experience 
BS, Civil Engineering 

Dave Rodebaugh 
EIS preparation 
13 years of experience 
MS, Urban and Regional Planning 

Charlie Webb 
EIS preparation 
17 years of experience 
MS, Urban and Regional Planning 

Parsons Transportation 
Group 
Gene Niemasz, P.E. 
Project Manager 
25 years of experience 
BS, Civil Engineering 

Jeff Bingham 
EIS Task Manager 
30 years of experience 
MS, Environmental Studies 

Andrea Reeves 
EIS Coordinator, Secondary and 
Cumulative Impact Analysis 
7 years of experience 
BS, Environmental Resources 

Areg Gharabegian 
Traffic Noise Analysis 
26 years of experience 
MS, Mechanical Engineering 

Emery Tuttle 
Traffic Noise Analysis 
25 years of experience 
BS, Electronics Engineering 

Nasrin Behmanesh, PhD 
Air Quality Analysis Quality Control 
15 years of experience 
PhD, Chemical Engineering 

Guillaume Shearin, PhD 
Socioeconomic Analysis 
32 years of experience 
PhD, Transportation Planning/Economics 

Indu Menon 
Socioeconomic Analysis, Energy Analysis 
5 years of experience 
MS, Transportation Engineering 

Craig Richey 
Socioeconomic Analysis 
4 years of experience 
BA, English 

Elvia Gaddi 
Hazardous Waste and Materials 
24 years of experience 
MS, Chemical Engineering 

Rick Bottcher 
Water Quality, Floodplain Analysis 
20 years of experience 
MS, Civil Engineering 

Jeff Lormond, RLA 
Landscape and Aesthetics, 
Visual Assessment 
22 years of experience 
MLA, Landscape Architecture 

Liz Koos 
Technical Editor 
21 years of experience 

Steve Moran 
Graphics Manager 
13 years of experience 
AS, Graphic Design  

Terri Brown 
Public Outreach 
25 years of experience 
BA, Journalism 

Converse Consultants 
Rob Gegenheimer 
Air Quality Analysis 
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Universal Field Services 
James Pratt 
Relocation Services 
12 years of experience 
BA, Journalism 
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SHPO to FHWA APE................................................................................................. June 3, 2008 
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Y6J Washington, D.C. 20472 

CERTIFIED MAIL 
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 

The Honorable Oscar B. Goodman 
Mayor, City of Las Vegas 
400 Stewart Avenue 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 

IN REPLY REFER TO: 

Community Name: 
Community No.: 325276 

Case No.: 07-09-0594P 
City of Las Vegas, NV 

Effective Date of MAY 0 9 2007 
This Revision: 

Dear Mayor Goodman: 

The Flood Insurance Rate Map for your community has been revised by this Letter of Map Revision (LOMR). 
Please use the enclosed annotated map panel(s) revised by this LOMR for floodplain management purposes and for 
all flood insurance policies and renewals issued in your community. 

Additional documents are enclosed which provide information regarding this LOMR. Please see the List of 
Enclosures below to determine which documents are included. Other attachments specific to this request may be 
included as referenced in the Determination Document. If you have any questions regarding floodplain management 
regulations for your community or the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) in general, please contact the 
Consultation Coordination Officer for your community. If you have any technical questions regarding this LOMR, 
please contact the Director, Federal Insurance and Mitigation Division of the Department of Homeland Security’s 
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) in Oakland, California, at (510) 627-7175, or the FEMA Map 
Assistance Center toll free at 1-877-336-2627 (1-877-FEMA MAP).  Additional information about the NFIP is 
available on our website at http://www.fema.gov/nfip. 

Sincerely, 

Max H. Yuan, P.E., Project Engineer 
Engineering Management Section 
Mitigation Division 

List of Enclosures: 

Letter of Map Revision Determination Document 
Annotated Flood Insurance Rate Map 

CC: Mr. Randy Fultz, P.E., CFM 
Assistant City Engineer 
City of Las Vegas 

Mr. Kevin Eubanks, P.E., CFM 
Assistant General Manager 
Clark County Regional Flood Control District 

, 

For: William R. Blanton Jr., CFM, Chief 
Engineering Management Section 
Mitigation Division 

Mr. Matthew S. Baird, P.E., CFM 
Associate Vice President 
PBS&J 



'age 1 of 4 I Issue Date: HAY 0 9 a07 I Effective Date:  HAY^ 0 9 2007 I Case No.: 07-09-0594P 

Federal Emergency Management Agency 
Washington, D.C. 20472 

LOMR-APP 

LETTER OF MAP REVISION 
DETERMINATION DOCUMENT 

- I  1 COMMUNITY AND REVISION INFORMATION 

COMMUNITY 

City of Las Vegas 
Clark County 

Nevada 

COMMUNITY NO.: 325276 

IDENTIFIER 1 Rancho Roadway Improvements 

I 

ANNOTATED MAPPING ENCLOSURES 

TYPE: FIRM* NO.: 3200362170 E DATE: September 27,2002 

Enclosures reflect changes to flooding sources affected by this revision. 

~ 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION I BASIS OF REQUEST 
CHANNELIZATION 
STORM DRAIN 

HYDRAULIC ANALYSIS 
HYDROLOGIC ANALYSIS 
NEW TOPOGRAPHIC DATA 

APPROXIMATE LATITUDE & LONGITUDE: 36.176, -1 15.173 
SOURCE: USGSQUADRANGLE DATUM: NAD83 

ANNOTATED STUDY ENCLOSURES 

NO REVISION TO THE FLOOD INSURANCE STUDY REPORT 

' FIRM - Flood Insurance Rate Map; '* FBFM - Flood Boundary and Floodway Map; *** FHBM - Flood Hazard Boundary Map 

FLOODING SOURCE(S) & REVISED REACH(ES) 
Jnnamed Wash - from just downstream of North Rancho Drive to just downstream of North Martin L. King Boulevard 

SUMMARY OF REVISIONS 
-looding Source Effective Flooding Revised Flooding Increases Decreases 
Jnnamed Wash Zone A Zone X (unshaded) NONE YES 

BFEs - Base Flood Elevations 

DETERMINATION 
This document provides the determination from the Department of Homeland Security's Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 
regarding a request for a Letter of Map Revision (LOMR) for the area described above. Using the information submitted, we have determined that 
a revision to the flood hazards depicted in the Flood Insurance Study (FIS) report andlor National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) map is 
uarranted. This document revises the effective NFlP map, as indicated in the attached documentation. Please use the enclosed annotated map 
panels revised by this LOMR for floodplain management purposes and for all flood insurance policies and renewals in your community. 

rhis determination is based on the flood data presently available. The enclosed documents provide additional information regarding this determination. If you have 
my questions about this document, please contact the FEMA Map Assistance Center toll free at 1-877-336-2627 (1-877-FEMA MAP) or by letter addressed to the 
-0MR Depot, 3601 Eisenhower Avenue, Alexandria, VA 22304. Additional Information about the NFlP is available on our website at http://www.fema.gov/nfip. 

/?&.= / Y  c+s.&"- 

Max H. Yuan, P.E., Project Engineer 
Engineering Management Section 
Mitigation Division 109770 10.3.1.07090594 102-0 
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Federal Emergency Management Agency 
Washington, D.C. 20472 

LOMR-APP 

LETTER OF MAP REVISION 
DETERMINATION DOCUMENT (CONTINUED) 

~~ r COMMUNIN INFORMATION 

APPLICABLE NFIP REGULATIONSKOMMUNITY OBLIGATION 
We have made this determination pursuant to Section 206 of the Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973 (P.L. 93-234) and in accordance 
with the National Flood Insurance Act of 1968, as amended (Title XI11 of the Housing and Urban Development Act of 1968, P.L. 90-448) 
42 U.S.C. 4001-4128, and 44 CFR Part 65. Pursuant to Section 1361 of the National Flood Insurance Act of 1968, as amended, 
communities participating in the NFIP are required to adopt and enforce floodplain management regulations that meet or exceed NFIP 
criteria. These criteria, including adoption of the FIS report and FIRM, and the modifications made by this LOMR, are the minimum 
requirements for continued NFIP participation and do not supersede more stringent State/Commonwealth or local requirements to which 
the regulations apply. 

NFIP regulations Subparagraph 60.3(b)(7) requires communities to ensure that the flood-carrying capacity within the altered or relocated 
portion of any watercourse is maintained. This provision is incorporated into your community’s existing floodplain management 
ordinances; therefore, responsibility for maintenance of the altered or relocated watercourse, including any related appurtenances such as 
bridges, culverts, and other drainage structures, rests with your community. We may request that your community submit a description 
and schedule of maintenance activities necessary to ensure this requirement. 

COMMUNITY REMINDERS 

We based this determination on the 1 -percent-annual-chance discharges computed in the submitted hydrologic model. Future 
development of projects upstream could cause increased discharges, which could cause increased flood hazards. A comprehensive 
restudy of your community’s flood hazards would consider the cumulative effects of development on discharges and could, therefore, 
indicate that greater flood hazards exist in this area. 

Your community must regulate all proposed floodplain development and ensure that permits required by Federal andlor 
StateKommonwealth law have been obtained. State/Commonwealth or community officials, based on knowledge of local conditions and 
in the interest of safety, may set higher standards for construction or may limit development in floodplain areas. I f  your 
State/Commonwealth or community has adopted more restrictive or comprehensive floodplain management criteria, those criteria take 
precedence over the minimum NFIP requirements. 

We will not print and distribute this LOMR to primary users, such as local insurance agents or mortgage lenders; instead, the community 
will serve as a repository for the new data. We encourage you to disseminate the information in this LOMR by preparing a news release 
for publication in your community‘s newspaper that describes the revision and explains how your community will provide the data and 
help interpret the NFIP maps. In that way, interested persons, such as property owners, insurance agents, and mortgage lenders, can 
benefit &om the information. 

This determination is based on the flood data presently available. The enclosed documents provide additional information regarding this determination. If you have 
any questions about this document, please contact the FEMA Map Assistance Center toll free at 1-877-336-2627 (1-877-FEMA MAP) or by letter addressed to the 
LOMR Depot, 3601 Eisenhower Avenue, Alexandria, VA 22304. Additional information about the NFIP is available on our website at http://www.ferna.gov/nfip. 

A?2& J Y  c./fl”- 

Max H. Yuan, P.E.. Project Engineer 
Engineering Management Section 
Mitigation Division 109770 10.3.1.07090594 102-1 
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Federal Emergency Management Agency 
Washington, D.C. 20472 

LETTER OF MAP REVISION 
DETERMINATION DOCUMENT (CONTINUED) 

We have designated a Consultation Coordination Officer (CCO) to assist your community. The CCO will be the primary liaison between 
your community and FEMA. For information regarding your CCO, please contact: 

Ms. Sally M. Ziolkowslu 
Director, Federal Insurance and Mitigation Division 

Federal Emergency Management Agency, Region IX 
11 11 Broadway Street, Suite 1200 

Oakland, CA 94607-4052 
(510) 627-7175 

STATUS OF THE COMMUNITY NFIP MAPS 

We will not physically revise and republish the FIRM for your community to reflect the modifications made by this LOMR at this time. 
When changes to the previously cited FIRM panel(s) warrant physical revision and republication in the future, we will incorporate the 
rnodifications made by this LOMR at that time. 

_ _  his determination is based on the flood data presently available. The enclosed documents provide additional information regarding this determination. If you have 
any questions about this document, please contact the FEMA Map Assistance Center toll free at 1-877-336-2627 (1-877-FEMA MAP) or by letter addressed to the 
LOMR Depot, 3601 Eisenhower Avenue, Alexandria, VA 22304. Additional Information about the NFIP is available on our website at http://www.fema.gov/nfip. I 

& J V  c+-- 

Max H. Yuan, P.E., Project Engineer 
Engineering Management Section 
Mitigation Division 109770 10.3.1.07090594 1024 
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Washington, D.C. 20472 

LOMR-APP 

LETTER OF MAP REVISION 
DETERMINATION DOCUMENT (CONTINUED) 

I PUBLIC NOTIFICATION OF REVISION 

I This revision is effective as of the date of this letter. Any requests to review or alter this determination should be made within 30 days 
scientific or technical data. 

This determination is based on the flood data presently available. The enclosed documents provide additional information regarding this determination. If you have 
any questions about this document, please contact the FEMA Map Assistance Center toll free at 1-877-336-2627 (1-877-FEMA MAP) or by letter addressed to the 
LOMR Depot, 3601 Eisenhower Avenue, Alexandria, VA 22304. Additional Information about the NFlP is available on our website at http://www.fema.gov/nfip. 

Ik; / 1  c+5&s.- 

Max H. Yuan, P.E., Project Engineer 
Engineering Management Section 
Mitigation Division 109770 10.3.1.07090594 102-1 
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2300 Western Ave 
1301 (1303) Western Ave 
1408 (-1410) Western Ave 

Twenty-six properties will be adversely affected by the Neon project road construction. The lists 
of properties are: 

501 (& 505) Desert Ln 
541 Martin L King Blvd, South 
307 Charleston Blvd, West 
1001 Desert Ln 
1016 Desert Ln 
1414 Industrial Rd 
2004 Birch St 
1000 Desert Ln 
1010 Desert Ln 
1011 Desert Ln 
1020 Desert Ln 
1021 Desert Ln 
1024 Desert Ln 
1025 Desert Ln 
1508 Hastings Ave 
1512 Hastings Ave 
1516 Hastings Ave 
1522 Hastings Ave 
1920 Highland Ave 
1550 Industrial Rd 
1705 Loch Lomond Wy 
1709 Loch Lomond Wy 
1721 Loch Lomond Wy 
1901 Loch Lomond Wy 
940 Martin L King Blvd, South 
No # Listed (1813 Loch Lomond) South Grand Central Wy 

After determinations of eligibility and effect are finalized, FHWA and NDOT would appreciate 
your cooperation in discussing Programmatic Agreement for treatments of no adverse and 
adverse effects for this project. 

The FHWA and NDOT seek your concurrence on the determinations of eligibilities listed above. 
We also seek your concurrence on the determinations of effect detailed above. 

If you have any questions, please don't hesitate to contact me at 687-1231 or Cliff Creger at 888-
7666. 

Sincerely, 

/s/ Abdelmoez A. Abdalla 

Abdelmoez A. Abdalla 
Environmental Program Manager 

Enclosures 

cc: Cliff Creger, NDOT 

Note: According to the September 12, 2008, letter 
from the Nevada State Historic Preservation Office to 
FHWA (which follows this letter), the two underlined 
properties are not eligible for listing in the National 
Register of Historic Places. There are 24 properties 
eligible for listing in the National Register that will be 
adversely affected.  









































































April 23, 2010 

DRAFT OF April 23, 2010 
 

Programmatic Agreement, Made And Entered Into The 
_______Day Of ______________, 2010 

By and Between  
The United States of America, By and Through Its Federal Highway 

Administration, The State of Nevada, By and Through Its 
State Historic Preservation Office, And The State Of  

Nevada, By And Through Its Department of Transportation 
Regarding 

Project Neon: I-15 from the Sahara Avenue Interchange to the 
I-15/US-95/I-515 Interchange 

Las Vegas, Clark County, Nevada 
 

 WHEREAS, pursuant to the provisions contained in Chapter 408 of the Nevada 
Revised Statutes, the Director of the DEPARTMENT may enter into agreements 
necessary to carry out the provisions of the Chapter; and 
 
 WHEREAS, The United States of America, by and through its Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), proposes to provide financial assistance to The State of the 
Nevada, by and through its Department of Transportation (NDOT) for implementation of 
road widening along state and federally designated roadways in Las Vegas, Nevada 
(hereinafter referred to as “The Undertaking”); and  
 

WHEREAS, The Undertaking is commonly referred to as “Project Neon” and 
includes the expansion of I-15 from the Sahara Avenue Interchange to the I-15/US-95/I-
515 Interchange in Las Vegas, Clark County, Nevada (Appendix A, attached hereto and 
incorporated herein); and 
 

WHEREAS, in compliance with The United States of America’s Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards, and to partially fulfill their Section 106 requirements, the FHWA 
and NDOT conducted an architectural inventory of Historic Properties within the Area of 
Potential Effect (APE) of the Undertaking titled: “Architectural Inventory: I-15 ‘Project 
Neon’ from Sirius Avenue to West Bonanza Road, Las Vegas, Clark County, Nevada” 
and submitted it to State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) for concurrence in June 
2008; and  
 

WHEREAS, the FHWA, as the lead Federal agency, for compliance with the 
National Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 470(f)), has determined that the proposed 
Project Neon will have an adverse effect on historic properties (Appendix A) that are 
included in, or are eligible for inclusion in, the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) and has consulted with The State of Nevada, by and through its State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO) pursuant to 36 CFR 800 regulations implementing Section 
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 as amended;  and 
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April 23, 2010 

 
WHEREAS, on September 12, 2008 the SHPO concurred that the Undertaking 

will have an adverse effect on historic properties that are included in or eligible for 
inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) (Appendix A); and 
 
 WHEREAS, the FHWA has invited the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation (Council) and NDOT to participate in this consultation and to concur in this 
Programmatic Agreement (PA) and 
 

WHEREAS, the Council has declined participation as a party to this 
Programmatic Agreement; and 
 

WHEREAS, the definitions set forth in 36 CFR 800.16 are incorporated herein 
by reference and apply throughout this PA (Appendix A).  
 

NOW, THEREFORE, the FHWA, SHPO and NDOT agree that The 
Undertaking shall be implemented in accordance with the following stipulations to ensure 
that adverse effects on Historic Properties will be avoided, lessened or mitigated, to the 
extant practicable, to satisfy Section 106 responsibilities. 
 
I. MITIGATION  

A. Project Neon is scheduled to be completed in phases. The scope of work for 
each phase cannot be predicted at the time this PA is signed. As the scope of work 
for each phase is finalized, NDOT will prepare a treatment plan for each phase 
that will stipulate how FHWA will avoid, lessen, or mitigate the adverse effects 
that phase of the Project will have on properties that are eligible for inclusion in, 
or included in the NRHP.    
 
B. The FHWA will ensure that the mitigation stipulations in the treatment plans 
are implemented. 

 
C. NDOT will submit treatment plans for upcoming phases of work directly to 
SHPO for their concurrence.  
 

1. SHPO will have 30 calendar days to review the treatment plan and 
concur, not concur, request more information or offer comments.  
 
2. Communication will be directly between SHPO and NDOT with a 
courtesy copy of all correspondence sent to FHWA. 
 
3.  Any disputes regarding treatment will be handled in accordance with 
Stipulation II. B. of this PA. 
 
4.  NDOT shall ensure that historic, architectural, and archaeological work 
conducted pursuant to this PA is carried out by, or under the direct 
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supervision of, persons meeting qualifications set forth in the Secretary of 
the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards (36 CFR 61). 
 
5. Notices to Proceed (NTP) with construction may be issued by NDOT 
for each Project phase after implementation of a treatment plan for the 
Project phase, and 

 
(a)  the fieldwork phase of the treatment option has been 

completed; and 
 
(b)  the NDOT has accepted, and the SHPO has reviewed, a 

summary description of the fieldwork performed and a 
reporting schedule for that work. 

 
II. ADMINISTRATIVE STIPULATIONS 
 
The FHWA will ensure that the following administrative stipulations are implemented: 
 

A. Progress Monitoring 
1. Starting on July 4, 2010,  
 
Once a year the NDOT Environmental Services Division shall prepare and 
provide an annual report to the SHPO and FHWA addressing the following 
topics:  

a. Progress in constructing I-15 improvements as it pertains to Project Neon;  

b. Progress in the preparation and implementation of treatment plans. 

c. Any Section 106 problems or unexpected issues encountered during the 
year; and  

d. Any modifications that FHWA and/or NDOT believe should be made in 
implementation of this agreement.  

2. The annual report will be submitted on or before July 4 of each year, starting 
in 2010. An annual report will be submitted until the FHWA, SHPO, and 
NDOT agree in writing that the terms of this agreement have been fulfilled. 

3. The SHPO shall review the annual report. Any concerns expressed by SHPO, 
or other consulting parties, should be handled per the dispute resolution clause 
II. B.  

4. At the request of any party to this agreement, FHWA shall ensure that a 
meeting or meetings are held to facilitate review and comment, to resolve 
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questions about the PA, or to resolve adverse comments that arise from the 
annual report.  

B. Dispute Resolution 
1. Should any party to this agreement object in writing to the FHWA regarding 
any action carried out or proposed with respect to the undertaking or 
implementation of this agreement, the FHWA shall consult with the objecting 
party to resolve the objection. If after initiating such consultation the FHWA 
determines that the objection cannot be resolved through consultation, the 
FHWA shall forward all documentation relevant to the objection to the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (Council), including the agency's 
proposed response to the objection. Within 30 days after receipt of all pertinent 
documentation, the Council shall exercise one of the following options:  

a. Advise the FHWA that the Council concurs in the agency's proposed 
response to the objection, whereupon the agency will respond to the 
objection accordingly;  

b. Provide the FHWA with recommendations, which FHWA shall take into 
account in reaching a final decision regarding its response to the objection; 
or  

c. Notify the agency that the objection will be referred for comment 
pursuant to 36 CFR 800.7(a)(4), and proceed to refer the objection and 
comment. The agency shall take the resulting comment into account in 
accordance with 36 CFR 800.7(c)(4) and Section 110(l) of NHPA.   

2. Should the Council not exercise one of the above options within 30 days after 
receipt of all pertinent documentation, FHWA may assume the Council's 
concurrence in its proposed response to the objection.  

3. FHWA shall take into account any Council recommendation or comment 
provided in accordance with this stipulation with reference only to the subject of 
the objection; FHWA's responsibility to carry out all actions under this 
agreement that are not the subjects of the objection shall remain unchanged.   

4. At any time during implementation of the measures stipulated in this 
agreement, should an objection pertaining to this agreement or the effect of the 
undertaking on historic properties be raised by a member of the public, the 
FHWA shall notify the parties to this agreement and take the objection into 
account, consulting with the objector and, should the objector so request, with 
any of the parties to this agreement to resolve the objection.  
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C. Amendment 
 

1. Any party to this Programmatic Agreement may propose to the FHWA that the 
agreement be amended, whereupon FHWA shall consult with the other parties to 
this agreement to consider such an amendment. 36 CFR 800.6(c)(1) shall govern 
the execution of any such amendment.   

 
D. Termination 

1. If FHWA, NDOT or SHPO determines that it cannot implement the terms of 
this Agreement, or if FHWA, NDOT or SHPO determines that the Agreement is 
not being properly implemented, such party may propose to the other parties to 
this Agreement that it be terminated.  

2. The party proposing to terminate this Agreement shall so notify all parties to 
this Agreement, explaining the reasons for termination and affording them at 
least 30 days to consult and seek alternatives to termination. The parties shall 
then consult.  

3. Should such consultation fail, FHWA, NDOT or SHPO may terminate the 
Agreement by so notifying all parties in writing.   

4. Should this Agreement be terminated prior to the completion of the Project 
contemplated by this Agreement, FHWA shall either:  

a. Consult in accordance with 36 CFR 800.6 to develop a new 
Programmatic Agreement; or   

b. Request the comments of the Council pursuant to 36 CFR 800.7.  

5. In the event the Nevada Legislature does not appropriate sufficient or any 
funds for NDOT’s biennium during the term of this Agreement, this Agreement 
shall terminate.   

E. Expiration 
 

1. If the terms of this Agreement have not been implemented and completed by 
June 4, 2020, this Agreement shall be considered expired. In such event the 
FHWA shall so notify the parties to this Agreement, and if it chooses to continue 
with the Project contemplated by this Agreement, shall re-initiate review of the 
Project in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.  

 
III. SIGNATORIES AND CONCURRENCE  
 

A. Execution of this Programmatic Agreement, together with its submission by 
FHWA to the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation pursuant to 36 CFR 
800.6(b)(1)(iv) and its implementation, evidences FHWA has taken into account 

Draft Project Neon Programmatic Agreement   Page 5 of 5 



April 23, 2010 

the effects of the Undertaking on historic properties, and has afforded the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation a reasonable opportunity to comment 
on the Undertaking. 

 
IV. MISCELLANEOUS  
 

A. It is specifically agreed between the parties executing this Agreement that it is 
not intended by any of the provisions of any part of the Agreement to create in the 
public or any member thereof a third party beneficiary status hereunder, or to 
authorize anyone not a party to this Agreement to maintain a suit for personal 
injuries or property damage pursuant to the terms or provisions of this Agreement. 

 
B. The parties are associated with each other only for the purposes and to the 
extent set forth in this Agreement.  Each party is and shall be a public agency 
separate and distinct from the other party and shall have the right to supervise, 
manage, operate, control and direct performance of the details incident to its 
duties under this Agreement.  Nothing contained in this Agreement shall be 
deemed or construed to create a partnership or joint venture, to create 
relationships of an employer-employee or principal-agent, or to otherwise create 
any liability for one agency whatsoever with respect to the indebtedness, 
liabilities, and obligations of the other agency or any other party. 

 
C. The parties hereto represent and warrant that the person executing this 
Agreement on behalf of each party has full power and authority to enter into this 
Agreement and that the parties are authorized by law to engage in the action set 
forth herein. 

 
D. Pursuant to NRS 239.010, information or documents may be open to public 
inspection and copying.  The parties will have the duty to disclose unless a 
particular record is confidential by law or a common law balancing of interests. 

 
E. Each party shall keep confidential all information, in whatever form, produced, 
prepared, observed or received by that party to the extent that such information is 
confidential by law or otherwise required to be kept confidential by this 
Agreement. 

 
F.  The illegality or invalidity of any provision or portion of this Agreement shall 
not effect the validity of the remainder of the Agreement and this Agreement shall 
be construed as if such provision did not exist.  The unenforceability of such 
provision shall not be held to render any other provision or provisions of this 
Agreement unenforceable. 

 
G. This Agreement shall not become effective until and unless approved by 
appropriate official action of the governing body of each party. 
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H. This Agreement constitutes the entire agreement of the parties and such is 
intended as a complete and exclusive statement of the promises, representations, 
negotiations, discussions, and other agreements that may have been made in 
connection with the subject matter hereof.  Unless an integrated attachment to this 
Agreement specifically displays a mutual intent to amend a particular part of this 
Agreement, general conflicts in language between any such attachment and this 
Agreement shall be construed consistent with the terms of this Agreement.   

 
I. All notices or other communications required or permitted to be given under 
this Agreement shall be in writing and shall be deemed to have been duly given if 
delivered personally in hand, by telephonic facsimile with simultaneous regular 
mail, or mailed certified mail, return receipt requested, postage prepaid on the 
date posted, and addressed to the other party at the address set forth below: 

 
FOR NDOT:              Susan Martinovich, P.E., Director 

    Attn.: Steve Cooke 
    Nevada Department of Transportation 
    Environmental Division 
    1263 South Stewart Street 
    Carson City, NV  89712 
    Phone: 775-888-7686   
    Fax: 775-888-7104   
    E-mail: scooke@dot.state.nv.us   
 

FOR SHPO:               Ron James, State Historic Preservation Officer 
    Nevada State Historic Preservation Office 
    100 N. Stewart Street 
    Carson City, NV 89701 
    Phone: 775-684-3440  
    Fax: 775-684-3442   
    E-mail: rjames@nevadaculture.org 
 

FOR FHWA:            Susan Kleker, P.E., Director 
Attn: Abdelmoez Abdalla 

    Federal Highway Administration 
    Environmental Division      

705 North Plaza Street, Suite 220 
    Carson City, NV, 8971 
    Phone: 775-687-1231  
    Fax: 775-687-3803   
    E-mail: abdelmoez.abdalla@fhwa.dot.gov   
 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, The United States of America, By and Through Its Federal 
Highway Administration, The State of Nevada, By and Through Its State Historic 
Preservation Office, And The State Of  Nevada, By And Through Its Department of 
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Transportation have hereby caused their names to be signed on the date first written 
above. 

 
The United States of America, By and Through Its Federal Highway Administration 
 
By: ____________________________________________________________________ 
Susan Klekar, Division Administrator, FHWA     
 
 
State of Nevada  
By and Through its State Historic Preservation Office 
 
By: ____________________________________________________________________ 
Ronald James, State Historic Preservation Officer     
 
 
State of Nevada, By and Through Its Department of Transportation 
 
By: ____________________________________________________________________ 
Suzan Martinovich, Director, NDOT       
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Appendix A  
 
Maps  
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Table of Adversely Affected Properties 
 
 
 Street Name APN Name Subdivision Impact 

1 2004 Birch St 162-04-411-009 Residence Glen Heather Demolition 

2 307 Charleston Blvd, W 162-04-504-002 

7-Up Bottling 
Plant/Charleston 

Antique Mall NA Demolition 
3 217 Colorado Ave, W 162-04-507-008 Commercial NA Demolition 
4 1000 Desert Ln 139-33-411-006 Residence Buena Vista  Demolition 
5 1001 Desert Ln 139-33-411-012 Residence Buena Vista  Demolition 
6 1010 Desert Ln 139-33-411-004 Residence Buena Vista  Demolition 
7 1011 Desert Ln 139-33-411-014 Residence Buena Vista  Demolition 
8 1016 Desert Ln 139-33-411-003 Residence Buena Vista  Demolition 
9 1020 Desert Ln 139-33-411-002 Residence Buena Vista  Demolition 

10 1021 Desert Ln 139-33-411-016 Residence Buena Vista  Demolition 
11 1024 Desert Ln 139-33-411-020 Residence Buena Vista  Demolition 
12 1025 Desert Ln 139-33-411-017 Residence Buena Vista  Demolition 
13 501 (& 505) Desert Ln 139-33-306-001 Apartments NA Demolition 
14 1508 Hastings Ave   139-33-411-010 Residence Buena Vista  Demolition 
15 1512 Hastings Ave   139-33-411-009 Residence Buena Vista  Demolition 
16 1516 Hastings Ave   139-33-411-008 Residence Buena Vista  Demolition 
17 1522 Hastings Ave   139-33-411-007 Residence Buena Vista  Demolition 
18 1920 Highland Ave 162-04-301-007 Commercial NA Demolition 

19 1550 Industrial Rd 162-04-606-003 Showtime Tours NA Demolition 

20 
1705 Loch Lomond 
Way   162-04-311-033 Residence Glen Heather Demolition 

21 
1709 Loch Lomond 
Way   162-04-311-032 Residence Glen Heather Demolition 

22 
1901 Loch Lomond 
Way   162-04-311-018 Residence Glen Heather Demolition 

23 
940 Martin L King Blvd, 
S 139-33-411-011 Residence Buena Vista  Demolition 
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36 CFR 800.16 Definitions  
 
 (a) Act means the National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, 
16 U.S.C. 470-470w-6. 
(b) Agency means agency as defined  
in 5 U.S.C. 551. 
(c) Approval of the expenditure of 
funds means any final agency decision 
authorizing or permitting the 
expenditure of Federal funds or 
financial assistance on an undertaking, 
including any agency decision that may 
be subject to an administrative appeal. 
(d) Area of potential effects means 
the geographic area or areas within 
which an undertaking may directly or 
indirectly cause alterations in the 
character or use of historic properties, 
if any such properties exist. The area of 
potential effects is influenced by the 
scale and nature of an undertaking and 
may be different for different kinds of 
effects caused by the undertaking. 
(e) Comment means the findings and 
recommendations of the Council 
formally provided in writing to the 
head of a Federal agency under section 
106. 
(f) Consultation means the process of 
seeking, discussing, and considering 
the views of other participants, and, 
where feasible, seeking agreement with 
them regarding matters arising in the 
section 106 process. The Secretary's 
“Standards and Guidelines for Federal 
Agency Preservation Programs 
pursuant to the National Historic 
Preservation Act” provide further 
guidance on consultation. 
(g) Council means the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation or a 
Council member or employee 
designated to act for the Council. 
(h) Day or days means calendar 
days. 
(i) Effect means alteration to the 
characteristics of a historic property 
qualifying it for inclusion in or 
eligibility for the National Register. 
(j) Foreclosure means an action 
taken by an agency official that 
effectively precludes the Council from 
providing comments which the agency 
official can meaningfully consider 
prior to the approval of the 
undertaking. 
(k) Head of the agency means the 
chief official of the Federal agency 
responsible for all aspects of the 
agency's actions. If a State, local or 
tribal government has assumed or has 

been delegated responsibility for 
section 106 compliance, the head of 
that unit of government shall be 
considered the head of the agency. 
(l)(1) Historic property means any 
prehistoric or historic district, site, 
building, structure, or object included 
in, or eligible for inclusion in, the 
National Register of Historic Places 
maintained by the Secretary of the 
Interior. This term includes artifacts, 
records, and remains that are related to 
and located within such properties. The 
term includes properties of traditional 
religious and cultural importance to an 
Indian tribe or Native Hawaiian 
organization and that meet the National 
Register criteria. 
(2) The term eligible for inclusion in 
the National Register includes both 
properties formally determined as such 
in accordance with regulations of the 
Secretary of the Interior and all other 
properties that meet the National 
Register criteria. 
(m) Indian tribe means an Indian 
tribe, band, nation, or other organized 
group or community, including a 
native village, regional corporation or 
village corporation, as those terms are 
defined in section 3 of the Alaska 
Native Claims Settlement Act (43 
U.S.C. 1602), which is recognized as 
eligible for the special programs and 
services provided by the United States 
to Indians because of their status as 
Indians. 
(n) Local government means a city, 
county, parish, township, municipality, 
borough, or other general purpose 
political subdivision of a State. 
(o) Memorandum of agreement 
means the document that records the 
terms and conditions agreed upon to 
resolve the adverse effects of an 
undertaking upon historic properties. 
(p) National Historic Landmark 
means a historic property that the 
Secretary of the Interior has designated 
a National Historic Landmark. 
(q) National Register means the 
National Register of Historic Places 
maintained by the Secretary of the 
Interior. 
(r) National Register criteria means 
the criteria established by the Secretary 
of the Interior for use in evaluating the 
eligibility of properties for the National 
Register (36 CFR part 60). 
(s)(1)Native Hawaiian organization 

means any organization which serves 
and represents the interests of Native 
Hawaiians; has as a primary and stated 
purpose the provision of services to 
Native Hawaiians; and has 
demonstrated expertise in aspects of 
historic preservation that are 
significant to Native Hawaiians. 
(2) Native Hawaiian means any 
individual who is a descendant of the 
aboriginal people who, prior to 1778, 
occupied and exercised sovereignty in 
the area that now constitutes the State 
of Hawaii. 
(t) Programmatic agreement means a 
document that records the terms and 
conditions agreed upon to resolve the 
potential adverse effects of a Federal 
agency program, complex undertaking 
or other situations in accordance with § 
800.14(b). 
(u) Secretary means the Secretary of 
the Interior acting through the Director 
of the National Park Service except 
where otherwise specified. 
(v) State Historic Preservation Officer 
(SHPO) means the official appointed 
or designated pursuant to section 
101(b)(1) of the act to administer the 
State historic preservation program or a 
representative designated to act for the 
State historic preservation officer. 
(w) Tribal Historic Preservation 
Officer (THPO)means the tribal 
official appointed by the tribe's chief 
governing authority or designated by a 
tribal ordinance or preservation 
program who has assumed the 
responsibilities of the SHPO for 
purposes of section 106 compliance on 
tribal lands in accordance with section 
101(d)(2) of the act. 
(x) Tribal lands means all lands 
within the exterior boundaries of any 
Indian reservation and all dependent 
Indian communities. 
(y) Undertaking means a project, 
activity, or program funded in whole or 
in part under the direct or indirect 
jurisdiction of a Federal agency, 
including those carried out by or on 
behalf of a Federal agency; those 
carried out with Federal financial 
assistance; and those requiring a 
Federal permit, license or approval. 
(z) Senior policy official means the 
senior policy level official designated 
by the head of the agency pursuant to 
section 3(e) of Executive Order 13287. 
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T E L E P H O N E  C O N V E R S A T I O N  R E C O R D  
 
 

           Rich Wassmuth/ City of Las Vegas 
           Steve Swanton/ City of Las Vegas 

                        John Taylor/ CH2M HILL  

Date:  July 28, 2009 

Call From: Dan Dupies/ CH2M HILL   

Time:  01:00 PM 

Message 
Taken By: Ben Goldsworthy/ CH2M HILL  

Subject: Project NEON Demographic Information 

Dan Dupies noted that the project team was trying to get a sense of if the 2000 U.S. Census 
data for the project area was still accurate today. The project team wanted to discusses this with 
City of Las Vegas planners to verify that the 2000 census data was still accurate and learn 
anything else about the project area. John Taylor provided an overview of the project and 
pointed out on a map where specific residential and commercial displacements would occur as 
a result of Project NEON improvements. 

Rich Wassmuth and Steve Swanton noted that the multi-family residential area along Desert 
Lane between Alta Drive and Charleston Boulevard is not a residential subdivision and does not 
have a neighborhood identity. It is part of the Las Vegas Medical District, which has been part of 
the regional plan since around 2001.  

The residences along Desert Lane are not connected to any other residences in the area. There 
is one other residential area in the Medical District (northwest corner), however, there is no 
connection between the high density residential units along Desert Lane and the other 
residential area in the Medical District. New development in the residential area in the northwest 
corner includes mixed use office/retail and residential structures. 

While the Medical District currently has two areas of residential development, the long term plan 
for the District calls for the conversion of most of the residential areas to commercial/medical 
related uses. The Las Vegas Medical District Land Use Plan shows the single-family residences 
along Desert Lane transitioning to Professional Office and Service Commercial use over time 
while the multi-family properties fronting MLK would be converted to Professional Office use. 
The area east of Desert Lane would remain High Density Residential and serve as a buffer 
between I-15 and the Medical District. The city would like to see the remaining high-density 
housing be used by those who work in the Medical District. 

It was noted that the Las Vegas Medical District Land Use Plan has not been amended to 
incorporate Project NEON and its potential ROW acquisition at this time.  

Rich and Steve did not think there was a notable transition in the racial make-up of the 
residential population along Desert Lane since the 2000 Census. They reviewed information 
from the Clark County Assessors office as well as using local knowledge from working on 
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projects in the area. They also stated that based on income data for the area, it was assumed 
that many residents work service-related jobs. They noted that there were not many service 
businesses in the project area and did not believe that a large percentage of the minority 
community works at a business that will be relocated as a result of Project NEON.  

Moving further south, Rich and Steve agreed that that the Ellis Estates, Scotch 80’s, and Glen 
Heather Estates neighborhoods are three distinct neighborhoods and that Rancho Drive is a 
natural barrier to the west for both the Scotch 80’s and Glen Heather Estates. It was also noted 
that the Scotch 80’s neighborhood is shut off from the surrounding neighborhoods due to the 
access to the area.  

Rich and Steve did not think that the proposed residential displacements in Ellis Estates and 
Glen Heather Estates would fundamentally alter the nature and function of the neighborhoods. 
John noted that a new soundwall may replace the soundwall already located in this area.  

Rich and Steve stated that the percentage of minority residents in the Ellis Estates, Scotch 80’s, 
and Glen Heather Estates neighborhoods are similar to those from the 2000 Census. Again, 
information from the Clark County Assessors office as well as using local knowledge from 
working on projects in the area was used to verify this statement. Rich also noted that based on 
the review of documents from the assessors office, his feeling was that there was minimal 
turnover in owners of the houses in these neighborhoods.  

Rich and Steve were asked if they felt the businesses being displaced were generally supported 
by those living in the nearby neighborhoods. They responded that most of the businesses are 
industrial in nature and they are not specifically targeted to support these neighborhoods. They 
thought it was unlikely that there is a business that is largely tied to any residential areas that 
will be displaced. They will check with neighborhood services to confirm this.  

John closed out the meeting by providing Rich and Steve an overview of the project timeframe 
and funding issues.  
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Response 
1. Information supporting the conclusion that mobile source air toxics (MSAT) impacts will be 

greater under the No-Build Alternative than the build alternatives is located in 
Sections 3.11.2.4 and 3.11.2.5.  

2. At this point in the study process, it is not feasible to identify specific housing relocation sites 
for those displaced as a result of Project NEON. Trends in the housing market do not allow 
NDOT to determine where areas of available and affordable housing will be located, given the 
long timeframe for construction. As noted in Section 3.6.5 of the Final EIS, “A full inventory of 
available relocation resources and a correlation with the units taken will be conducted and 
identified by the NDOT Right-of-Way Division at the time of final appraisal and acquisition of 
right-of-way in the project’s final relocation plan.”  

Relocation of residents further away from high volume roadways can be encouraged by 
NDOT, but ultimately the decision where to relocate will be made by the residents. The 
distance from a high volume roadway is one of many factors that will go into the residents’ 
decision making process. If a resident is transit dependent, that resident may prefer to live 
near a high volume road to allow for a greater number of transit options. NDOT will provide 
the relocated resident with numerous replacement housing options in a variety of locations, 
but cannot force the relocated residents to live a sufficient distance from high volume 
roadways. In previous relocation efforts in Nevada, proximity to schools, employment, 
medical facilities, and, for the elderly population, transit, have been the most important 
factors in determining where to live. Please see the response to comment 7 for additional 
information regarding NDOT’s relocation process.  

3. USEPA recommended that the Final EIS include commitments to 1) specific timelines for 
relocation, 2) confirmation of financial support where needed, 3) specific locations for 
replacement housing options, 4) additional protective policy measures, and 5) achievable 
solutions specific funding options or other policy measures that would ensure the relocation 
of all displaced residents to decent, safe, and sanitary replacement housing that is within the 
residents’ financial means and capable of being completed in a timely manner. The response 
to each of the recommended commitments is found below. 

Specific timelines for relocation  

Section 3.6.2.3 of the Final EIS notes which residential areas would require relocation under each 
project phase. Section 2.3 of the Final EIS provides a time frame for the construction of each 
phase. If construction funding is available upon completion of the Final EIS and Record of 
Decision, Phase 1 right of way acquisition could begin as early as 2012, and construction of the I-
15 HOV lanes, HOV connections to local streets, and new connection of Grand Central Parkway 
and Western Avenue could be completed in 2016. No residential relocations are anticipated in 
Phase 1, however most commercial relocations would occur in this phase.  

Each of the four remaining phases would begin approximately 3 years after the start of the 
preceding phase and be completed approximately 3-5 years after the completion of the 
preceding phase. Phase 2 would reconstruct local arterials including Alta Drive and the Martin 
Luther King Boulevard/Industrial Road connection. Along Desert Lane between Alta Drive and 
Charleston Boulevard, 308 residential units would be displaced in Phase 2. Phase 3 would 
reconstruct I-15 north of Oakey Boulevard and reconstruct the Charleston Boulevard 
interchange. Phase 4 consists of the southbound direct connector and would displace 31 
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residences in Saratoga Meadows (formerlyEllis Estates) and Glen Heather Estates 
neighborhoods. Phase 5 would reconstruct I-15 south of Oakey Boulevard and construct the 
northbound direct connector. Funding availability and right of way costs will significantly 
influence the timing and longevity of each project phase. 

Confirmation of financial support where needed 

The Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as 
amended (Uniform Act) provides for a payment of just compensation for properties 
displaced by a federally funded transportation project. NDOT Right-of-Way Division, under 
the provisions of the Uniform Act, will ensure the following: 

a. No person in legal occupancy of properties within the project area will be required to 
vacate in less than 90 days, unless vacancy is required for safety or health reasons. 

b. No pre-acquisition residential occupant will be required to relocate until information on 
decent, safe, and sanitary replacement housing has been made available. 

c. No post-acquisition occupants qualifying as low income would be required to relocate 
until information on decent, safe, and sanitary housing has been made available within 
their financial means. 

d. Before relocation information on comparable or adequate replacement dwellings will be 
made available or provided for each eligible relocated person. Such availability or 
provision will be accompanied by an analysis of the relocation problems involved and a 
specific plan for their resolution. 

e. No nonresidential displacees will be required to vacate without assistance in assessing 
their specific relocation needs or locating potential replacement properties. 

f. All manner of notices required by the controlling laws will be provided to all persons 
relocated by Project NEON. 

g. Relocation payments will be in the amounts required by law for successful relocations. 

h. Relocation procedures will be realistic and adequate to provide orderly, timely, and   
efficient relocation of relocated persons. 

NDOT also provides relocation benefits for renters. The benefits are based on the number 
and relationship of the people in the displaced unit as well as income, rent, and utilities. 
Similar to the program for property owners, NDOT will provide renters with information 
about comparable rental properties, and insure that the property the relocated tenant moves 
into meets NDOT’s standards of decent, safe, and sanitary housing. 

Specific locations for replacement housing options 

NDOT’s real estate process precludes the possibility of identifying specific housing relocation 
sites in the Final EIS for those displaced as a result of Project NEON. NDOT does not begin 
real estate activities until right of way has been set for each project phase. The right of way is 
planned to be set in early 2011 for Phase 1 of the project which includes construction of the I-15 
HOV lanes and HOV connections to local streets. No residential relocations are anticipated in 
Phase 1. Although there is not a firm schedule for setting right of way for Phase 2, it could occur 
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in 2014 or 2015. Approximately 308 residential units will be displaced in Phase 2. After the 
Phase 2 right of way is set, NDOT would interview each family in the rental units that would be 
relocated to determine their relocation benefits. Once the relocation benefits have been 
established, NDOT and the family can begin looking at suitable replacement dwellings. In the 
end, the relocated family decides where to live. NDOT’s responsibility in the relocation process 
is to provide as much assistance as requested in identifying suitable potential replacement 
dwellings and making sure the dwelling a family moves into meets NDOT’s criteria of decent, 
safe, and sanitary. NDOT cannot dictate where people relocate to. For these reasons, it is not 
possible to identify specific locations at the present time where the people relocated by Phase 2 
construction activities will find replacement housing.  

Additional protective policy measures, and achievable solutions specific funding options 
or other policy measures that would ensure the relocation of all displaced residents to 
decent, safe, and sanitary replacement housing that is within the residents’ financial 
means and capable of being completed in a timely manner 

Currently, it is not anticipated that NDOT would require protective policy measures or 
funding options beyond the rights and services stipulated under the Uniform Act, which is 
in accordance with NDOT’s own relocation assistance policies. NDOT is operating under 
the assumption that the housing stock available during the real estate phase preceding each 
construction phase will be sufficient to relocate affected residents to decent, safe, and 
sanitary replacement housing that is within the residents’ financial means. Data on the 
availability of housing from the 2006 – 2008 American Community Survey 3-Year Estimates in 
the City of Las Vegas support NDOT’s contention that there will be an adequate supply of 
replacement housing for relocated residents. The survey found that there are 29,005 vacant 
housing units (12.3 percent of the total number of housing units) and 108,275 vacant housing 
units (13.8 percent) in Clark County. As noted in Section 3.6.2.1 of the Final EIS, both 
Alternatives G and H would displace 339 residential dwelling units, with roughly 87 percent 
of these units being multifamily units. The rental vacancy rates for the City of Las Vegas and 
Clark County, as noted in the American Community Survey, are 11.4 percent and 10.4 percent 
respectively. The 339 residential units displaced by Project NEON represents approximately 
0.14 percent of the total housing units in the City of Las Vegas and 0.04 percent of the total 
housing units in Clark County. Please see the table below for additional housing 
characteristics from the 2006 – 2008 American Community Survey 3-Year Estimates. 

 
  City of Las Vegas Clark County 
Total Housing Units 236,730 784,892 
  -Occupied Housing Units 207,725 676,617 
    -Owner-occupied Housing Units 121,941 398,752 
    -Renter-occupied Housing Units 85,784 277,865 
  -Vacant Housing Units 29,005 108,275 
  -Percentage of Vacant Housing Units 12.3% 13.8% 
Homeowner Vacancy Rate 4.6% 5.0% 
Rental Vacancy Rate 11.4% 10.4% 

Source: 2006 - 2008 American Community Survey 3-year Estimates: Selected Housing Characteristics 

 

Beyond the issue of sufficient available replacement housing, NDOT can insure that 
replacement dwellings will also be affordable. For each displaced family in a multifamily 
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rental unit, NDOT calculates the appropriate benefit level based on a formula that considers 
such information as number of people living in a unit, family structure, income, current 
rent, and utility cost. Based on this formula, NDOT will reimburse the resident for a period 
of 42 months for the difference between their current rent and market rate rent.  

NDOT will continue to monitor changes in the Las Vegas housing market during each phase 
of proposed construction to insure there is sufficient housing to accommodate those that 
will be relocated by the I-15 improvements.
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4. To respond to USEPA’s concerns about relocating residents along Desert Lane in the 
Medical District, the project team revised the text under 3.2.2.1 (Community Cohesion and 
Character) to acknowledge that the greatest potential impact to community cohesion would 
be along Desert Lane between Alta Drive and Charleston Boulevard. The issue of 
community cohesion in this neighborhood is evaluated more thoroughly in the revised 
environmental justice section (Section 3.3). The adverse impacts to the environmental justice 
population along Desert Lane are described in Section 3.3.3. While that section indicates that 
there is, according to city staff, Councilman Barlow’s office, Metro police, UNLV Shadow 
Lane campus representatives and adjacent homeowners associations, little to no community 
cohesion between the Desert Lane residences and adjacent neighborhoods, the preferred 
alternative could adversely affect community cohesion within the potentially affected 
residential area. That section notes that any cohesion concerns will be addressed during 
NDOT’s one-on-one relocation benefits meetings with affected renters.     

5. The difficulties of committing to specific mitigation measures to minimize the impacts of 
displacement and relocation on low-income and minority populations are described in the 
response to comment 3. Until NDOT interviews the tenants in the residences between 
Martin Luther King Boulevard and Desert Lane, there is no way to know how many 
residents live in below-market rental housing. During interviews conducted in March/April 
2010, city staff, Councilman Barlow’s office, Metro police, UNLV Shadow Lane campus 
representatives and adjacent homeowners associations described the neighborhood as 
transient. Based on this information, it is probable that some residents living between Martin 
Luther King Boulevard and Desert Lane today will not be there when the Phase 2 real estate 
process begins. It is premature for NDOT to begin identifying replacement housing in 2010 for 
impacts that are anticipated to occur in 2015 or later.    For a discussion of the challenges in 
determining specific locations and timing of relocation please see responses to comments 2 
and 3. 

6. NDOT will meet with potential displacees to learn about the specific requirements they may 
have in regards to their living arrangements and needs. Measures to minimize the impacts 
of relocation will be determined following meeting with potential displacees.  

NDOT observes the rights and services stipulated under the Uniform Relocation Assistance 
and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended (Uniform Act) in accordance 
with its own relocation assistance policies. The NDOT Right-of-Way Division, under the 
provisions of the Uniform Act, will ensure that property owners that are affected directly 
receive fair market value for the acquired right-of-way. It is NDOT policy that persons 
relocated as a result of highway programs receive fair and humane treatment and not suffer 
unnecessarily as a result of programs designed for the benefit of the public. NDOT will ensure 
the following: 

i. No person in legal occupancy of properties within the project area will be required to 
vacate in less than 90 days, unless vacancy is required for safety or health reasons. 

j. No eligible residential occupant will be required to relocate until comparable decent, 
safe, and sanitary replacement housing has been made available. 
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k. No eligible occupants qualifying as low income would be required to relocate until 

adequate decent, safe, and sanitary housing has been made available within their 
financial means. 

l. Before relocation, comparable or adequate replacement dwellings will be made available 
or provided for each eligible relocated person. Such availability or provision will be 
accompanied by an analysis of the relocation problems involved and a specific plan for 
their resolution. 

m. No nonresidential displacees will be required to vacate without assistance in assessing 
their specific relocation needs or locating potential replacement properties. 

n. All manner of notices required by the controlling laws will be provided to all persons 
relocated by Project NEON. 

o. Relocation payments will be in the amounts required by law for successful relocations. 

p. Relocation procedures will be realistic and adequate to provide orderly, timely, and 
efficient relocation of displaced persons. 

For those who live in an apartment, NDOT will meet with them within seven days of 
providing their property owner with an offer for the property. NDOT will obtain a roster of 
tenants from the property owner. Those who have lived in their unit for 90 days or more 
prior to an offer being made to the owner and meet eligibility requirements of a displaced 
person, as set forth in 49 CFR part 24.2 (9) (i), will receive full relocation assistance benefits. 
Those who have lived in their unit for less than 90 days and meet eligibility requirements of 
a displaced person, as set forth in 49 CFR part 24.2 (9) (i), will receive moving expenses only. 

The first contact focuses on assisting the residents in finding a new home. NDOT relocation 
staff will provide as much assistance with finding a new residence as the residents’ request. 
NDOT will obtain information from the tenants and the property owner in order to 
calculate the appropriate benefit level. NDOT uses a formula based on such information as 
number of people living in a unit, family structure, income, current rent, and utility cost to 
help calculate the appropriate benefit level. Based on this formula, the resident will be 
reimbursed for a period of 42 months for the difference between their current rent and 
market rate rent, as determined by the formula. NDOT develops the relocation benefits for 
each household on a case-by-case basis.  

NDOT must inform the residents of available comparable replacement housing as close as 
possible to their current residence, including the same or similar amenities that meet decent 
safe and sanitary requirements. These comparable units are used for the basis of their 
replacement housing benefits. The residents choose the dwelling where they wish to 
relocate.  NDOT will inspect the potential replacement housing for decent, safe and sanitary 
compliance and upon approval will submit claim forms for payment.  

The NDOT Right-of-Way Manual, Relocation Assistance section, details the above 
mentioned procedures. 
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7. Table 3-1 was updated to provide more accurate demographic data. The USEPA is correct in 
the assertion that the study area contains higher percentage of minority residents than either 
the city or county. Text in Section 3.2.1 was updated to reflect the information provided in 
updated Table 3.1.  

Information on existing health condition in Clark County was added to the Final EIS 
Section 3.2.1. However, the revised text does not include health information for the EJ 
population that would be displaced by the project because published data on the health of 
the project area residents does not exist. The health information added to the end of Section 
3.2.1 is from the Southern Nevada Health District’s 2007 Clark County Health Status Report, 
which provides information on Clark County as a whole and is the lowest level analysis 
area for which data were available. There are no available data on health for smaller 
segments of the county or for specific neighborhoods. Beyond that, because the entire EJ 
population affected by the project will be relocated, there will not be a remnant population 
who could be exposed to potential adverse health effects.  

Concerning USEPA’s comment that the Draft EIS does not have enough supporting 
information to justify the determination of no disproportionate impacts, NDOT prepared an 
environmental justice memorandum in April 2010 for FHWA. This memo is located on the 
CD at the back of the document. Sections from the memorandum were used to revise the 
thought process in Section 3.3.3 (Disproportionately High and Adverse Effects) of the Final 
EIS. Although the analysis used in Section 3.3.3 is different than in the Draft EIS, the 
conclusion remains the same, that the project does not have disproportionately high and 
adverse impacts on the project’s affected EJ population. 
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8. Table 3-1 was updated to provide more accurate demographic data. The USEPA is correct in 
the assertion that the study area contains higher percentage of minority residents than either 
the city or county. Text in Section 3.2.1 was updated to reflect the information provided in 
updated Table 3.1.  

Information on existing health condition in Clark County was added to the Final EIS 
Section 3.2.1. However, the revised text does not include health information for the EJ 
population that would be displaced by the project because published data on the health of 
the project area residents does not exist. The health information added to the end of Section 
3.2.1 is from the Southern Nevada Health District’s 2007 Clark County Health Status Report, 
which provides information on Clark County as a whole and is the lowest level analysis 
area for which data were available. There are no available data on health for smaller 
segments of the county or for specific neighborhoods. Beyond that, because the entire EJ 
population affected by the project will be relocated, there will not be a remnant population 
who could be exposed to potential adverse health effects.  

In response to USEPA’s comment that the Draft EIS does not have enough supporting 
information to justify the determination of no disproportionate impacts, NDOT prepared an 
environmental justice memorandum in April 2010 that reevaluates Project NEON’s impact 
on the environmental justice population. The memorandum, which is located on the CD at 
the back of this document, follows the format recommended in FHWA’s December 2001 
interim guidance “Addressing Environmental Justice in Environmental Assessments/ 
Environmental Impact Statements” (Western Resource Center—San Francisco). The 
environmental justice population that would be affected by Alternative G, the preferred 
alternative, is the minority population (not the low income population) living in three 
affected census blocks between Alta Drive and Charleston Boulevard. The memorandum 
and the Final EIS’ environmental justice analysis (Section 3.3) conclude that the 
environmental justice population could experience adverse impacts after being relocated 
and, therefore, an evaluation was conducted to determine whether the adverse impacts 
would be disproportionately high and adverse. Because of offsetting benefits that apply 
only to the environmental justice population and those that apply to the environmental 
justice population and non-minority population, the memorandum and Final EIS conclude 
that the project would not have disproportionately high and adverse impacts.
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9. As noted in the response to comment 8, Section 3.3.3 (Disproportionately High and Adverse 
Effects) of the Final EIS has been revised to provide additional information supporting the 
conclusion that Project NEON would not have disproportionately high and adverse effects. 
However, the revised text does not include health information for the EJ population that 
would be displaced by the project because such data does not exist. The health information 
added to the end of Section 3.2.1 is for Clark County. Beyond that, because the entire EJ 
population affected by the project will be relocated, there will not be a remnant population 
who could be exposed to noise or air quality impacts from the I-15 improvements.    
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10. Section 3.10.4.3 of the Final EIS provides a reevaluation of the Draft EIS’s preliminary noise 
barrier analysis. The reevaluation of the feasibility and reasonability of noise barriers along 
the preferred alternative focused on refining the project’s noise models. This included 
repositioning some receptors so that noise levels in areas of exterior frequent human use are 
being measured, evaluating noise levels at new receptors, updating land use information, 
and obtaining better estimates of the number of residents that would potentially benefit 
from noise barriers. Exhibit 3-10 in the Final EIS shows the location of the noise receptors 
and proposed noise barriers. 

The noise barrier re-evaluation concluded that Noise Barriers G1, G3, G4, G5, and G6 are 
feasible and reasonable while Noise Barriers G2 and G7 were determined not to be feasible 
or reasonable.  

11. Table 3-22 Maximum Measured Pollutant Concentrations – CCDAQM Monitoring Network – Las 
Vegas Valley was updated to include 2008 air quality monitoring data. 2009 data were not 
available at the time of Final EIS publication.  

The information in Table 3-22 was taken from USEPA’s AirData website for all Las Vegas 
Valley monitoring sites on an annual basis. The data in Table 3-24 was collected from the 
monitoring site located at 2501 Sunrise Avenue, which is near Project NEON, and represents 
a three year average. The revised one and eight hour carbon monoxide background 
concentrations of 6.6 ppm and 5.3 ppm respectively from Table 3-24 are in line with the 
Table 3-22 values from 2003 to 2006 and higher than the values in 2007 and 2008.  

 

12. Traffic volumes on I-15 would exceed 125,000 vehicles per day under both the No-Build and 
build alternatives. As noted in Section 3.11.2.2 of the Final EIS, this project is not considered 
a project of air quality concern and is unlikely to cause any PM10 hotspots during its 
operation. Section 3.11.2.2 of the Final EIS states: On March 10, 2006, USEPA issued 
amendments to the Transportation Conformity Rule to address localized impacts of 
particulate matter: PM2.5 and PM10 Hot-Spot Analyses in Project-level Transportation Conformity 
Determinations for the New PM2.5 and Existing PM10 National Ambient Air Quality Standards(71 
FR 12468). This amendment requires the assessment of localized air quality impacts in PM2.5 

and PM10 nonattainment and maintenance areas for projects of air quality concern which are 
defined as: 

• New or expanded highway projects that have a significant number of or significant 
increase in diesel vehicles 

− The percentage of diesel trucks on I-15 is in the 4-5 percent range based on NDOT 
vehicle classification data. This is below 8 percent diesel vehicles cited in USEPA’s 
March 2006 conformity rule amendment. FHWA’s position is that this is not enough 
to warrant a qualitative analysis.  

− By relieving congestion (see Section 2) the proposed action would attract vehicles 
from local streets to I-15; local street traffic tends to have a lower percentage of diesel 
vehicles, which would reduce the percentage of diesel vehicles on I-15. 
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− Therefore this project is not expected to result in a significant number or significant 

increase in the number of diesel vehicles. 

• Projects affecting intersections that are at LOS D, E, or F with a significant number of 
diesel vehicles, or those that will change to LOS D, E, or F because of increased traffic 
volumes from a significant number of diesel vehicles related to the project 

− The proposed action would improve LOS at several ramp terminal/crossroad 
intersections and also improve LOS on mainline I-15. Under the No-Build 
Alternative 14 intersections will operate at LOS D, E, or F in the PM peak period in 
2030. Under Preferred Alternative G, only eight intersections will operate at LOS D, 
E, or F in the PM peak period in 2030.  

• New bus and rail terminals and transfer points that have a significant number of diesel 
vehicles congregating at a single location 

− No new bus or rail terminals would be constructed under the proposed action; 
therefore, this criterion does not apply to the proposed action. 

• Expanded bus and rail terminals and transfer points that significantly increase the 
number of diesel vehicles congregating at a single location 

− No bus or rail terminals would be expanded under the proposed action; therefore 
this criterion does not apply to the proposed action. 

• Projects in or affecting locations, areas, or categories of sites which are identified in the 
PM2.5 or PM10 applicable implementation plan or implementation plan submission, as 
appropriate, as sites of violation or possible violation 

− The CCDAQM stated that I-15 is not a roadway of concern for implementing its SIP 
for reaching PM10 attainment (CCDAQM 2009). 

Although the proposed project is located in a PM10 nonattainment area, it would not be 
considered a project of air quality concern based on the above criteria. The project would be 
unlikely to cause any PM10 hotspot during its operation, and so a detailed PM10 hotspot 
analysis is not required. 

Given that I-15 is not sanded or salted during the year, the roadway will have very low 
surface silt loading. In addition, NDOT complies with Clark County’s enforceable PM10 state 
implementation plan requirements to control emissions from paved roads, which include 
frequent sweeping of all freeways in Clark County using PM10-compliant equipment and 
stabilization of soil and road shoulders and medians. 

These measures will reduce the PM10 increment associated with operation of the proposed 
project; therefore, NDOT qualitatively concludes that there will be no PM10 hotspot 
violations resulting from operation of the new freeway lanes and ramps. 

The Particulate Matter (PM10) Saturation Study(TBS Systems, 2007) commissioned by the Clark 
County DAQEM indicated that elevated PM10 values correlate with dry seasons and 
increased soil destabilization from construction activities, disturbance of unpaved road 
surfaces, and vacant land. This suggests that the incremental air quality impact from 
vehicles operating on the improved portions of the I-15/US 95 corridor will be negligible by 
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comparison, with much of the background PM10 derived from fugitive dust sources that are 
unrelated to vehicles operating in the corridor.   

NDOT included Exhibit 3-11, Sensitive Receptors, in the Final EIS that shows the location of 
residences and sensitive receptors (one church and 4 daycare facilities) within 600 feet of I-15 
and/or US 95.
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13. Footnote for table 3-21 (updated from table 3-18 in the Draft EIS) has been updated 
accordingly. The last sentence of the footnote was removed.  

14. Up to date monitoring data is included in Table 3-22 and updated calculations of carbon 
monoxide concentrations are locate in Table 3-24. See response to comment 11 for more 
information. 

15. A comparison of the project’s attributes to the criteria in USEPA’s PM10/PM2.5 conformity 
rule and hot-spot guidance is found in response to comment 12. 

16. Please see response to comment 13.
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17. It is too early in the process to identify where construction staging areas will be located. In 
order to use an area for construction staging, open/vacant land that is accessible would 
need to be identified, the owner would need to be willing to sell or lease the land, and it 
would have to be close to the project area. It would be speculative to assess today what 
parcels adjacent to the project will be vacant and available at the time of construction. 
NDOT will attempt to use existing industrial land uses east of I-15 for construction staging 
areas in order to locate them as far away from residential areas west of I-15 as possible.  

Likewise, additional construction air quality measures cannot be evaluated until closer to 
the construction timeframe to ensure that the most up-to-date best practices will be utilized. 
However, currently there are several air quality mitigation best practices available to assist 
in reducing diesel emission impacts from construction equipment. These may still be of 
value when Project NEON construction begins.  Off-road diesel engines can contribute 
significantly to the levels of particulate matter and nitrogen oxides in the air. In recent years, 
USEPA has set emissions standards for engines used in most new construction equipment. 
However, it may take several years before all equipment is equipped with engines that meet 
the USEPA standards. To address this, several strategies can be implemented to reduce 
emissions from the older engines that are in operation today.  

Reductions in pollutant emissions from older off-road diesel engines can be obtained through a 
variety of strategies including: reducing idle times, properly maintaining equipment, using 
cleaner fuel, and retrofitting diesel engines with diesel emission control devices. By reducing 
unnecessary idling at the construction site, emissions will be reduced and fuel will be saved. 
Proper maintenance of the diesel engine will also allow the engine to perform better and emit 
less pollution by burning fuel more efficiently. Switching to fuels that contain lower levels of 
sulfur reduces particulate matter. Using ultra-low sulfur diesel does not require equipment 
changes or modification. Using fuels that contain a lower level of sulfur also tend to increase the 
effectiveness of retrofit technologies. Retrofitting off-road construction equipment with diesel 
emission control devices can reduce particulate matter, nitrogen oxides, carbon monoxide, or 
hydrocarbons, in addition to other air pollutants. Diesel particulate filters can be used to 
physically trap and oxidize particulate matter in the exhaust stream and diesel oxidation 
catalysts can be used to oxidize pollutants in the exhaust stream (U.S. EPA, 2008).  

Since it is not feasible to evaluate the issues at this time, contract special provisions exist to 
address the issues under NEPA and assure adherence to applicable federal, state and local 
laws and regulations. 

18. FHWA agrees that mobile source air toxics may potentially impact the project area. To 
evaluate the potential, FHWA’s 2006 MSAT guidance recommends an emissions analysis for 
projects with design year AADT over 140,000 vehicles per day, and an MSAT analysis 
consistent with the guidance were performed for this project. FHWA is aware that USEPA 
would like to see additional MSAT analysis beyond the scope of our guidance. However, 
FHWA remains unconvinced that such additional analysis would be worthwhile; since the 
well-documented uncertainties associated with dispersion modeling and/or risk assessment 
are generally greater than the emissions changes associated with project alternatives. In 
addition, the Project NEON emissions analysis shows that project-area emissions will be 
lower in the future regardless of which alternative is chosen, suggesting that MSAT health 
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impacts will also be reduced. Thus, it does not seem worthwhile to conduct additional 
analysis for the purpose of quantifying these lower health impacts. 

USEPA’s comments provide information on both evidence of elevated concentrations of 
pollutants near roadways, and on the toxicity of these pollutants. Many health studies use 
an epidemiological approach to relate the possibility of harm due to the proximity to the 
roadway. FHWA has concerns about reaching conclusions regarding health impacts from 
highway emissions based on proximity studies in areas known to exceed ambient air quality 
standards, such as the recent study by Dr. James Gauderman, et al., entitled “Effect of 
Exposure to Traffic on Lung development from 10 to 18 Years of Age:  A Cohort Study”. 
These studies do not measure specific pollutants but only roadway proximity, so any 
reported negative health impacts may be due to either the criteria pollutants or MSATs. 
Epidemiological studies suffer from the limitation that they cannot by their very nature 
establish causality. They may indicate statistical associations, but other confounding factors 
may be missed and may represent the true cause of the impact. Furthermore, not all studies 
show a negative impact. For example, the “Long term Effects of Traffic-Related Air 
Pollution on Mortality”, Beelen et al., only found weak associations between proximity to 
major roadways and health effects. This fact was also reported as a major shortcoming in 
health studies of this nature in, “Does Traffic-Related Air Pollution Contribute to 
Respiratory Disease Formation in Children,” M. Jerritt, ERJ 2007, Vol. 29. In his review, 
Jerritt also points out another shortcoming in recent health studies dealing with determining 
the effect of proximity. He points out that most of these studies utilize a basic measure of 
distance to roadway as a proxy of exposure; however, because of the variable nature of 
particles and gaseous pollutants, the true variability of air pollutants within the 
neighborhood scale needs to be captured to identify the health effects of specific 
components of the air pollution mixture.   

Because analytical methodologies vary greatly between individual health studies, and all 
studies have limitations, it is not practical to draw definitive conclusions based solely on 
individual studies. Rather the total body of literature needs to be consulted before conclusions 
can be made. To that end, the Health Effects Institute has undertaken a major series of studies 
to research near-roadway MSAT hot spots, the health implications of the entire mix of mobile 
source pollutants, and other topics. The first study was completed and the findings published 
last year in Special Report 16 – Mobile-Source Air Toxics: A Critical Review of the Literature on 
Exposure and Health Effects, available online at www.healtheffect.org. For each of the MSATs 
reviewed, the analysis answers three questions: 

1. To what extent are motor vehicles a significant source of exposure? 

2. Does it affect human health? 

3. Does it affect human health at environmental concentrations? 

HEI concludes that exposure to many MSATs comes from sources other than vehicles, and 
that mobile sources are the primary sources of exposure for only a few of the 21 MSATs 
listed by the USEPA in its 2001 Rule. For many of the MSATs reviewed, HEI concluded that 
there is insufficient data for an assessment of ambient exposures on human health. 

USEPA also suggested application of toxicity weighting. This is not possible for the project, 
because USEPA has not adopted a cancer risk estimate for diesel particulate matter, which 
could be one of the most important MSATs. 
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It is important to keep in mind the other health benefits associated with the proposed project. 
In-vehicle exposures are an important source of overall MSAT exposure (nearly half of total 
daily exposure, according to some recent studies). Motorists using I-15 will benefit from both 
reduced emissions rates due to congestion relief (MSAT emission rates decline with increasing 
speed) and reduced travel time on the facility. Travel time on the parallel arterials will also 
decrease, since some of that traffic will shift to study area freeways, reducing motorist 
exposure on the arterials as well. MSAT reductions on the arterials will also benefit 
pedestrians, who are in much closer proximity to traffic on this class of roadways. Other 
health-related benefits of congestion relief include reduced motorist stress, improved incident 
response times for fire and ambulance services, and a reduced incidence of traffic accidents 
resulting in injuries and fatalities. While USEPA’s comments focus only on air quality-related 
health impacts, highway safety is part of FHWA’s mission, and it is appropriate for us to 
consider the health implications of reducing highway accidents as well. 

The FHWA, in conjunction with USEPA and a consortium of State departments of 
transportation, are studying the concentration and physical behavior of MSATs and mobile 
source PM 2.5 in Las Vegas and at up to two other sites in the United States. This study, 
known as the National Near-Roadway MSAT Study, will give USEPA and FHWA hands-on 
knowledge about the dispersion of MSAT emissions and enhance the credibility of state 
officials when addressing related issues for projects in their state.



18

19



19



Response 
 

19. USEPA’s comments cite the recent National Cooperative Highway Research Program 
(NCHRP) report entitled “Analyzing, Documenting, and Communicating the Impacts of 
Mobile Source Air Toxic Emissions in the NEPA Process” (NCHRP 25-25 Task 18, March 
2007). This report suggests that highway projects that result in an incremental change in 
traffic volumes of 125,000 vehicles per day would be sufficient to create an incremental 1 in 
one million risk of contracting cancer from benzene exposure. (The report’s authors relied 
on the lower end of the USEPA risk range for benzene; applying USEPA’s full range, the 
actual change in traffic volumes would be from 125,000 to 443,000 vehicles per day.)  The 
maximum traffic volume change between alternatives is about a third of the lower end of 
this range, suggesting that if the NCHRP conclusions are correct, the project would have 
impacts of far less than one in a million, a level that is considered to represent negligible risk 
by USEPA and the risk assessment community at large1. FHWA also notes that the analysis 
behind the NCHRP conclusions is somewhat pessimistic, in that it assumes fixed 2008 
calendar year emissions rates (disregarding practically all of the benefits of EPA’s Tier 2 
light-duty vehicle emissions standards) and also does not incorporate any of the benefits of 
USEPA’s 2007 MSAT rulemaking, including additional VOC reductions from motor vehicles 
and a 38% reduction in the benzene content of gasoline. 

This March 2007 report is the result of a Request for Proposal to identify a process or 
methods that could be used to analyze the contribution and impact of air toxic compounds 
emitted by vehicles operating on transportation facilities. Transportation agencies were 
recognizing that analysis of toxic compounds (referred to as mobile source air toxics or 
MSATs) was being raised to challenge proposed projects during environmental assessment. 
The consultant’s report was started before but completed after FHWA released its MSAT 
Guidance document. 

The consultant, ICF, issued its report to NCHRP in March 2007. 

• The ICF report was intended to provide analysis options, not required procedures. At 
the time the document was initiated, FHWA’s guidance had not yet been released. The 
research was intended to fill a perceived void that was soon after filled by FHWA’s 
release of its Interim Guidance. 

• Both the FHWA and the ICF approaches are similar except that the consultant suggested 
going further than the FHWA Guidance. ICF suggested conducting a dispersion analysis 
and a health risk assessment in certain cases. 

• FHWA considered, but ultimately rejected analysis beyond an “emissions burden” 
analysis as too uncertain to provide meaningful information to transportation decision 
makers. An emissions burden analysis quantifies the total emissions level predicted for 
the project and any alternatives including the “no-build”. While FHWA had concerns 
even with this level of analysis for MSATs, the guidance recommends it on high traffic 
roadways for purposes of comparison. 

                                                      
1 EPA prevailed in a recent U.S. District Court decision that its 2006 hazardous organic NESHAPs (National Emission Standards for 
Hazardous Air Pollutants) rule reduced emissions to levels that present "an acceptable level of risk and protect public health with an 
ample margin of safety" at risks less than 100 in 1 million.  EPA’s benzene NESHAPs is also based on reducing risks to less than 
100 in 1 million.  Applying this EPA definition of acceptable risk to highway projects, anything less than a 12,500,000 increase in 
daily traffic volumes would be considered acceptable from a risk standpoint. 
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a. Currently MOBILE6.2 is the model used for emissions analysis. It has significant 

limitations such as the inability to calculate predicted emission changes for 
particulate matter (PM) and diesel particulate matter (DPM) with changes in 
speed, among others. However, if project alternatives are similar, then some of 
MOBILE 6.2’s shortcomings can be neutralized, and a comparative analysis may 
provide useful information. 

b. Dispersion analysis and health risk assessments, which depend on MOBILE’s 
emission estimates, are useful only insofar as they provide accurate values of 
MSAT concentrations and the risk associated with them. (Otherwise the 
information is redundant with the emissions burden analysis). Determining 
exposures, as needed under health risk assessment, are notoriously inaccurate 
with error margins frequently spanning 2 orders of magnitude. Further, they are 
based on a 70 year exposure rate which is highly questionable. The American 
public is highly mobile, moving around even during the course of a single day, 
changing jobs (every 3 years on average) and moving to new residences. The 
relevance of a health risk assessment at a very small geographic scale is not 
obvious, given these facts. 

• ICF did not provide an adequate rationale as to why they recommended dispersion and 
health risk analysis in light of these significant problems. They discounted the 
importance of accurate projections in these areas, and cite that such analyses are 
sometimes used in other transportation venues. FHWA consulted with other federal 
agencies to determine their approach to MSATs. We determined that FAA’s process was 
very similar to FHWA’s guidance on MSATs. Some other agencies did not include 
MSAT analysis at all. 

• Another divergence from the approach that FHWA took was ICF’s suggested threshold 
for quantitative MSAT analysis. FHWA recommended 140,000 AADT while ICF placed 
the threshold lower at 125,000. While a minor discrepancy, FHWA has concerns about 
the information and modeling they used to develop their proposed threshold which 
appears dated. By contrast, FHWA based its threshold on the definition of a major 
source of hazardous air pollutants contained in the Clean Air Act. 

• The ICF report is an exploratory research effort and represents the opinion of a 
consultant on what should be done. FHWA’s guidance was almost three years in the 
making that scoured available literature and funded new research activities, consulted 
with known experts, and actively considered the analytical uncertainties in a real world 
context. It is unknown the extent to which AASHTO will embrace these research 
findings. As the “Disclaimer” on the front of the report states, “opinions and conclusions 
expressed or implied…are not those of the research agency…TRB, NRC, FHWA, 
AASHTO….”. While some of the consultant’s suggestions are interesting, others may 
need to await implementation of more rigorous models and analytical procedures. 

USEPA suggested performing dispersion modeling and/or risk assessment to identify 
locations that would benefit from mitigation. The other reason USEPA recommended 
dispersion modeling is to identify locations along the corridor with higher concentrations of 
MSATs and how these concentrations would change with the alternatives. Clearly, some 
locations along the corridor will have higher roadside concentrations than others, based on 
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the variability of traffic volumes, speeds, and proximity. What is not clear is the extent to 
which these MSAT “hotspots” impact overall rates of adverse health effects from MSAT 
exposure in the project area. Changes in concentrations at an individual location are not a 
meaningful indicator of changes in health risk, because people do not spend an entire year 
or 70-year lifetime at an individual location. People are exposed to different concentrations 
of these pollutants at the different locations they visit over the course of a day, year, or 
lifetime; in-vehicle exposure is an important component, as noted below; and as HEI found, 
mobile sources are not the primary source of exposure for most of the 21 MSAT pollutants. 
HEI is currently studying the potential significance of MSAT hotspots, and hopefully their 
work will allow us to address this issue in a more informed manner. 

The executive summary of USEPA’s recent NATA study notes that total US cancer rates 
from any cause are approximately 330,000 per million. Based on the findings of the NCHRP 
report, the MSAT impacts of this project would be well below one per million (or less than 
0.0003% of overall cancer risk). We simply do not see the value in investing additional 
public resources to investigate such small health risks, using tools with high levels of 
uncertainty. MSATs are only one of several air quality impacts we are required to evaluate 
in NEPA documents, and air quality is only one of more than a dozen environmental 
impacts we document through the NEPA process. We need to focus our limited NEPA 
environmental analysis resources on impacts that are likely to be meaningful to the public 
and useful for decision making. 

FHWA will continue to monitor the state of the science and update the interim guidance 
when necessary. In summary, 1) the analysis performed shows that future MSAT emissions 
will be lower regardless of alternative, 2) emissions along arterials, where pedestrians are in 
close proximity to traffic, will be significantly reduced, 3) the anticipated increase in traffic is 
well below the thresholds of concern identified in the NCHRP report, 4) replacement of 
sound walls, a mitigation strategy suggested by USEPA research, are proposed for locations 
with nearby residential development, 5) the project has other health-related benefits and 6) 
in light of the inadequacies documented above, meaningful and useful information cannot 
be derived. Therefore, FHWA does not feel that additional MSAT analysis would be 
beneficial for decision-making and is not warranted.
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20. NDOT included Exhibit 3-11, Sensitive Receptors, in the Final EIS that shows the location of 
residences and sensitive receptors (one church and 4 daycare facilities)   within 600 feet of 
the project.  

21. Please see responses to comments 18 and 19. As noted in the response to  comment 10, 
NDOT is committed to constructing five noise barriers along the west side of I-15.  Aside 
from the mitigable effect USEPA perceives that noise barriers provide for MSATs, given the 
analysis, specific mitigation measures are not necessary and will not be provided.  

22. NDOT will look for opportunities to use recyclable materials at each stage of project 
development. Green design measures, such as using a warm-mix asphalt as opposed to hot-
mix and use of recyclable materials such as foundry sand, coal combustion products, steel 
slag, tire derived aggregates (TDA), slag cement, mulch, recycled concrete aggregate (RCA), 
asphalt shingles, and reclaimed asphalt pavement (RAP), may be incorporated into the 
project as it proceeds through the design phases. Some of the applications of the recyclable 
materials include using them for embankments and structural fill, as a roadway base, and as 
stormwater mitigation materials. During project design, NDOT will continue to monitor 
green design opportunities outlined by the Green Highway Partnership (an alliance of 
FHWA, USEPA, other Federal agencies, state transportation and environmental agencies, 
industry, trade associations, members of academia, and contractors). 

23. NDOT continues to review best practices for stormwater management in this type of 
environment. Appropriate stormwater management techniques will be decided upon and 
coordinated with USEPA during the project’s design phase.  
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24. Please see response to comment 22.  

25. Please see response to comment 23. 
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Response 
1. The project’s potential impact to the Old Spanish National Historic Trail has been included 

in the Final Section 4(f) evaluation. NDOT agrees with the Department that Project NEON 
will not have any adverse effects on the trail.  



Contact Information 

If you have any questions concerning these comments, please contact: Kelly Powell, 
National Park Service, Pacific West Region-Seattle, WA 98104-2853, 168 S. Jackson 
St., 2nd Floor, phone; (206) 220-4106, Kelly Powell@nps.gov. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments. 

Sinc rely,... 

Willie R. Taylor 
Director, Office of Environmental 

Policy and Compliance 

Attachment: Map 

cc: 

Mr. Abdelmoez Abdalla 
Environmental Program Manager 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
Federal Highway Administration 
705 North Plaza Street, Suite 220 
Carson City, Nevada 89701 

Mr. Ronald M. James 
State Historic Preservation Officer and Historian 
Nevada State Historic Preservation Office 
100 North Stewart Street 
Carson City, Nevada 89701-4285 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
U.S. ARMY ENGINEER DISTRICT, SACRAMENTO 

CORPS OF ENGINEERS 
1325 J STREET 

SACRAMENTO CA  95814-2922 
REPLY TO 
ATTENTION OF

April 12, 2010 

Regulatory Division SPK-2009-01289-SG 

Steve Cooke 
Nevada Department of Transportation 
1263 S. Stewart Street 
Carson City, Nevada  89712 

Dear Mr. Cooke: 

We are responding to your September 8, 2009 request for comments on the I-15 Corridor 
Improvements and Local Arterial Improvements Study project.  The project is located along a 3.7-
mile long stretch of I-15, Section 4, Township 21 S, Range 61 E, and Section 33, Township 20 S, 
Range 61 E, Mount Diablo Base and Meridian, Latitude 36.159°, Longitude -115.162°, Las 
Vegas, Clark County, Nevada.  Your identification number is SPK-2009-01289-SG. 

The Corps of Engineers' jurisdiction within the study area is under the authority of Section 404 
of the Clean Water Act for the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the United 
States.  Waters of the United States include, but are not limited to, rivers, perennial or 
intermittent streams, lakes, ponds, wetlands, vernal pools, marshes, wet meadows, and seeps.  
Project features that result in the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the United 
States will require Department of the Army authorization prior to starting work. 

Specific comments on the Environmental Impact Statement include the following: 

Executive Summary:  page VII – Other Activities required:  The list should include Section 404 
permitting activities for “Waters of the U.S.” 

Section 3.8 Water Resources.  A Section 404 permit may be necessary depending on the impacts 
associated with intermittent, seasonal and/or ephemeral drainages. 

To ascertain the extent of waters on the project site, the applicant should prepare an “Aquatic 
Resources Report” in accordance with the "Minimum Standards for Acceptance of Preliminary 
Wetland Delineations", under "Jurisdiction" on our website at the address below, and submit it to 
this office for verification.  A list of consultants that prepare wetland delineations and permit 
application documents is also available on our website at the same location. 

The range of alternatives considered for this project should include alternatives that avoid 
impacts to wetlands or other waters of the United States.  Every effort should be made to avoid 
project features, which require the discharge of, dredged, or fill material into waters of the 
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3



-2-

United States.  In the event it can be clearly demonstrated that there are no practicable 
alternatives to filling waters of the United States, mitigation plans should be developed to 
compensate for the unavoidable losses resulting from project implementation. 

Please refer to identification number SPK-2009-01289-SG in any correspondence concerning 
this project.  If you have any questions, please contact Patricia Mcqueary at 321 North Mall 
Drive, Suite L-101, St. George, Utah 84790, email Patricia.L.McQueary@usace.army.mil, or 
telephone 435-986-3979.

Sincerely,

Patricia L. McQueary 
Chief, St. George Regulatory Office 
Sacramento District 

Cc:
Dan Dupries 
John Taylor 
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Response 

 

1. The Executive Summary was revised per the suggestion.  

2. Section 3.8 indicates that a Section 404 permit may be necessary for this project. During 
final design NDOT will prepare an Aquatic Resources Report for USACE review that 
will identify the waters of the U.S. along the project and potential impacts to those 
resources. 

3. As noted in Section 2.2.2, south of Oakey Boulevard Alternative G has been shifted to the 
east to minimize impacts to drainage facilities that may be drain into waters of the United 
States. During construction efforts will be made to keep construction vehicles and other 
activities out of this area. If it is determined that the project will affect waters of the United 
States, a mitigation plan will be included in the project’s Section 404 permit application 
process.  
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1. NDOT acknowledges the request and will ensure that any water used to construct the 
project will be provided by an established utility or under permit issued by the State 
Engineer’s Office. 

2. Section 3.8.5.2 has been updated.   

3. Section 3.8.2.2 has been updated. 

Cgrignon
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1.  David Frommer 
UNLV 
Executive Director of Planning and 
construction 

10/09/09 (e-mail): I was looking to get a copy of the most recent 
Project NEON alternatives, particularly relating to impacts to the 
UNLV Shadow Lane Campus - is this information you can provide 
or direct me to? 

 

1



1. Directed to project website to obtain copy of Draft EIS. 
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STATE OF NEVADA 
 

 
 
 

 
DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION 

209 E. Musser Street, Room 200 
Carson City, Nevada 89701-4298 

(775) 684-0222 
Fax (775) 684-0260 

http://www.budget.state.nv.us/ 
 

ANDREW K. CLINGER 
Director 

JIM GIBBONS 
Governor 

November 4, 2009

E2010-069Re:  SAI NV #

Project: I-15 corridor and local arterial improvements draft EIS, Las Vegas

Reference:

Dear  Steve Cooke:

Nevada Department of Transportation
1263 S. Stewart St
Carson City, NV 89712

Steve Cooke

This constitutes the State Clearinghouse review of this proposal as per Executive Order 12372. If you have 
questions, please contact me at (775) 684-0213.

Sincerely, 

R. Tietje
Nevada State Clearinghouse

The following agencies support the above referenced document as written:
State Historic Preservation Office
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1.  Several air quality construction mitigation best practices are available to limit dust and 
equipment related particulate emission in and around the project area. Construction vehicle 
emission impacts could be mitigated by implementing and maintaining a comprehensive 
traffic control plan, enforcing emission standards for gasoline and diesel construction 
equipment, and stipulating that unnecessary idling and equipment operation be avoided. 
Additionally, proper maintenance of diesel engines will allow them to perform better and 
emit less pollution by burning fuel more efficiently. Switching to fuels that contain lower 
levels of sulfur reduces particulate matter.  

Impacts associated with fugitive dust generated by construction would be mitigated by 
standard dust control measures. Such measures include frequent watering of construction 
sites that have large expanses of exposed soil, watering debris generated during the 
demolition of existing structures, washing construction vehicle tires before they leave 
construction sites, and securing and covering equipment and loose materials before 
transport. Dust control during construction would be accomplished in accordance with 
NDOT’s Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction (2001), which require the 
application of water or other dust control measures during road construction. Furthermore, 
as required by the Transportation Control Measures of the 2001 PM10 SIP, the construction 
would comply, as applicable, to Transportation Construction Rules 90–94 (Clark County Air 
Quality Regulations Sections 90–94). 

During final design of the project, NDOT will work with the Southern Nevada Public Health 
Lab to minimize disruption during construction. 

2.  During final design of the project, NDOT will work with the Southern Nevada Public Health 
Lab to minimize the impact of traffic around their facility and to provide appropriate access 
for supplies and emergency services.  

Cgrignon
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1 that we would pay in a different establishment.  So 

2 therefore we are planning to organize all the business 

3 owners in that area and take legal action to protect 

4 ourselves.  We are not asking to be taken out.  Many 

5 of us, including myself, have 20-year leases there in 

6 multiple businesses.  I have offices, a restaurant and 

7 a bar, and considering that I paid seven figures for 

8 my restaurant and bar, I need some kind of protection 

9 that I'm going to get my money back, you know, when 

10 I'm bought out through eminent domain.

11          MS. PATRICIA ARMOUR:  I'm the laboratory 

12 manager of the Southern Nevada Public Health Lab 

13 located at 700 Desert Lane, (702)759-0842 and I'd like 

14 to comment on Alternatives G and H.

15          The impact on the laboratory will occur 

16 during the construction phase due to the construction 

17 dust and debris possibly clogging our filters which 

18 will impact our negative pressure biosafety level 

19 three laboratory.  There are also security concerns 

20 about increased traffic that are on Bearden.  It 

21 appears that Alternatives G and H both retain Desert 

22 Lane as a buffer between the buildings and the Bearden 

23 off ramp.  And the alternative that moves the traffic 

24 furthest away from the building would be preferable, 

25 which I believe is G.  And that's about it.  We will 

1
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1 put more in writing later on.

2          (Exhibits 1 through 5 were marked for 

3 identification.)

4
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1.  Several air quality construction mitigation best practices are available to limit dust and 
equipment related particulate emission in and around the project area. Construction vehicle 
emission impacts could be mitigated by implementing and maintaining a comprehensive 
traffic control plan, enforcing emission standards for gasoline and diesel construction 
equipment, and stipulating that unnecessary idling and equipment operation be avoided. 
Additionally, proper maintenance of diesel engines will allow them to perform better and 
emit less pollution by burning fuel more efficiently. Switching to fuels that contain lower 
levels of sulfur reduces particulate matter.  

Impacts associated with fugitive dust generated by construction would be mitigated by 
standard dust control measures. Such measures include frequent watering of construction 
sites that have large expanses of exposed soil, watering debris generated during the 
demolition of existing structures, washing construction vehicle tires before they leave 
construction sites, and securing and covering equipment and loose materials before 
transport. Dust control during construction would be accomplished in accordance with 
NDOT’s Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction (2001), which require the 
application of water or other dust control measures during road construction. Furthermore, 
as required by the Transportation Control Measures of the 2001 PM10 SIP, the construction 
would comply, as applicable, to Transportation Construction Rules 90–94 (Clark County Air 
Quality Regulations Sections 90–94). 

During final design of the project, NDOT will work with the Southern Nevada Public Health 
Lab to minimize disruption during construction. 

2.  During final design of the project, NDOT will work with the Southern Nevada Public Health 
Lab to minimize the impact of traffic around their facility.  
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1.  Plans regarding the relocation of the 36-inch water line under Oakey Boulevard/Wyoming 
Avenue will be finalized during the project’s design phase. Design is scheduled to begin 
shortly after the Record of Decision is approved.   

Cgrignon
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1. NDOT and their contractors will obtain a dust control permit from the Clark County 
Department of Air Quality and Environmental Management prior to the start of construction.  

2. As noted in Section 3.11.5 of the Draft EIS, “Dust control during construction would be 
accomplished in accordance with NDOT’s Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge 
Construction (2001), which requires the application of water or other dust control measures 
during road construction. NDOT will also employ best management practices from Clark 
County’s Construction Activities Dust Control Handbook.   
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MKE/091119 PHONE RECORD ROAD OF CONCERN.DOC  1 

T E L E P H O N E  C O N V E R S A T I O N  R E C O R D  
 
 

  Rodney Langston, Clark County Division of Air Quality and Environmental 
Management 

Phone No.: 702-455-5942 Date:  November 19, 2009 

Call From: Rodney Langston, CCDAQEM Time:  05:00 PM 

Message 
Taken By: Ben Goldsworthy 

Subject: Project NEON - I-15 Road of Concern 

In the Project NEON Draft EIS, it is noted that the project is not a project of air quality 
concern based on several factors. The EPA commented that they would like to see 
additional information that supports this assertion. Part of the updated response included 
finding out if I-15 though the project area is a roadway of concern for PM2.5 and PM10. I 
contacted Rodney Langston, Air Quality Planner with the Clark County Department of Air 
Quality and Environmental Management to learn more. 

Rodney noted that I-15 is not a road of concern in the Nevada State Implementation Plan 
(SIP). He noted that there was a federally approved PM10 SIP in June 2001 and that the 
roadway is in attainment for PM2.5.  

 

Call To: 
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Michael Swecker.txt
Subject: FW: Project Neon Inquiry

From: Michael Swecker [mailto:mswecker@scopedevelopment.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, October 13, 2009 4:04 PM 
To: NDOT South Projects 
Subject: Project Neon Inquiry

To whom it may concern,

I am inquiring as to the project’s impact on the following properties:

1. http://gisgate.co.clark.nv.us/openweb/asp/openweb.asp?getParcel=13933411001
       1522 W CHARLESTON BLVD

Will Carl’s Jr. be totaled?

2. http://gisgate.co.clark.nv.us/openweb/asp/openweb.asp?getParcel=13933406005
       1001 SHADOW LN

How much of this property’s parking lot will be dedicated to the project?

3. http://gisgate.co.clark.nv.us/openweb/asp/openweb.asp?getParcel=16204510002
       1619 W CHARLESTON BLVD

How much of this property’s parking lot will be dedicated to the project?

4. http://gisgate.co.clark.nv.us/openweb/asp/openweb.asp?getParcel=16204510003
1601 W CHARLESTON BLVD

Will this property be affected at all?

Thank you for this information.

Respectfully,

Michael Swecker
Scope Development
9505 Hillwood Drive, Suite 100
Las Vegas, NV 89134
Land Acquisition/Leasing
(702) 528-2301 cell
(702) 897-9200 ext. 3
(702) 893-0400 fax
mswecker@scopedevelopment.com
www.scopedevelopment.com
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1          That's about all I can really say.  The 

2 sooner the better, I can tell you that.  It's behind 

3 the times here.  That's about it.  Thank you.

4          MS. KATHLEEN REICH:  I own 550 South Martin 

5 Luther King Boulevard.  It's an apartment house and 

6 that was my tenant you talked to.  I say the sooner 

7 the better, bring it on.  The sooner the better, bring 

8 it on.  Right of way, call me first.  I live in Carson 

9 City.  My address is 2751 Manhattan Drive, and that's 

10 89703 in Carson City.  My phone number is -- I'll give 

11 you my local -- (702)258-7989. 

12           MR. DON BUSHELL:  My name is Don Bushell.  

13 My company is Martin Rentals.  I can be reached at 

14 (702)203-4101.  I can give you an e-mail address too, 

15 martinrentals@gmail.com.  

16          I own two acres of property on the southwest 

17 corner of Martin Luther King and Alta, 510 through 540 

18 South Martin Luther King, and also Alta and Desert 

19 Lane, which would be the southeast corner of Alta and 

20 Desert Lane.  

21          501 and 505 Desert Lane is a 44 unit 

22 apartment complex and a small commercial center that 

23 is impacted by the proposed MLK-Industrial Road 

24 flyover.  My property sits right in the middle of 

25 that.  I'm told that if this project is approved it 
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1 could be another ten years before they would 

2 acquisition my property.  It's already been six 

3 years.  A possible sixteen years under this eminent 

4 domain threat umbrella, whatever you want to call it.  

5          I also have some vacant office space in my 

6 commercial center.  I'm thinking, okay, at least I 

7 would think that maybe NDOT, or contractors or whoever 

8 is doing some of the work for them, might be 

9 interested in at least leasing some of my space, I 

10 mean, it's right in the middle of the project.  This 

11 would help me out greatly, especially in today's 

12 environment.  I have 1800 square feet ideal office 

13 space.  That would work out quite nicely.  It's right 

14 in the middle of it.  That's a concern I have.  

15          But mainly my commercial tenants are in a 

16 state of limbo.  They want to make some improvements.  

17 They don't know what's going on.  The dates keep 

18 getting pushed out further and further and further.  

19 It's not fair.  It's just not fair to the tenants, to 

20 me as a property owner, and if this thing goes out 

21 another ten years -- I understand that they're gonna 

22 have by probably sometime next April I was told that a 

23 final decision whether this project is going to go or 

24 not go will be determined at that time.  This will be 

25 a huge relief, but not if I have to wait another ten 





Public Hearing - October 7, 2009
Project Neon Deis

517 South Ninth Street, Las Vegas, NV 89101 (800) 982-3299
Depo International, L.L.C.

Page 18

1 (702)384-4554, and the e-mail is jimhh@fpcvegas.org.  

2          I do have one last thing which may not be 

3 related to this, but currently we do have entrance and 

4 even exits off of Charleston Boulevard in a parking 

5 lot, but we have a special use permit which only 

6 allows us to open it on weekends, and if we were to 

7 make a turn lane into our property, that is the safest 

8 place, but we would have to be allowed to open it 

9 during the week as well.  So that would be something 

10 that would probably have to be addressed with local 

11 government and the design plan of this project.  

12          MR. WILLIAM JACOBS:  William Jacobs contact 

13 information is 530 South MLK, 89106.  

14          The comment I want to make is I am the 

15 anchor tenant of that shopping center.  For the last 

16 multiple years in the past we've been being informed 

17 that, you know, they're going to do an eminent domain 

18 takeover, so we have had problems with improvements, 

19 because we are afraid to make improvements, the 

20 landlord is afraid to make improvements.  We don't 

21 know whether they're going to take over.  What we want 

22 is we want a concrete time period to be able to base 

23 our improvements on because now with the building of 

24 the World Market Center, the Cleveland Clinic, the 

25 Metropolitan Police Department coming up and all the 
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1 other buildings, we have to upgrade to be able to be 

2 in the same level they are.  But we get information 

3 every time we come to the meetings that leads to 

4 nothing as far as when, you know, we are going to be 

5 displaced, or if we're not going to be displaced so we 

6 can make a decision.  

7          MR. RANDALL BROWN:  1201 Mercedes Circle, 

8 Las Vegas, 89102.  Phone number is 474-6606.  

9 DenimBlue@embarqmail.com.  

10          One of my major concerns -- I see they're 

11 finally getting down to a final solution -- being part 

12 of the neighborhood that is affected by the street 

13 level connection between Charleston and Oakey, the 

14 proposal seems to be slicing right through a 40 or 

15 50-year-old neighborhood, taking out all of those 

16 homes, and for me, and I think some of us that live 

17 there, Shadow Lane is right now about two lanes in 

18 each direction wide as a residential street, there is 

19 not much use.  It connects with Waldman at the 

20 intersection.  If you were to instead of slicing 

21 through the old neighborhood, take Shadow Lane to 

22 Waldman, turn left, it would right now be very easy to 

23 go into what is now a vacant piece of property that 

24 connects with the Martin Luther King connector where 

25 the fire station is, and that's one of the concerns is 
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1 connecting the fire station.  

2          So rather than slicing through an old 

3 neighborhood and taking out six to eight homes, why 

4 can't they just use the existing Shadow-Waldman vacant 

5 lot and then connect to Oakey.  It's going to upset a 

6 lot of people in the Scotch 80's because it affects 

7 their quietude, but on the other hand, now they will 

8 be focusing the traffic through Ellis which is right 

9 in front of several of our homes.  

10          So it's a tradeoff, but Shadow Lane is 

11 actually much wider than Ellis and would accommodate 

12 without any disruption of the residents on either side 

13 with much more traffic.  Shadow Lane, Waldman to the 

14 connector by the fire station I think is a much better 

15 idea than going through people's existing homes.  

16          MR. WILLIAM JACOBS:  (continued)  The 

17 comment I want to make is that after the meeting we 

18 were informed that as business owners our compensation 

19 rights in relation to the value of what we paid for 

20 our business doesn't exist, basically irregardless of 

21 the amount of money that we paid for our business or 

22 the name of the business, once they relocate us we 

23 don't get compensated.  All we do is get compensated 

24 with $10,000 as a relocation expense for the 

25 difference of the price in square foot per square foot 
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1 years.  

2           MS. STELLA BUTTERFIELD:  This is the first 

3 meeting I'm aware of in two years.  If there were 

4 others, I was never advised, and I would really    

5 like to be kept informed on a fairly regular, 

6 consistent basis, even if there is nothing happening.  

7 I recognize it's expensive, but this has been a very 

8 long time with no information as to what I was 

9 originally told would be two, three years at the 

10 outside in 2001.  

11          I'm at 1701 Loch Lomond Way, the eastern 

12 most part of the housing project immediately adjacent 

13 to I-15.  I'm right on the corner.  

14          REV. JIM HOUSTON-HENCKEN:  I'm the pastor at 

15 First Presbyterian Church, and all along our issues 

16 have been safe ingress and egress in the church.  The 

17 expansion of Charleston Boulevard makes it so you 

18 can't turn into our property according to the current 

19 plan unless there is a safe turn lane, and it also 

20 means that people are required to turn into the 

21 neighborhood to get to our property before they can 

22 see the church, so you would have to have been to the 

23 church before to even know where to turn.  Really the 

24 plans, all of the proposals render us invisible from 

25 certain directions.  We're concerned about having a 
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1 left-turn lane into our property off of Charleston 

2 Boulevard.  

3          Some other general concerns that we have are 

4 safety, because as they create raised roadways, where 

5 we are it's a homeless corridor and creates shade or 

6 shelter from the weather.  You will have a significant 

7 homeless population, and we hope that that will go 

8 into the design plans and considering building on 

9 berms rather than pillars.  

10          We are very concerned about sound 

11 abatement.  Are they going to put up sound walls.  The 

12 EIS is not clear on that whether they have to and to 

13 what level the sound walls will be effective.  

14          And then the final thing is the routing of 

15 the fire department.  The project proposes, G, I 

16 believe, it routes the fire trucks from that station 

17 pretty much across our property to get to Charleston 

18 Boulevard, and of course fire trucks should go anytime 

19 they need to go, but what are they going to do for 

20 sound and safety as it snakes through the 

21 neighborhood.  

22          I don't have a demand, but I have a great 

23 number of concerns that we hope we can work out with 

24 the planning team.  I can be contacted at 1515 West 

25 Charleston Boulevard, Las Vegas, Nevada 89102.  
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From: Kimberly Reid [mailto:kreid@LasVegasNevada.GOV] On Behalf Of Lois Tarkanian 
Sent: Friday, November 06, 2009 4:54 PM 
To: NDOT South Projects 
Cc: jhale@dot.state.nv.us 
Subject: Project Neon 
 
I strongly support the concerns of residents within the ward I represent as to 
the final decisions to be made concerning Project Neon.  I have been monitoring 
this issue since its inception and have been greatly concerned about the impact 
this project would have on the constituents I represent. 

Too often during my tenure on the council I have found extremely undesirable 
effects upon the lives of residents.  In some cases it is the horrific noise, in 
others the dust entering homes to such an extent it is difficult to keep the 
houses clean and sometimes, with seniors, exacerbating already present 
breathing problems.  There are numerous other situations that have been 
brought to my attention by our citizens. 

Over the past 18 months, I have been meeting with Scotch Eighties and Glen 
Heather residents about their concerns over Project Neon.  I am encouraged by 
the fact that the Project Team will been doing additional noise studies prior to 
the release of the final EIS document.  Please keep me up-to-date periodically 
about the progress of the noise studies.   

In our experience, we have found the sound barriers running adjacent to the 
Springs Preserve to be better in keeping the noise level lower. 

I realize your project is difficult and you already have put a lot of hard work 
into it.  We respect your efforts.  We want, however, to be kept informed as to 
progress made on concerns voiced by citizens. 

Sincerely,  
 
Lois Tarkanian, PhD  
City Councilwoman  
City of Las Vegas, Ward 1  
Phone - 702.229.2299  
Fax - 702.464.2554  
ltarkanian@lasvegasnevada.gov  
 







 
November 5, 2009 
 
Mr. Jeff Hale 
Project Manager 
1263 South Stewart Street 
Carson City, Nevada 89714 
 
 
Dear Mr. Hale 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to submit formal comments to you regarding the Project Neon 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) on behalf of the Scotch Eighties Neighborhood 
Association.  We have been tracking the progress of this Project for some time now and have 
participated in many meetings with the Project team over the years.  Our goal in tracking this 
project is two-fold.  First we wish to ensure that we have sufficient information to make fully-
informed and constructive comments regarding the potential impact that this Project will have on 
our neighborhood.  Secondly, we wish to provide clear, consistent and timely comments to the 
Project team so that they may be proactively incorporated into project design.  
 
Throughout our tracking of this Project, we have never taken a position to oppose of this Project. 
We have, however, consistently voiced our concerns regarding noise impacts on our 
neighborhood resulting from the construction and operation of this Project at each phase.    
 
In particular, we have requested:  
 

• That noise mitigation barriers for the Project are proactively incorporated into the design, 
to ensure that the location, height and materials used for the barriers are based on sound 
science and designed in relation to the geometry of the final Project design;   

• That the 2006 base-line assessment of “existing” noise levels used in the DEIS (p. 3-44) 
are updated prior to the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) and again prior to 
construction;   

• That the lower density of our neighborhood does not result in the selection of a sub-
standard level of noise mitigation measures; and  

• That all reasonable noise mitigation measures are required of contractors during 
construction and at the completion of each phase.  

 
In reviewing the DEIS to identify the degree to which these issues were addressed, we were 
initially concerned because we felt that the discussion on the proposed noise mitigation measures 
was relatively vague.  However when we met with the Project team prior to and during the DEIS 
hearing, we were assured that once the final Project alignment was selected, the Project team 
would be conducting a more detailed noise analysis.  They also noted that such details would be 
provided in the Final EIS (FEIS) document, thus giving us an additional formal platform for 
comment.  We were encouraged that additional noise analyses are forthcoming and that we will 
have a second opportunity to comment during the FEIS.  However, would like to formally 
request that in addition to having the opportunity to provide comments during the FEIS at the 



end of the process, that the Project team also provide us with periodic updates on this noise 
analysis and give us an opportunity to proactively provide input as the final noise mitigation 
measures are being developed.  My contact information is provided below and I would be happy 
to help facilitate this interaction for our neighborhood.  
 
Finally, in reviewing the two alternative Project alignments under consideration, it appears that 
Alternative G would produce a lower-level of noise impact on our neighborhood.   If this is 
correct, we would like to voice our support for Alternative G.  We would, however, request that 
noise barriers be incorporated into the design of the raised bridge-like portion of the Project 
alignment in the area southbound between Charleston Blvd. and Sahara Avenue.  We are 
concerned that the elevations of these portions will create a greater sound impact on our 
neighborhood if not sufficiently and proactively mitigated within the Project design.      
 
Again, we thank you for the opportunity to submit these comments and we look forward to 
working with you and your Project team in the coming months as the noise mitigation plan is 
developed.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
Stephen Grogan 
President 
Scotch Eighties Homeowners Association  
702-759-0001 
 
 
cc: 
 
Senator Valerie Wiener 
Assemblyman Tick Soderblom 
Mayor Oscar Bookman 
Councilwoman Lois Arkansan 
Commissioner Lawrence Weekly,  
Marcia Turner, Scotch Eighties 
John Taylor, CH2M Hill mailto:John.Taylor@ch2m.com  
Sue Christiansen, PBS&J  
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From: NDOT South Projects
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2009 5:06 PM
To: Christiansen, Susan F; Absher, Kristine
Subject: FW: Project NEON

Off the Neon website this weekend... enjoy.

-----Original Message-----
From: dahnshaulis@netzero.net [mailto:dahnshaulis@netzero.net]
Sent: Saturday, October 10, 2009 9:23 AM
To: NDOT South Projects
Cc: tlgeran@aol.com; sam_mars@cox.net; agreenemansdream@gmail.com
Subject: Project NEON

I have taken a cursory look at the Draft EIS and it looks woefully inadequate 
and poorly thought out. There seems to be only a superficial awareness of 
environmental justice or sustainability, just enough to claim you did your 
job. Please consider the implications of this statement and ensure you 
consider these comments/questions in your reports. I have saved this record 
for future litigation purposes. 

Please acknowledge receipt. 

(1) Has the Environmental Assessment (EA) already been completed? If so, what 
were the public comments so far? It appears that the public comments so far 
have been limited--I believe this is due to inadequate notice and education 
about the impacts, including the negative impacts. 

(2) What does NDOT know about ALL future planning in the area and where people 
of color and working-class people fit into the plan? Is this project based on 
a particular population and population demographics? If so, are people aware 
of these numbers and the implications they have on quality of life and 
sustainability? 

I noticed that you had a survey of the impact area but only 20% responded. Can 
you call this a representative sample?

(3) We also need to know about all the long-term and short-term consequences 
of the project. Who specifically are the businesses that will be adversely 
affected by road closures and how will they be compensated? How will 
construction affect public transportation? Public transportation is already 
inadequate and plans to improve public transit appear naive. 

(4) The FHWA, NDOT, and all other parties need to be fully aware--as part of 
their Environmental Impact Statement, about the detailed history of the area 
and how people have color have been previously displaced and impacted by 
similar projects. This should be part of the Environmental Impact Statement.

(5) I was particularly concerned that low-income housing would be demolished. 
Displacement happened in 1956 as the I-15 was first planned. In 1957, 200 
families were displaced with the promise that new housing would replace it. 
The housing was not completed until 1960 and it was inadequate for the number 
of people. So what will happen to any displaced people? And will there be 
adequate compensation? 

(6) Air Quality/Safety: How will this project truly affect air quality in the 
impact area? Should we trust the calculations or do we need outside sources to 
look at the public health consequences? Also, does this increase the chance of 
a hazardous waste spill?

(7) Truthfully, given the costly "F" Street debacle, I think the FHWA, NDOT, 
RTC, and City of Las Vegas also need to pay outside consultants who can help 
us with Environmental Justice issues such as Robert Bullard, Henry Holmes, and 
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Don Chen. I have the idea that none of these agencies (or their 
representatives) are adequately educated in environmental justice, smart 
growth, transportation equity, planning equity, etc. If there is anyone in 
this area who is involved in Environmental Justice they should also be 
considered for consultation.

Dahn Shaulis, Ph.D.
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From: NDOT South Projects
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2009 5:06 PM
To: Christiansen, Susan F; Absher, Kristine
Subject: FW: Public Statement Regarding Project NEON (Addendum)

#2

-----Original Message-----
From: dahnshaulis@netzero.net [mailto:dahnshaulis@netzero.net] 
Sent: Sunday, October 11, 2009 2:41 PM
To: rmckenzie@dot.state.nv.us; NDOT South Projects
Cc: tlgeran@aol.com; agreenemansdream@gmail.com
Subject: Public Statement Regarding Project NEON (Addendum)

I have additional concerns about Project NEON. Please add this to my previous 
public statement. I am cc'ing this email to others for future litigation 
purposes. 

(1) I have a concern about pedestrian safety on Martin Luther King Blvd. from 
Charleston northward. What will the speed limit be on MLK? Where will 
pedestrians be able to safely cross MLK, and how far apart will the crosswalks 
be?

(2) What will be the effect of the expansion of MLK on the air quality and 
noise at the Agassi School?

(3) What will access be like for people who live on small streets that 
currently connect to MLK? Will you close these streets to MLK? If not, how 
safe will it be to get onto MLK from these streets, particularly streets such 
as McWilliams, Madison, Wyatt, Jimmy, Hart, Hassell, Lawry, Balzar, 
Bartlett,Blankenship, Miller, Pontiac, June, Windsor, Rev Wilson, and Brooks?  

(4) It looks to me that the project will remove low cost housing and perhaps 
several churches. How EXACTLY will displaced people be moved to housing that 
is affordable and close to work and services? How EXACTLY will this 
displacement be documented?
 
Dahn Shaulis, Ph.D. 
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From: NDOT South Projects
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2009 5:07 PM
To: Christiansen, Susan F; Absher, Kristine
Subject: FW: Public Statement Regarding Project NEON (Addendum 2)

#3

-----Original Message-----
From: dahnshaulis@netzero.net [mailto:dahnshaulis@netzero.net] 
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2009 9:12 AM
To: rmckenzie@dot.state.nv.us; NDOT South Projects
Cc: bear4al@yahoo.com; tlgeran@aol.com; sam_mars@cox.net; 
ngai.pindell@unlv.edu; mckeer3@unlv.nevada.edu; myersjamesi@yahoo.com; 
baudelaire66@hotmail.com; AKingsley@lvcitylife.com; Stevemiller4lv@aol.com; 
Annelise.Orleck@Dartmouth.EDU; barb.brents@unlv.edu; Earnest.Bracey@csn.edu; 
cjmiii10@hotmail.com; chrisg@co.clark.nv.us; clvwebnews@lasvegasnevada.gov; 
3bird3@gmail.com; mom_in_las_vegas@yahoo.com; barney_phil@hotmail.com; 
profrgs@cox.net; richardplaster@signaturehomes.com; karma@unlv.nevada.edu; 
ralston@vegas.com; jennifer.carr@unlv.edu
Subject: Public Statement Regarding Project NEON (Addendum 2)

Please acknowledge receipt of this mail and the two previous emails in regard 
to Project NEON. Please also ensure that all of the material I send you is 
part of the public statements for the project. I am cc'ing this statement, as 
I have with others, for possible future litigation. Given NDOT's recent 
debacle with the closing and reopening of "F" Street, PBS&J's profitable and 
taxpayer costly contract to reopening it, and the social-historical patterns I 
will present, I hope planners will take time to listen. 

As I have previously mentioned, I am particularly concerned with the impact 
area on and near Martin Luther King Blvd. beginning at Charleston Blvd. 
heading northward. My specific concerns include, but are not limited to, 
issues of planning equity, regional equity, pedestrian safety, displacement of 
working-class people (disproportionately people of color), access to small 
streets, and noise and air pollution in this specific impact area. More 
generally, I have concerns that the project continues to enable unsustainable 
sprawl in the valley. I have explained my concerns in more detail in the two 
previous email statements. 

It appears to me, from the Draft EIS, that NDOT and other agencies and 
corporations involved in this project are not adequately trained or educated 
in environmental justice and smart planning. I have suggested that these 
parties hire an outside consultants such as Robert Bullard, Henry Holmes and 
Don Chen who can assist in planning this connector in a more environmental 
just fashion. 

Attached is a timeline that relates to previous planning in this area. Please 
ensure that all of this is included in the public statement. Note that several 
of these events indicate a pattern of structural racism and classism and 
environmental injustice. The timeline is only partial listing of events 
related to transportation and economic development on Las Vegas’ historic 
Westside.  Comments, corrections, and suggestions should be directed to Dahn 
Shaulis.  People can contact me at dahnshaulis@netzero.com 

1943: Mayor Cragin refuses to renew business licenses of Black business owners 
unless they relocate to the Westside.  Restrictive covenants and failure to 
rent to Blacks create defacto segregation

1944-1945 Informal urban renewal programs razes 375 homes, causing 
overcrowding on the Westside
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1945: Reverend Henry Cooke and West Side residents petition Mayor Cragin to 
pave “E” Street, the main thoroughfare on the Westside.  All requests for 
public improvement are denied. 

1951: Predominantly White middle-class residents of Bonanza Village protest 
use of the 20-acre Zaug Tract for low-cost housing development. Black 
residents charge racial discrimination. Bonanza Village hires attorney Harvey 
Dickerson (Kaufman, LV Sun, 4-24-51)

1951: As a compromise to Bonanza Village residents, a “100-foot wide buffer 
highway” is constructed (Highland Avenue, later renamed Martin Luther King 
Boulevard), separating the future housing project from Bonanza Village 
(Kaufman, p. 361; Moehring, p. 179)

1952: City of Las Vegas blacktops areas on the Westside.  Federal housing 
project now known as Marble Manor completed (Kaufman, pp. 362-363).

1955: City of Las Vegas creates ordinance to drive out trailer owners. Six 
hundred (600) people sign petition to overturn ordinance, but the ordinance is 
retained (Kaufman, p. 375). Paving district established to fund curbing, 
guttering, and lighting on the West side.  

1956: City of Las Vegas applies for federal urban renewal money, allowing it 
to condemn property for “better” use.  City Planning Department extends slum 
clearance program by recommending that the federal highway (later known as I-
15) be routed through the Westside (Kaufman, p. 375).  

1957: Federal Highway plans cut highway through the Westside. Westside 
residents protest plan.  Highway plan tied in with urban renewal plan to 
placate residents.  200 families displaced with promise that they would be 
moved to better housing (Kaufman, pp. 375-376) 

1960: 160 family dwellings completed. This does not meet demand for housing 
(see 1957 entry).    Advisory Urban Renewal Committee suggests that further 
low-income projects should be built outside the Westside, but this suggestion 
was ignored by planners.  Dr. Charles West suggests that this is an attempt to 
create a ghetto (Kaufman, p. 378).

1962: Plans for widening I-15 include a cul-de-sac at F Street

1964: Civil Rights Act. Title VI prohibits racial discrimination on any 
projects involving federal funding 

1968: Seven streets closed on the Westside.  Led by Ethel Pearson, hundreds of 
people of the Westside community protest street closures, but streets remain 
closed.  

1971: In response to Westside protests, F and D Streets reconfigured to access 
Downtown.  

1978: Formation of Green Valley suburb in Henderson. As a bedroom community it 
accentuates urban sprawl and White flight from Las Vegas. 

1980s-1990s: “Homeless Corridor” built in area adjacent (to the east of) 
Westside (Borchard, 2005, p. xxiii).  See LULU and PIBBY.  

March 15, 1986-Current: City of Las Vegas Downtown Redevelopment Area 
established to curb “urban decay.”  Zone   expanded in 1988, 1996, and 2006.  
A significant portion of the Westside (from D Street to MLK, east and west, 
and from Bonanza to Gold, south to north, with a jagged northern border) 
omitted from the zone.  (LVRDA.org).

1990: Construction of Summerlin suburb by Summa Corporation expands urban 
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sprawl in Las Vegas Valley.

1991: Intermodal Surface Transportation Act (ISTEA) becomes law.  Under ISTEA, 
Interstate Highway I-15 is labeled the “Economic Lifeline Corridor.”

September 15, 2003: City Parkway IV A., Inc. “a nonprofit organization and 
subdivision of the State of Nevada”, petitions the Las Vegas City Council to 
have “F” Street renamed “City Parkway” on the east side of I-15.  

2004: Nevada Department of Transportation and City of Las Vegas plan expansion 
of Interstate Highway (I-15) through the Westside which will include closure 
of F Street and D Street.  Government agencies claim they notified the four 
residents who live within 400 feet of the closure. F Street renamed City 
Parkway on development side of I-15.  

2005: NDOT holds hearings for I-15 widening to Apex.  According to NDOT, the 
closing of D and F Street are not in the plan.   

2006: Las Vegas City Council votes to close F and D streets as part of I-15 
highway expansion.  Las Vegas Councilman Lawrence Weekly later claims he did 
not know the plan would include street closings.  

May 2007: Environmental Assessment of “I-15 Improvements to Apex” published.  
The EA report claims a “finding of no significant impact” and therefore no 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is completed.   The plan to close D and F 
Streets is mentioned, but it’s not clear when NDOT knew of the street closings 
or whether they considered the closings in the FISA (Finding of no Significant 
Impact).  According to the Environmental Assessment, “the proposed area 
includes a larger proportion of African Americans (28 percent) than the County 
(nine percent). “  Sixty-nine percent (69%) of the people in the impact area 
are categorized as “minorities.”
http://www.nevadadot.com/divisions/pdfs/013/EA_06_01.pdf

2008: Concrete wall built across F Street which cuts off only direct access 
between the Westside and $16-24 Billion Downtown redevelopment zone.  City 
Council members claim they know nothing about the closure.  

October 2008: Stop the F Street Closure Coalition formed

January 7, 2009: Protest march on Las Vegas City Hall. 

December 24, 2009: Ora Bland, Estella Jimerson, National Action Network and 
Stop the F Street Closure, LLC file a Federal civil rights lawsuit against the 
City of Las Vegas and Nevada Department of Transportation for the F Street 
closure. 

February 2009: After political pressure from Westside residents, the Las Vegas 
City Council unanimously agrees to use funding to redesign map to include the 
opening of “D” Street.  

May 31-June 1 2009: Nevada State Senate and Assembly override Governor 
Gibbons’ veto of Assembly Bill 304.  A provision of AB 304 would recognize 
that the City and State were required to take efforts to open F Street.  

April 18, 2009: Protest march held on Las Vegas Strip and Las Vegas Convention 
Center. 

May 2009: Assembly Bill 304 approved in Nevada Legislature.  AB 304 requires 
reopening of F Street and participation of two residents on the Southern 
Nevada Enterprise Community Board.    

Key Terms:
LULU=Locally Unwanted Land Uses
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Dahn Shaulis #3 Project NEON (Addendum 2).txt
NIMBY=Not In My Back Yard
PIBBY=Put in Black’s Back Yard

Dahn Shaulis, Ph.D. 
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Dahn Shaulis #4 Project NEON (Addendum 3).txt
Subject: FW: Public Statement Regarding Project NEON (Addendum 3)

-----Original Message-----
From: dahnshaulis@netzero.net [mailto:dahnshaulis@netzero.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 13, 2009 11:36 PM
To: NDOT South Projects
Cc: mckeer3@unlv.nevada.edu; tlgeran@aol.com
Subject: Public Statement Regarding Project NEON (Addendum 3)

This is both a public statement and a request for materials. 

Please send me a hard copy of the Draft EIS of Project NEON along with the CD 
for the Architectural Inventory that is supposed to go along with the document 
(address below). If there any other CDs please send them also and as soon as 
possible. 

I hope you will have all these materials for people at the F Street meeting on 
October 26, and the Exhibits, along with large blow ups or a slide 
presentation of all applicable Exhibits and Tables (e.g. Table 1, Table 3-23). 

I believe there could be many people asking the similar questions about 
pedestrian safety (and potential pedestrian deaths of children and elders) 
along MLK, community cohesion, noise, the displacement of working-class people 
of color, and safety accessing MLK from small streets that intersect with MLK. 

The history of highways in this valley and nationwide is a history of 
structural and systemic environmental and racial injustice in the US. If you 
examine the time line in Addendum 2, you'll notice that MLK served as a buffer 
area so Whites could be separated from Blacks.  In my opinion, the failure to 
perform an EIS for the "I-15 Improvements, US 95 to Apex" (EA published May 
2007) shows that the FHWA and NDOT still don't get it.    

Please also send me as much information as possible on the EA Survey of 
potential residential displacements (mentioned on pg 3-14, with a 22% return 
rate) so that I may examine it for validity and respond adequately before the 
public response period is completed.     

Thank you in advance for your assistance

Dahn Shaulis, Ph.D.
8250 N. Grand Canyon Dr. #1024
Las Vegas, NV 89166
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Dahn Shaulis #5 (additional concerns about Project NEON).txt
From: NDOT South Projects
Sent: Friday, November 06, 2009 8:04 AM
To: Christiansen, Susan F; Absher, Kristine
Subject: FW: Public Statement (additional concerns about Project NEON)

One more from Dahn Shaulis.

-----Original Message-----
From: dahnshaulis@netzero.net [mailto:dahnshaulis@netzero.net] 
Sent: Friday, November 06, 2009 7:38 AM
To: NDOT South Projects; rmckenzie@dot.state.nv.us
Cc: agreenemansdream@gmail.com; tlgeran@aol.com
Subject: Public Statement (additional concerns about Project NEON)

Please add this to my public statement about concerns for Project NEON. 

I am concerned that at least on minority business, Las Vegas Contemporary 
Dance Theater, will be displaced by Project NEON. If the displacement occurs, 
I believe it will significantly impact community cohesion in the Las Vegas 
Arts District.  

How will businesses like Las Vegas Contemporary Dance Theater be compensated 
for their moves and any improvements they have already made to the structures? 
How will the agencies ensure that they will have another place to move that 
has reasonable rental prices and a good location for business? How were these 
businesses notified and what were their reactions? How will the agencies 
involved ensure that these small  businesses and non-profits are treated 
fairly? 

Dahn Shaulis
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Appendix C 
Project NEON Level of Service Analysis 



 

APPENDIX C 

Project NEON Level of Service Analysis 

The Concept of Level of Service 
A Level of Service (LOS) is a letter designation that describes a range of operating 
conditions on a particular type of facility. The 2000 Highway Capacity Manual defines levels 
of service as "qualitative measures that characterize operational conditions within a traffic 
stream and their perception by motorists and passengers." 

The critical point in this definition is the need to define service quality in terms that are 
perceived by drivers and passengers. Several key measures are used to describe service 
quality in these terms: 

Speed and travel time. One of the most easily perceived measures of service quality is speed, 
or its inverse, travel time. Drivers and passengers alike are keenly aware of the amount of 
time it takes to get from place to place. On freeways, speed is a very evident measure of 
service quality, while on street systems, the driver is very sensitive to total travel time. 

Density. Density is a parameter not often used in traffic analysis. Nevertheless, it is an 
excellent descriptor of service quality in many cases. Density describes the proximity of 
vehicles to each other in the traffic stream and reflects ease of maneuverability in the traffic 
stream, as well as the psychological comfort of drivers. 

Delay. Delay can be described in many ways. There are several different techniques to 
calculate delay based on highway capacity analysis. At intersections, delay is defined in 
terms of the average control delay per vehicle traversing the intersection. On rural two-lane 
highways, percent time delay is defined as the percent of time that all drivers spend in 
platoons behind slow-moving vehicles they cannot pass. In any of its uses, it represents 
excess or additional travel time due to traffic conditions or controls. Delay times are 
portions of travel time that are particularly obvious to drivers and are particularly annoying 
or frustrating. 

Other measures. A variety of other measures are used to describe service quality. In some 
cases, measures used are not directly discernible to drivers or passengers. Such measures 
generally rely upon volumes or flow rates because the state of the art does not yet include 
other calibrated quality measures. 

Six levels of service are defined for capacity analysis. They are given letter designations A 
through F, with LOS A representing the best range of operating conditions and LOS F the 
worst. The specific terms in which each level of service is defined vary with the type of 
facility involved. In general, LOS A describes a free-flowing condition in which individual 
vehicles of the traffic stream are not influenced by the presence of other vehicles. LOS F 
generally describes breakdown operations (except for signalized intersections) which occur 
when flow arriving at a point is greater than the facility's capacity to discharge flow. At such 
points, queues develop, and LOS F exists within the queue and at the point of the 
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I-15 FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT AND SECTION 4(F) EVALUATION 

breakdown. Levels of service B, C, D, and E represent intermediate conditions, with the 
lower bound of LOS E often corresponding to capacity operations. 

Level of Service Definitions 
The six levels of service are generally described as follows. 

Level of Service A: This is a condition of free flow, accompanied by low volumes and high 
speeds. Traffic density will be low, with uninterrupted flow speeds controlled by driver 
desires, speed limits, and physical roadway conditions. There is little or no restriction in 
maneuverability due to the presence of other vehicles and drivers can maintain their desired 
speeds with little or no delay. 

Level of Service B: This occurs in the zone of stable flow, with operating speeds beginning to 
be restricted somewhat by traffic conditions. Drivers still have reasonable freedom to select 
their speed and lane of operation. Reductions in speed are not unreasonable, with a low 
probability of traffic flow being restricted. The lower limit (lowest speed, highest volume) of 
this level of service has been used in the design of rural highways. 

Level of Service C: This is still in the zone of stable flow, but speeds and maneuverability are 
more closely controlled by the higher volumes. Most of the drivers are restricted in their 
freedom to select their own speed, change lanes, or pass. A relatively satisfactory operating 
speed is still obtained, with service volumes suitable for urban design practice. 

Level of Service D: This level of service approaches unstable flow, with tolerable operating 
speeds being maintained, though considerably affected by changes in operating conditions. 
Fluctuations in volume and temporary restrictions to flow may cause substantial drops in 
operating speeds. Drivers have little freedom to maneuver, and comfort and convenience 
are low. These conditions can be tolerated, however, for short periods of time. 

Level of Service E: This cannot be described by speed alone, but represents operations at 
lower operating speeds, typically, but not always, in the neighborhood of 30 miles per hour, 
with volumes at or near the capacity of the highway. Flow is unstable, and there may be 
stoppages of momentary duration. This level of service is associated with operation of a 
facility at capacity flows. 

Level of Service F: This describes a forced-flow operation at low speeds, where volumes are 
below capacity. In the extreme, both speed and volume can drop to zero. These conditions 
usually result from queues of vehicles backing up for a restriction downstream. The section 
under study will be serving as a storage area during parts or all of the peak hour. Speeds are 
reduced substantially and stoppages may occur for short or long periods of time because of 
the downstream congestion. 
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APPENDIX C—PROJECT NEON LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS 

Figure 1:  What is Level of Service for a Typical Freeway Segment? 

LOS Definition Typical Illustration 
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LOS A is the best, described as conditions where 
traffic flows at or above the posted speed limit and all 
motorists have complete mobility between lanes. LOS 
A occurs late at night in urban areas and frequently in 
rural areas. 

B 
LOS B is slightly more congested, with some 
impingement of maneuverability; two motorists might 
be forced to drive side by side, limiting lane changes. 
LOS B does not reduce speed from LOS A. 

C 

LOS C has more congestion than B, where ability to 
pass or change lanes is not always assured. LOS C is 
the target for urban highways in some places, and for 
rural highways in many places. At LOS C most 
experienced drivers are comfortable, roads remain 
safely below but efficiently close to capacity, and 
posted speed is maintained. 

D 

LOS D is perhaps the level of service of a busy 
shopping corridor in the middle of a weekday, or a 
functional urban highway during commuting hours: 
speeds are somewhat reduced, motorists are hemmed 
in by other cars and trucks. LOS D is a common goal 
for urban streets during peak hours, as attaining LOS 
C would require a prohibitive cost and societal impact 
in bypass roads and lane additions. 
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E 

LOS E is a marginal service state. Flow becomes 
irregular and speed varies rapidly, but rarely reaches 
the posted limit. On highways this is consistent with a 
road at or approaching its designed capacity. LOS E is 
a common standard in larger urban areas, where 
some roadway congestion is inevitable. 
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F 

LOS F is the lowest measurement of efficiency for a 
road's performance. Flow is forced; every vehicle 
moves in lockstep with the vehicle in front of it, with 
frequent slowing required. Technically, a road in a 
constant traffic jam would be at LOS F. 
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Freeway Operations 
The traffic flow on freeways is influenced by several factors, such as number of lanes, lane 
widths, number and spacing of interchanges, types of ramp merges and diverges, curves 
and hills, and driver familiarity with the facility. 

The basic premise behind LOS on freeway segments (locations between interchanges) is 
density. Density is the number of passenger cars (a truck is generally equal to two to three 
passenger cars) per lane per mile of freeway. There is a well-defined relationship between 
density and speeds on a freeway. As densities increase beyond approximately 25 passenger 
cars per lane per mile speeds begin to be reduced. Freeway capacity is considered to be 
2,400 passenger cars per lane on a 70 miles-per-hour facility. The following Figure 1 from 
the Highway Capacity Manual (2000) show the speed and density relationships to capacity. 
Levels of Service ranges have also been included in this figure for correlation purposes. As 
can be seen, as traffic capacity is reached the traffic volumes decrease noticeably. 

Vehicles entering (merging) or exiting (diverging) on freeway ramps are usually required to 
change lanes, or “weave” through other vehicles. The type of ramp (number of lanes and 
configuration) greatly affects traffic flows. Merging traffic has to find a place to fit between 
other vehicles. The traffic volumes on the freeway and the distance to the next off-ramp 
impacts the availability of spaces for entering vehicles to merge into. Therefore, densities are 
also measured when estimating the LOS of ramp weave/merge/diverge sections. 
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APPENDIX C—PROJECT NEON LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS 

The following Table 1 shows the LOS definitions for freeway segments and ramp merges and 
diverges. 

 

Table 1 
Freeway Level of Service Definitions 

Level of 
Service 

Basic Freeway 
Segment 

Ramp-Freeway 
Merge/Diverge

Descriptions Maximum 
Density 

PC/MI/LN1 

Maximum 
Density 

PC/MI/LN1 

A 0 to 11 0 to 10.0 
Represents a free-flow operation. Vehicles are 
almost completely unimpeded in their ability to 
maneuver within the traffic stream. 

B 11.1 to 18 10.1 to 20.0 
Free-flow speeds are maintained. The ability to 
maneuver within the traffic stream is slightly 
impeded. 

C 18.1 to 26 20.1 to 28.0 
Represents a traffic flow with speeds near or at 
free-flow speed of the freeway. Ability to maneuver 
within the traffic stream is restricted. 

D 26.1 to 35 28.1 to 35.0 
Represents speeds that begin to decline with 
increased density. Ability to maneuver within the 
traffic stream is noticeably limited. 

E 35.1 to 45 >35.0 
Operation at capacity. Vehicles are closely spaced 
within the traffic stream and there are virtually no 
useable gaps and room to maneuver. 

F >45 
Demand 
Exceeds 
Capacity 

Represents a breakdown of vehicle flow. This 
condition exists with queues forming behind the 
breakdown points. 

 1 PC/MI/LN = Passenger Cars per Mile per Lane 

Source: Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) 2000, Chapters 23 and 25. 

 

Signalized Intersections Operations 
The LOS for intersections is measured by the average “control delay” in seconds per vehicle. 
Control delay includes the time a vehicle spends slowing down, at a stop, moving up, and 
accelerating back to normal speed. 

The seconds of average control delay per vehicle determines the LOS at an intersection. The 
LOS can be calculated for each movement (left-turns, through vehicles, and right-turns), for 
each approach to an intersection, or for the entire intersection. Acceptable LOS range from C 
(generally in smaller communities) to E in metropolitan area. The costs of improving LOS even 
one grade point can be prohibitive, often requiring roadway widening and expensive right-of-
way purchases. 
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C-6 TB052009010MKE 

Several geometric factors can influence the traffic operations at an intersection, including lanes 
widths, whether or not there are turning lanes and number of them, turn-lane lengths, parked 
cars, and transit stations. How well traffic signals are coordinated with adjacent intersections 
also affects overall operations and delays to motorists. 

Table 2 shows the LOS definitions for signalized intersections. 

Table 2 
Level of Service Definitions for Signalized Intersections 

Level of 
Service 

Description 
Range of Delay 

(average seconds of 
delay/vehicle) 

A 
Occurs when progression is extremely favorable and most vehicles arrive during the 
green phase. Most vehicles do not stop at all. Short cycle lengths may also contribute to 
low delay. 

0 ≤ 10.0 

B Generally occurs with good progression, short cycle lengths, or both. More vehicles stop 
than with LOS A. > 10.0 and ≤ 20.0 

C 
Individual cycle failures may begin to appear at this level. The number of vehicles 
stopping is significant at this level, though many still pass through the intersection 
without stopping.  

>20.0 and ≤ 35.0 

D Influence of congestion and individual cycle failures are more noticeable. The proportion 
of vehicles stopping increases. > 35.0 and ≤ 55.0 

E Limit of acceptable delay. Individual cycle failures are frequent. > 55.0 and ≤ 80.0 

F Considered to be unacceptable to most drivers, often occurs with oversaturation, that is, 
when arrival flow rates exceed the capacity of the intersection. > 80.0 

Source: Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) 2000, Chapter 16 

 

Project NEON LOS Analysis Results 
Levels-of-service for Project NEON are provided for freeway segments and for signalized 
intersections adjacent to interchanges. The existing conditions LOS are for 2003, the year the 
traffic data collection began. The horizon year of 2030 is used for estimating future traffic 
conditions. The horizon year traffic volumes are estimated using the regional travel demand 
model maintained by the Regional Transportation Commission of Southern Nevada. 

Two computer programs were used to estimate the levels of service. CORSIM is an industry 
acceptable microsimulation model that closely replicates actual traffic movements and 
conditions and was used for extracting the data necessary for estimating LOS. The models are 
calibrated to closely replicate real world Las Vegas conditions. In addition, Synchro traffic 
model, which also widely used by traffic engineers, that follows Highway Capacity Manual 
methodology was used to provide LOS for the signalized intersections. 

The following tables provide those levels of service results. The existing conditions and no-
build 2030 LOS tables were provided by the Parsons Traffic Report (Revised November 2007) 
for Project NEON. The Alternatives G and H LOS and the 2030 intersection LOS were provided 
by CH2M HILL as part of an update to the Project NEON Traffic Report. 



APPENDIX C—PROJECT NEON LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS 

TABLE 3: YEAR 2003 I-15 CORSIM ANALYSIS RESULTS (EXISTING CONDITIONS)
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APPENDIX C—PROJECT NEON LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS 

TABLE 4: YEAR 2003 ARTERIAL STREET INTERSECTION LOS (EXISTING CONDITIONS) 
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TABLE 5: YEAR 2030 NO-BUILD CORSIM ANALYSIS RESULTS  



APPENDIX C—PROJECT NEON LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS 

 TABLE 6: YEAR 2030 NO-BUILD ARTERIAL STREET INTERSECTION LOS  
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APPENDIX C—PROJECT NEON LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS 

TABLE 7: YEAR 2030 CORSIM ANALYSIS RESULTS – ALTERNATIVE G 
AM Peak

Travel Delay Travel Delay
I-15 Northbound
Spring Mountain Road WB on-ramp to Sahara Avenue off-ramp 10198 10601 104% 58.8 11.3 53 40.1 E 821 1730 1313 76% 49.5 1.7 63 21.0 C 731
Sahara Avenue off-ramp to NB C-D Road off ramp 9033 9383 104% 25.9 1.3 57 32.7 D 847 1313 1180 90% 33.3 1.4 62 19.1 C 764
NB C-D Road off ramp to HOV Drop off ramp (Wall St) 6486 6798 105% 15.3 0.8 61 22.1 C 862 1180 865 73% 15.2 0.7 62 14.0 B 780
HOV Drop off ramp (Wall St) to Charleston Boulevard off-ramp 6166 5870 95% 15.5 0.7 62 18.9 C 878 865 1158 134% 15.4 0.5 62 18.5 C 795
Charleston Boulevard off-ramp to Sahara Avenue on-ramp 5184 5275 102% 18.6 0.8 62 17.0 B 896 1158 1065 92% 18.6 0.8 62 17.2 B 814
Sahara Avenue on-ramp to HOV Drop on ramp (Wall St) 6499 6454 99% 5.5 0.3 62 21.0 C 902 1065 1114 105% 5.4 0.2 62 17.9 B 819
HOV Drop on ramp (Wall St) to Charleston Boulevard on-ramp 6675 6633 99% 17.5 1.1 61 21.7 C 919 1114 1159 104% 17.3 0.9 62 18.8 C 836
Charleston Boulevard on-ramp to US-95 NB HOV off-ramp 7082 7015 99% 9.0 0.6 61 23.0 C 928 1159 1225 106% 9.3 0.6 59 20.7 C 846
US-95 NB HOV off-ramp to US-95 SB off-ramp 5790 5781 100% 20.8 1.3 61 18.9 C 949 1291 1303 101% 21.1 1.4 60 21.6 C 867
US-95 SB off-ramp to US-95 SB and MLK  on-ramp 4785 4783 100% 17.7 1.0 62 11.1 A 967
US-95
MLK Off ramp to I-15 SB on ramp 3893 3891 100% 20.1 0.8 62 12.5 B
I-15 SB on ramp to Rancho Off ramp 4271 4295 101% 28.2 1.4 62 13.9 B 28 1238 1217 98% 6.3 0.2 63 19.5 C
Rancho off ramp to NB HOV On ramp 3180 3176 100% 10.9 0.4 63 10.1 A 39 1217 1221 100% 11.0 0.4 62 19.6 C 11
NB HOV On ramp to I-15 NB On ramp 4363 4656 107% 15.5 0.7 62 15.0 B 55 1187 896 75% 15.6 0.8 62 14.6 B 27
I-15 NB On ramp to Rancho On ramp 6399 6311 99% 11.7 0.7 61 20.6 C 66 896 988 110% 11.4 0.4 63 15.7 B 38
Rancho On ramp to West of Rancho 6910 6786 98% 11.6 0.5 62 24.3 C 78 988 1115 113% 11.5 0.4 63 17.8 B 50
I-15 Northbound Collector Distributor
1-15 NB off-ramp to Sahara Avenue on-ramp 2897 2898 100% 56.3 3.8 52 18.7 C 35
Sahara Avenue on-ramp to Alta Drive off-ramp 3360 3363 100% 51.6 1.8 58 14.5 B 35
Alta Drive off-ramp to Char1eston Boulevard on-ramp 2538 2537 100% 22.9 0.5 54 15.7 B 58
Charleston Boulevard on-ramp to MLK Boulevard off-ramp 2591 2594 100% 4.6 0.1 54 16.0 B 63
I-15 Southbound
D Street + Washington Avenue on-ramp to US-95 NB on-ramp 6052 6051 100% 10.0 0.4 62 32.3 D 32
US-95 NB on-ramp to US-95 SB HOV on-ramp 7549 7511 99% 25.8 2.0 60 28.9 D 58 2020 2056 102% 19.7 1.2 61 33.9 D 17
US-95 SB HOV on-ramp to Charleston Boulevard off-ramp 9216 9556 104% 9.1 0.8 59 32.3 D 67 1705 1365 80% 8.9 0.6 60 22.6 C 26
Charleston Boulevard off-ramp to Sahara Avenue off-ramp 9057 9056 100% 22.8 1.5 61 29.8 D 90 1365 1366 100% 22.2 0.8 63 21.8 C 48
Sahara Avenue off-ramp to HOV Drop off ramp (Wall St) 7533 7783 103% 3.8 0.2 61 25.6 C 93 1366 1117 82% 3.7 0.2 62 18.0 C 52
HOV Drop off ramp (Wall St) to Charleston Boulevard on-ramp 7283 7354 101% 21.7 1.3 61 24.1 C 115 1117 1046 94% 21.1 0.7 63 16.6 B 73
Charleston Boulevard on-ramp to HOV Drop on ramp (Wall St) 8544 8618 101% 7.9 0.6 60 28.7 D 123 1046 972 93% 7.9 0.6 61 16.0 B 81
HOV Drop on ramp (Wall St) to C-D Road SB on ramp 9790 9735 99% 14.5 1.8 57 34.3 D 138 972 1038 107% 15.3 2.6 54 19.3 C 96
C-D Road SB on ramp to Spring Mountain Road off-ramp 12354 12181 99% 34.7 2.8 60 40.9 E 172 1038 1200 116% 33.1 1.2 63 19.1 C 129
Spring Mountain Road off-ramp to Sahara Avenue on-ramp 9603 9613 100% 21.2 1.4 61 31.6 D 193 1200 1197 100% 20.7 0.8 62 19.2 C 150
Sahara Avenue on-ramp to Spring Mountain Road on-ramp 11017 10829 98% 22.2 2.0 59 36.6 E 216 1197 1384 116% 21.2 1.0 62 22.3 C 171
US-95
West of Rancho to Rancho Off ramp 11478 10862 95% 31.5 2.2 61 35.9 E 681 1301 191% 30.5 1.0 62 20.8 C
Rancho Off ramp to I-15 SB off ramp 9902 9909 100% 13.3 1.3 59 33.6 D 13 1301 1292 99% 12.7 0.6 62 21.0 C 13
I-15 SB Off ramp to SB HOV Off ramp 6735 7335 109% 17.5 4.8 48 30.8 D 31 1292 680 53% 13.8 0.8 60 11.4 A 27
SB HOV Off ramp to Rancho On ramp 5989 5991 100% 9.9 4.0 39 30.6 D 41 680 673 99% 6.2 0.6 56 12.1 B 33
Rancho On ramp to I-15 NB Off ramp 7130 7129 100% 32.0 5.1 55 36.1 E 73
I-15 NB Off ramp to MLK On ramp 6188 6187 100% 22.1 1.5 61 30.9 D 95
I-15 Southbound Collector Distributor
US-95 EB to Rancho Drive on-ramp 3174 3176 100% 14.8 1.0 51 20.6 C 13
Rancho Drive on-ramp to MLK Boulevard Off-ramp 3304 3304 100% 19.9 1.0 55 26.1 D 33
MLK Off ramp to MLK Loop ramp merge 3147 3149 100% 19.6 1.0 47 22.2 C 53
MLK Boulevard on-ramp to Charleston Boulevard off-ramp 3749 3747 100% 31.5 1.4 49 25.3 C 84
Charleston Boulevard off-ramp to on ramp from MLK Flyover 2874 2872 100% 31.2 1.7 58 16.6 B 115
On ramp from MLK Flyover to Sahara off-ramp 3238 3244 100% 26.7 2.2 59 18.4 C 142
Sahara off-ramp to I-15 on-ramp 2620 2618 100% 33.3 3.6 54 16.1 B 175
Speed, density and LOS are based on served volumes
Source: CH2M HILL 
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TABLE 7: YEAR 2030 CORSIM ANALYSIS RESULTS – ALTERNATIVE G (continued) 
PM Peak

Travel Delay Travel Delay
I-15 Northbound
Spring Mountain Road WB on-ramp to Sahara Avenue off-ramp 13079 13698 105% 70.1 22.5 43 63.1 F 805 2056 1412 69% 49.9 2.2 62 22.8 C 727
Sahara Avenue off-ramp to NB C-D Road off ramp 11884 12003 101% 34.9 3.1 59 40.4 E 840 1412 1291 91% 33.5 1.5 61 21.0 C 760
NB C-D Road off ramp to HOV Drop off ramp (Wall St) 7577 7919 105% 15.5 1.0 61 26.1 D 855 1291 952 74% 15.2 0.7 62 15.4 B 776
HOV Drop off ramp (Wall St) to Charleston Boulevard off-ramp 7235 6813 94% 15.6 0.8 61 22.2 C 871 952 1372 144% 15.5 0.6 62 22.1 C 791
Charleston Boulevard off-ramp to Sahara Avenue on-ramp 6025 6072 101% 18.7 0.9 62 19.7 C 890 1372 1322 96% 18.8 0.9 61 21.5 C 810
Sahara Avenue on-ramp to HOV Drop on ramp (Wall St) 7843 7736 99% 5.5 0.4 61 25.4 C 895 1322 1435 109% 5.5 0.3 62 23.2 C 815
HOV Drop on ramp (Wall St) to Charleston Boulevard on-ramp 7958 7870 99% 18.7 2.3 57 27.6 D 914 1435 1523 106% 17.6 1.2 60 25.2 C 833
Charleston Boulevard on-ramp to US-95 NB HOV off-ramp 9450 9187 97% 9.8 1.4 56 32.9 D 924 1523 1787 117% 9.7 1.0 57 31.5 D 843
US-95 NB HOV off-ramp to US-95 SB off-ramp 7400 7407 100% 21.2 1.7 60 24.8 C 945 1374 1366 99% 21.3 1.6 60 22.9 C 864
US-95 SB off-ramp to US-95 SB and MLK  on-ramp 5285 5286 100% 17.8 1.1 61 12.3 B 963
US-95
MLK Off ramp to I-15 SB on ramp 5198 5197 100% 20.6 1.4 61 17.1 B
I-15 SB on ramp to Rancho Off ramp 5293 5298 100% 28.7 1.9 61 17.5 B 29 1577 1572 100% 6.4 0.3 62 25.5 C
Rancho off ramp to NB HOV On ramp 4255 4230 99% 11.0 0.5 62 13.6 B 62 1572 1597 102% 11.1 0.5 62 25.9 C 11
NB HOV On ramp to I-15 NB On ramp 6126 6801 111% 17.1 2.4 56 24.5 C 79 1896 1225 65% 15.9 1.0 61 20.2 C 27
I-15 NB On ramp to Rancho On ramp 10139 9905 98% 18.9 7.9 39 51.4 F 98 1225 1439 117% 11.6 0.5 62 23.3 C 39
Rancho On ramp to West of Rancho 11604 11413 98% 12.4 1.3 58 43.5 E 111 1439 1631 113% 11.7 0.6 61 26.6 D 50
I-15 Northbound Collector Distributor
1-15 NB off-ramp to Sahara Avenue on-ramp 4426 4426 100% 64.5 12.0 46 27.5 D 35
Sahara Avenue on-ramp to Alta Drive off-ramp 5548 5542 100% 21.5 1.1 52 30.1 D 35
Alta Drive off-ramp to Char1eston Boulevard on-ramp 4960 4960 100% 6.0 0.3 52 31.6 D 57
Charleston Boulevard on-ramp to MLK Boulevard off-ramp 5133 5129 100% 35.5 2.3 52 32.8 D 63
I-15 Southbound
D Street + Washington Avenue on-ramp to US-95 NB on-ramp 5867 5867 100% 10.0 0.4 63 31.3 D 31
US-95 NB on-ramp to US-95 SB HOV on-ramp 7117 7126 100% 25.3 1.6 61 26.9 D 31 1807 1801 100% 19.5 1.0 61 29.3 D 16
US-95 SB HOV on-ramp to Charleston Boulevard off-ramp 8613 8934 104% 9.0 0.7 60 29.9 D 40 1487 1160 78% 8.9 0.5 61 19.1 C 25
Charleston Boulevard off-ramp to Sahara Avenue off-ramp 8115 8117 100% 22.7 1.4 61 26.6 D 63 1160 1160 100% 22.0 0.7 63 18.4 C 47
Sahara Avenue off-ramp to HOV Drop off ramp (Wall St) 6587 6763 103% 3.7 0.2 61 22.0 C 66 1160 984 85% 3.7 0.1 62 15.8 B 16
HOV Drop off ramp (Wall St) to Charleston Boulevard on-ramp 6410 6473 101% 21.5 1.2 61 21.1 C 88 984 923 94% 21.0 0.6 63 14.6 B 37
Charleston Boulevard on-ramp to HOV Drop on ramp (Wall St) 8401 8423 100% 8.2 0.8 58 28.9 D 96 923 901 98% 7.9 0.7 60 15.0 B 45
HOV Drop on ramp (Wall St) to C-D Road SB on ramp 10090 9970 99% 15.0 2.3 55 36.4 E 111 901 1024 114% 16.0 3.3 52 19.9 C 61
C-D Road SB on ramp to Spring Mountain Road off-ramp 11671 11575 99% 34.2 2.3 61 38.2 E 145 1024 1120 109% 33.0 1.1 63 17.8 B 94
Spring Mountain Road off-ramp to Sahara Avenue on-ramp 9439 9432 100% 21.2 1.4 61 31.0 D 166 1120 1116 100% 20.7 0.8 62 17.9 B 115
Sahara Avenue on-ramp to Spring Mountain Road on-ramp 10840 10647 98% 22.1 1.9 59 35.9 E 189 1116 1303 117% 21.2 0.9 62 21.0 C 136
US-95
West of Rancho to Rancho Off ramp 9484 8902 94% 31.0 1.7 62 28.9 D 599 1177 197% 30.4 0.8 63 18.8 C
Rancho Off ramp to I-15 SB off ramp 7828 7814 100% 12.9 0.8 61 25.7 C 13 1177 1193 101% 12.7 0.6 62 19.3 C 13
I-15 SB Off ramp to SB HOV Off ramp 6138 6736 110% 14.8 2.1 56 24.1 C 28 1193 591 50% 13.8 0.8 60 9.8 A 27
SB HOV Off ramp to Rancho On ramp 5563 5569 100% 7.9 2.1 48 23.2 C 12 591 587 99% 6.1 0.5 57 10.3 A 33
Rancho On ramp to I-15 NB Off ramp 6622 6620 100% 30.2 3.3 58 22.9 C 42
I-15 NB Off ramp to MLK On ramp 5886 5883 100% 21.9 1.4 61 19.3 C 64
I-15 Southbound Collector Distributor
US-95 EB to Rancho Drive on-ramp 1675 1677 100% 14.3 0.5 53 10.5 A
Rancho Drive on-ramp to MLK Boulevard Off-ramp 1754 1757 100% 19.4 0.8 57 13.5 B 12
MLK Off ramp to MLK Loop ramp merge 1597 1598 100% 19.0 0.5 49 10.9 A 31
MLK Boulevard on-ramp to Charleston Boulevard off-ramp 2212 2213 100% 30.9 0.9 50 14.7 B 62
Charleston Boulevard off-ramp to on ramp from MLK Flyover 1830 1831 100% 30.8 1.3 58 10.5 A 93
On ramp from MLK Flyover to Sahara off-ramp 2190 2191 100% 25.8 1.3 61 11.9 A 119
Sahara off-ramp to I-15 on-ramp 1700 1701 100% 32.0 2.3 57 10.0 A 151
Speed, density and LOS are based on served volumes
Source: CH2M HILL 
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APPENDIX C—PROJECT NEON LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS 

TABLE 8: YEAR 2030 CORSIM ANALYSIS RESULTS – ALTERNATIVE H

Travel Delay Travel Delay
I-15 Northbound
Spring Mountain Road WB on-ramp to C-D off-ramp 11425 8802 77% 40.6 9.7 54 32.6 D 821 1640 1029 63% 31.8 0.7 63 16.3 B 731
C-D off-ramp to HOV off-ramp (Wall St.) 7110 7217 102% 66.6 3.7 61 29.4 D 888 1029 935 91% 65.9 2.7 62 15.1 B 797
HOV off-ramp to HOV on-ramp (Wall St.) 6474 6613 102% 39.6 2.2 61 23.9 C 927 935 794 85% 38.8 1.3 63 12.7 B 836
HOV on-ramp (Wall St.) to US-95 WB HOV off-ramp 6835 6821 100% 27.2 1.9 61 22.5 C 954 794 798 101% 26.8 1.2 61 13.1 B 863
US-95 NB HOV off-ramp to US-95 NB off-ramp 6023 6016 100% 5.4 0.4 60 17.9 B 960 890 894 100% 5.3 0.3 61 14.6 B 868
US-95 NB off-ramp to US-95 SB off-ramp 4650 4645 100% 15.8 1.2 60 15.5 B 976 894 891 100% 8.6 0.5 61 14.7 B 876
US-95 SB off-ramp to US-95 SB and MLK on-ramp 3670 3656 100% 17.5 0.8 62 16.8 B 993
US-95
MLK Off ramp to I-15 SB On ramp 3888 3885 100% 20.1 0.8 63 20.7 C
I-15 SB On ramp to Rancho Off ramp 4365 4326 99% 28.2 1.4 62 10.0 A 28 1138 1186 104% 6.3 0.2 63 18.9 C
Rancho Off ramp to NB HOV On ramp 3215 3208 100% 10.9 0.4 63 10.2 A 39 1186 1192 101% 11.0 0.4 63 19.1 C 11
NB HOV On ramp to I-15 NB On ramp 4157 4407 106% 15.4 0.7 62 14.2 B 54 949 695 73% 15.4 0.7 62 11.1 A 26
I-15 NB On ramp to Rancho On ramp 6004 5934 99% 11.7 0.6 62 17.5 B 66 695 764 110% 11.3 0.3 64 12.0 A 38
Rancho On ramp to West of Rancho 6533 6454 99% 11.5 0.5 62 25.9 C 78 764 857 112% 11.3 0.3 64 13.4 B 49
I-15 Northbound Collector Distributor
1-15 NB off-ramp to Sahara Avenue off-ramp 4947 4937 100% 21.2 4.2 45 27.5 D 13
Sahara Avenue off-ramp to Charleston Boulevard off-ramp 3327 3321 100% 29.7 1.6 52 10.6 A 43
Charleston Boulevard off-ramp to Sahara Avenue on-ramp 1667 1660 100% 38.9 0.9 54 10.3 A 82
Sahara Avenue on-ramp to Alta Drive off-ram 3341 3347 100% 34.4 1.1 53 20.9 C 116
Alta Drive off-ramp to Charleston Boulevard on-ramp 2110 2114 100% 18.2 0.3 54 9.8 A 134
Charleston Boulevard on-ramp to US-95 NB off-ramp 2615 2617 100% 18.2 0.4 54 16.2 B 152
US-95 NB off-ramp to US-95 SB off-ramp 2188 2187 100% 6.3 0.1 54 13.5 B 159
US-95 SB off-ramp to MLK Boulevard off-ramp 1785 1785 100% 12.2 0.3 54 11.1 A 171
MLK Boulevard off-ramp to 1-15 NB on-ramp 1143 1145 100% 18.0 0.4 54 7.1 A 189
I-15 Southbound
Washington Avenue off-ramp to D Street + Washington Avenue on-ramp 6056 6053 100% 8.3 1.5 54 32.3 D 33
D Street + Washington Avenue on-ramp to C-D off-ramp 4265 4237 99% 19.7 1.3 61 13.9 B 53 1433 1469 103% 10.9 0.6 61 24.0 C 16
C-D off-ramp to US-95 SB HOV on-ramp 6149 5898 96% 9.0 0.8 59 20.0 C 62 1469 1731 118% 8.7 0.5 60 28.6 D 25
US-95 SB HOV on-ramp to US-95 SB on-ramp 7427 7792 105% 14.8 0.9 61 31.9 D 77 1529 1157 76% 14.8 0.7 61 18.8 C 40
US-95 SB on-ramp to SB HOV Drop off ramp (Wall St.) 9362 9458 101% 21.0 1.7 60 39.3 E 98 1157 1042 90% 20.2 0.8 62 16.9 B 60
SB HOV Drop off ramp (Wall St.) to SB HOV Drop on ramp (Wall St.) 8837 9073 103% 29.0 1.6 61 44.8 E 127 1042 832 80% 28.2 0.8 63 13.2 B 88
SB HOV Drop on ramp (Wall St.) to Spring Mountain Road off-ramp 10247 10244 100% 50.3 4.4 59 34.5 D 177 832 819 98% 47.7 1.5 63 13.1 B 136
Spring Mountain Road off-ramp to C-D on-ramp 7838 7840 100% 23.9 1.7 60 26.0 C 201 819 813 99% 23.1 0.7 63 13.0 B 159
CD on-ramp to Spring Mountain Road on-ramp 11763 11304 96% 19.1 2.2 57 32.8 D 220 813 1256 155% 17.8 0.8 62 20.3 C 177
US-95
West of Rancho to Rancho Off ramp 11480 10863 95% 31.5 2.1 61 25.6 C 681 1293 190% 30.6 1.0 62 20.7 C
Rancho Off ramp to I-15 SB Off ramp 9880 9876 100% 13.1 1.0 60 27.4 D 13 1293 1299 101% 12.8 0.6 62 21.1 C 13
I-15 SB Off ramp to SB HOV Off ramp 6619 7247 109% 16.2 3.4 51 42.9 E 29 1299 673 52% 13.8 0.8 60 11.2 A 27
SB HOV Off ramp to Rancho On ramp 6633 6624 100% 8.7 2.9 43 42.4 E 38
Rancho On ramp to I-15 NB Off ramp 7097 7134 101% 31.1 4.3 56 38.5 E 69
I-15 NB Off ramp to MLK On ramp 6164 707 11% 19.2 1.2 56 4.2 A 88
I-15 Southbound Collector Distributor
US-95 EB to Rancho Drive on-ramp 3119 3124 100% 14.8 0.9 51 26.4 D 41
Rancho Drive on-ramp to MLK Boulevard Off-ramp 3254 3252 100% 19.9 1.0 55 19.7 C 61
MLK Off ramp to MLK Loop ramp merge 3104 3103 100% 19.6 1.1 47 21.9 C 81
MLK Boulevard on-ramp to 1-15 SB off-ramp 3703 3702 100% 33.8 1.8 49 25.2 C 114
1-15 SB off-ramp to US-95 NB and 1-15 SB on-ramp 2135 2134 100% 8.0 0.5 51 13.9 B 122
US-95 NB and 1-15 SB on-ramp to Charleston Boulevard off-ramp 4117 4116 100% 16.1 1.7 58 23.7 C 138
Charleston Boulevard off-ramp to on ramp from MLK flyover 2767 2767 100% 20.3 0.7 63 14.7 B 159
On ramp from MLK flyover to Sahara Avenue off-ramp 3133 3132 100% 12.1 1.1 50 20.8 C 171
Sahara Avenue off-ramp to Charleston Boulevard on-ramp 973 974 100% 23.3 0.5 54 6.0 A 194
Charleston Boulevard on-ramp to Sahara Avenue on-ramp 2176 2175 100% 63.0 2.1 53 13.6 B 257
Sahara Avenue on-ramp to 1-15 SB on-ramp 4041 3923 97% 16.9 0.8 52 25.1 C 274
Speed, density and LOS are based on served volumes
Source: CH2M HILL 

Freeway Segment

Time, 
(seconds/Vechicle)Demand 

Volumes
(vph)

CORSIM 
Served 

Volumes
(vph)

Percent 
Served 

Speed
(mph)

CORSIM 
Served 

Volumes
(vph)

AM Peak
Mixed Flow Lanes

Cumulative 
Travel Time 

(sec)
Percent 
Served

Density
(veh/ln/mi)

LOS
(HCM 2000 

Criteria)

HOV Lanes

Cumulative 
Travel Time 

(sec)

Time, 
(seconds/Vechicle)

Speed
(mph)

Density
(veh/ln/

mi)

LOS
(HCM 
2000)

Demand 
Volumes

(vph)

TB052009010MKE C-17 



C-18 TB052009010MKE 

I-15 FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT AND SECTION 4(F) EVALUATION 

TABLE 8: YEAR 2030 CORSIM ANALYSIS RESULTS – ALTERNATIVE H (continued) 

 

Travel Delay Travel Delay
I-15 Northbound
Spring Mountain Road WB on-ramp to C-D off-ramp 12350 10708 87% 14.5 0.7 52 37.2 E 805 2058 1423 69% 32.6 1.7 62 23.0 C 727
C-D off-ramp to HOV off-ramp (Wall St.) 8496 8167 96% 19.6 0.9 56 44.9 E 825 1423 1322 93% 67.3 4.2 61 21.8 C 794
HOV off-ramp to HOV on-ramp (Wall St.) 7462 7178 96% 19.3 0.7 48 47.1 F 844 1322 1301 98% 49.6 11.8 53 24.7 C 844
HOV on-ramp (Wall St.) to US-95 WB HOV off-ramp 7655 7771 102% 33.3 1.3 50 34.7 D 877 1301 1139 88% 28.1 2.5 59 19.3 C 872
US-95 NB HOV off-ramp to US-95 NB off-ramp 6632 6629 100% 7.7 0.3 53 31.3 D 885 697 696 100% 5.2 0.2 63 11.1 A 877
US-95 NB off-ramp to US-95 SB off-ramp 4510 4499 100% 16.4 2.0 57 19.7 C 901 696 695 100% 8.3 0.3 62 11.1 A 886
US-95 SB off-ramp to US-95 SB and MLK on-ramp 2341 2350 100% 20.1 0.6 63 12.4 B 921
US-95
MLK Off ramp to I-15 SB On ramp 5422 5426 100% 20.5 1.2 61 29.6 D
I-15 SB On ramp to Rancho Off ramp 5422 5491 101% 28.9 2.1 60 21.0 C 29 1676 1601 96% 6.4 0.4 61 26.1 D
Rancho Off ramp to NB HOV On ramp 4429 4417 100% 11.1 0.5 62 23.8 C 40 1601 1616 101% 11.1 0.5 62 26.3 D 11
NB HOV On ramp to I-15 NB On ramp 6014 6568 109% 15.9 1.2 60 36.4 E 56 1597 1042 65% 15.8 0.9 61 17.1 B 27
I-15 NB On ramp to Rancho On ramp 9542 9360 98% 12.7 1.7 56 33.2 D 69 1042 1212 116% 11.5 0.4 63 19.3 C 38
Rancho On ramp to West of Rancho 11059 10827 98% 12.0 0.9 60 32.7 D 81 1212 1431 118% 11.6 0.5 62 23.0 C 50
I-15 Northbound Collector Distributor
1-15 NB off-ramp to Sahara Avenue off-ramp 4458 4458 100% 19.3 2.3 49 22.9 C 13
Sahara Avenue off-ramp to Charleston Boulevard off-ramp 2457 2468 100% 29.2 1.0 53 7.8 A 42
Charleston Boulevard off-ramp to Sahara Avenue on-ramp 1317 1316 100% 38.7 0.7 54 6.1 A 81
Sahara Avenue on-ramp to Alta Drive off-ram 4704 4704 100% 35.0 1.7 52 25.7 C 116
Alta Drive off-ramp to Charleston Boulevard on-ramp 3863 3867 100% 18.6 0.7 53 18.5 C 135
Charleston Boulevard on-ramp to US-95 NB off-ramp 5623 5622 100% 18.6 0.9 52 35.5 E 153
US-95 NB off-ramp to US-95 SB off-ramp 4421 4418 100% 6.4 0.3 53 28.1 D 160
US-95 SB off-ramp to MLK Boulevard off-ramp 3368 3360 100% 12.6 0.6 52 21.2 C 172
MLK Boulevard off-ramp to 1-15 NB on-ramp 2061 2054 100% 18.3 0.7 53 12.9 B 190
I-15 Southbound
Washington Avenue off-ramp to D Street + Washington Avenue on-ramp 5865 5864 100% 8.3 1.5 53 27.5 D 31
D Street + Washington Avenue on-ramp to C-D off-ramp 4150 4096 99% 19.8 1.3 61 22.5 C 51 1328 1383 104% 10.9 0.5 62 22.5 C 16
C-D off-ramp to US-95 SB HOV on-ramp 5731 5385 94% 8.8 0.7 60 19.9 C 60 1383 1731 125% 8.7 0.5 61 28.5 D 25
US-95 SB HOV on-ramp to US-95 SB on-ramp 6796 7051 104% 14.7 0.7 62 28.5 D 74 1280 1027.5 80% 14.6 0.6 62 16.6 B 39
US-95 SB on-ramp to SB HOV Drop off ramp (Wall St.) 8273 8370 101% 20.6 1.4 61 27.4 D 95 1028 934 91% 20.1 0.8 62 15.0 B 59
SB HOV Drop off ramp (Wall St.) to SB HOV Drop on ramp (Wall St.) 7885 8018 102% 28.8 1.4 62 32.4 D 124 934 778.5 83% 28.1 0.8 63 12.3 B 87
SB HOV Drop on ramp (Wall St.) to Spring Mountain Road off-ramp 9385 9398 100% 49.6 3.6 60 34.7 D 173 779 775.5 100% 47.6 1.5 63 12.3 B 135
Spring Mountain Road off-ramp to C-D on-ramp 7592 7602 100% 23.8 1.6 61 41.8 E 197 776 766.5 99% 23.0 0.6 63 12.2 B 158
CD on-ramp to Spring Mountain Road on-ramp 11764 11239 96% 19.1 2.1 58 39.1 E 216 767 1274 166% 17.7 0.8 62 20.4 C 176
US-95
West of Rancho to Rancho Off ramp 9484 9028 95% 31.0 1.6 62 20.9 C 599 1054 176% 30.3 0.8 63 16.7 B
Rancho Off ramp to I-15 SB Off ramp 8011 7995 100% 12.9 0.8 61 21.9 C 13 1054 1066 101% 12.7 0.5 62 17.2 B 13
I-15 SB Off ramp to SB HOV Off ramp 5745 6326 110% 14.4 1.7 57 36.8 E 27 1066 485 45% 13.8 0.8 60 8.1 A 26
SB HOV Off ramp to Rancho On ramp 5845 5850 100% 7.4 1.6 51 38.1 E 35
Rancho On ramp to I-15 NB Off ramp 7143 6310 88% 31.5 4.6 56 30.9 D 66
I-15 NB Off ramp to MLK On ramp 5581 5583 100% 21.9 1.3 61 30.4 D 88
I-15 Southbound Collector Distributor
US-95 EB to Rancho Drive on-ramp 2247 2253 100% 14.5 0.7 52 18.7 C 33
Rancho Drive on-ramp to MLK Boulevard Off-ramp 2329 2329 100% 19.6 0.9 56 13.9 B 53
MLK Off ramp to MLK Loop ramp merge 2252 2250 100% 19.3 0.7 48 15.5 B 72
MLK Boulevard on-ramp to 1-15 SB off-ramp 2765 2767 100% 33.3 1.3 50 18.6 C 105
1-15 SB off-ramp to US-95 NB and 1-15 SB on-ramp 1537 1540 100% 7.7 0.3 53 9.7 A 113
US-95 NB and 1-15 SB on-ramp to Charleston Boulevard off-ramp 3344 3341 100% 16.4 2.0 57 19.5 C 129
Charleston Boulevard off-ramp to on ramp from MLK flyover 1706 1703 100% 20.1 0.6 63 9.0 A 149
On ramp from MLK flyover to Sahara Avenue off-ramp 2063 2063 100% 12.0 0.9 51 13.5 B 161
Sahara Avenue off-ramp to Charleston Boulevard on-ramp 305 309 101% 23.2 0.4 54 1.9 A 185
Charleston Boulevard on-ramp to Sahara Avenue on-ramp 2242 2239 100% 63.4 2.5 53 14.1 B 248
Sahara Avenue on-ramp to 1-15 SB on-ramp 4333 4162 96% 17.0 0.9 52 26.8 D 265
Speed, density and LOS are based on served volumes
Source: CH2M HILL 
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APPENDIX C—PROJECT NEON LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS 

TABLE 9: YEAR 2030 INTERSECTION LEVEL-OF-SERVICE 

Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS
Alta/NB Ramp 1.3 A 5.5 A 46.1 D N/A N/A 23.9 C
Charleston/NB Ramp 8.8 A 21.7 C 22.4 C N/A N/A 17.1 B
Charleston/SB Ramp 21.7 C 13.7 B N/A N/A 46.7 D 23.0 C
HOV Connector/Drop Ramps N/A N/A 28.6 C 8.2 A 7.3 A 17.9 B
Sahara/Rancho/SB Ramp 108.6 F 107.0 F 59.1 E 100.6 F 103.8 F
Sahara/NB Ramp 97.6 F 215.1 F 176.0 F N/A N/A 161.9 F
Western/Wyoming/Oakey 48.9 D 14.8 B 55.9 E 28.4 C 29.0 C
Western/HOV Connector 41.6 D N/A N/A 28.7 C 8.0 A 25.3 C
Grand Central/South Jug Handle N/A N/A 32.1 C 25.3 C 25.6 C 28.2 C
Grand Central/North Jug Handle N/A N/A 40.7 D 27.4 C 23.6 C 27.9 C
Grand Central/Bonneville 39.4 D 45.1 D 44.1 D 54.8 D 45.4 D
Charleston/Jug Handles 0.3 A 20.7 C N/A N/A 13.8 B 8.9 A
Charleston/Commerce 2.9 A 0.5 A 63.6 E N/A N/A 4.3 A
Charleston/Main 85.7 F 67.3 E 92.2 F 80.8 F 79.2 E
Charleston/Shadow 22.4 C 11.2 B 66.6 E 45.5 D 20.1 C
Alta/MLK 61.1 E 69.8 E 19.1 B 31.1 C 42.2 D
MLK-Industrial/Wyoming Connector 61.9 E N/A N/A 26.6 C 4.1 A 21.2 C
Wyoming/Wyoming Connector 12.5 B 35.9 D 79.8 E N/A N/A 33.3 C

AM Peak Hour

Intersection
Intersection

LOS
Approach LOS

SouthboundEastbound NorthboundWestbound

Project NEON Arterial Intersection Traffic Operations

Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS
Alta/NB Ramp 1.4 A 5.6 A 60.9 E N/A N/A 21.1 C
Charleston/NB Ramp 8.2 A 19.7 B 30.0 C N/A N/A 18.2 B
Charleston/SB Ramp 21.9 C 22.2 C N/A N/A 46.1 D 26.0 C
HOV Connector/Drop Ramps N/A N/A 27.7 C 14.0 B 13.9 B 20.4 C
Sahara/Rancho/SB Ramp 209.4 F 209.4 F 140.4 F 106.9 F 192.6 F
Sahara/NB Ramp 180.6 F 292.1 F 308.3 F N/A N/A 256.6 F
Western/Wyoming/Oakey 42.3 D 17.6 B 57.5 E 50.9 D 43.7 D
Western/HOV Connector 26.2 C N/A N/A 26.8 C 21.6 C 24.7 C
Grand Central/South Jug Handle N/A N/A 44.2 D 12.6 B 19.1 B 24.2 C
Grand Central/North Jug Handle N/A N/A 46.7 D 28.0 C 24.1 C 29.7 C
Grand Central/Bonneville 35.9 D 28.3 C 37.1 D 55.4 E 37.7 D
Charleston/Jug Handles 0.2 A 24.5 C N/A N/A 51.8 D 18.3 B
Charleston/Commerce 6.7 A 4.3 A 64.2 E N/A N/A 7.4 A
Charleston/Main 192.9 F 211.2 F 154.6 F 233.0 F 198.1 F
Charleston/Shadow 34.5 C 23.6 C 70.4 E 62.4 E 36.8 D
Alta/MLK 53.2 D 48.4 D 38.6 D 66.3 E 53.2 D
MLK-Industrial/Wyoming Connector 40.6 D N/A N/A 10.8 B 3.6 A 15.0 B
Wyoming/Wyoming Connector 19.9 B 47.9 D N/A N/A 36.1 D 33.7 C
Source: CH2M HILL 
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Appendix D 
Project Evolution 
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APPENDIX D 

0BProject Evolution 

The build alternatives development/screening process described below involved input from 
the project’s Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and the public. A range of 
environmental, socioeconomic, and engineering issues was considered during the 
alternatives development and screening process. The goal of the screening process was to 
develop alternatives that would minimize impacts while addressing the transportation 
deficiencies identified in Section 1.  

The alternatives development/screening process that the Project NEON team used is 
described below, chronologically. Exhibits referred to in this section are located at the end of 
Sections 1 and 2. 

1BConcept Development (September 2003 to February 2005)  
As noted in Section 2.1 of the Final EIS, effective solutions for addressing the project’s 
purpose and need would incorporate freeway and arterial components. In September 2003, 
the Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT) sponsored a 2-day workshop that 
focused on establishing project goals and 
identifying constraints and opportunities for 
needed improvements. Representatives from 
NDOT, City of Las Vegas, and other agencies 
attended the workshop. Potential improvement 
concepts were defined, along with a series of 
evaluation factors. A TAC including NDOT, 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), City of 
Las Vegas, the Regional Transportation 
Commission of Southern Nevada (RTC), the 
University of Nevada–Las Vegas, Union Pacific Railroad, and Clark County Regional Flood 
Control District was formed. 

In October, November, and early December 2003, the project team developed improvement 
concepts for the project componentsF

1
F

 (Exhibit 1-1 and discussed below) to verify physical 
feasibility, to delineate spatial needs and displacements, and to estimate magnitude of costs.  

Preliminary traffic analyses were also completed to identify those concepts that could not 
safely accommodate anticipated year 2030 traffic demands at an acceptable level of service 
or were otherwise flawed operationally. Alignment studies were conducted to improve 
physical layouts and to identify concepts that should be dismissed due to the excessive 
number of geometric design exceptions that would be involved. The following are the five 
project components: 

• I-15 from Sahara Avenue to US 95 (the Spaghetti Bowl) 

                                                      
1 The sixth project component, HOV lanes, was evaluated beginning in 2007.  

A COMPONENT is one of the 
elements of Project NEON. 

A CONCEPT is an idea for how to 
implement one of the components. 

An ALTERNATIVE is a bundle of 
concepts, one for each of the 
components. 
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• Martin Luther King Boulevard–Industrial Road Connector 
• Charleston Boulevard interchange improvements 
• Alta Road half interchange 
• Oakey Boulevard/Wyoming Avenue overpassF

2 

In mid-December 2003, NDOT conducted a second workshop to present the initial 
improvement concepts to the TAC. Using the results of the traffic and alignment studies and 
community input received at the first public information meeting in early December, 
workshop attendees identified the improvement concepts below as meriting further 
consideration. The improvement concepts developed at the Phase 2 Alternatives Workshop 
for I-15, the Martin Luther King–Industrial Drive connector, Charleston Boulevard 
interchange, the Alta Drive half-diamond interchange, and Oakey Boulevard/Wyoming 
Avenue overpass are discussed in the 2006 Alternatives Design Report, Appendix 2A and 
2B (pages 2B-1 through 2B-10) on the CD at the back of this document. 

2BI-15 Concepts 
The following is a summary of the I-15 improvement concepts.  

6BImprove other Freeways besides I-15 
The continued expansion of the Resort Corridor and Downtown Las Vegas redevelopment 
will result in traffic increases in the I-15 corridor. Making improvements only to other 
freeways (e.g., I-515) would not meet the purpose and need of the proposed project. 

7BDouble Deck I-15 

In lieu of widening I-15 by acquiring adjacent properties, consideration was given to 
constructing various forms of two-level roadways to reduce the right-of-way impact of the 
highway improvements. Four forms of double decking I-15 were evaluated. The deficiencies 
of I-15 being addressed under Project NEON cannot be remedied by adding elevated 
through lanes and leaving the existing interchange ramps in their current configuration 
because of the weaving issues they create. As a result, none of the double-decking concepts 
reduces the overall right-of-way impacts because the ramps must also be improved.  

8BEnhance Connection between Northbound I-15 and Northbound US 95 

South of US 95, some of the freeway mainline lanes would be reconstructed so that 
northbound I-15 to northbound US 95 traffic would exit I-15 on the left-hand side and 
connect to the median of northbound US 95. The present two-lane connector would also 
remain. The American Association of State Highway Transportation Officials (AASHTO) 
policy states that left-hand exits are contrary to driver expectations and should be avoided. 
It is also contrary to FHWA policy. Thus, the idea of directly connecting I-15 and US 95 was 
eliminated from further consideration. 

9BWiden I-15 

Referred to as the Fat Freeway Concept, this concept would add general purpose lanes to  
I-15 but no high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes, collector-distributor roads (C-D roads), or 

                                                      
2 The Oakey Boulevard/Wyoming Avenue overpass component was added to Project NEON in January 2004. 
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direct connector roadways. Adding capacity to I-15 in the form of general purpose lanes is a 
key component of all the alternatives described in the following sections, though in 
conjunction with HOV lanes and C-D roads or direct connector roadways, described below. 

10BAdding New Interchanges to Enhance Local Street Access to I-15 

The Project NEON study team assessed the feasibility of new freeway access at Alta 
Drive/Bonneville Avenue (to and from the 
south) and Discovery Drive. A new 
interchange with I-15 at Wyoming Avenue 
was considered, but it would be too close to 
the Sahara Drive and Charleston Boulevard 
interchanges. With the exception of a half 
interchange at Alta Drive, the close proximity 
of these crossroads to the Spaghetti Bowl and 
existing service interchanges would make it 
difficult to add additional freeway access, 
and/or the additional access was found to be 
operationally undesirable. A half interchange 
at Alta Drive is a feature of Alternatives D, E, 
F, G, and H described below.  

11BConstructing a Collector-Distributor Road or 
Direct Connection to US 95 along One or Both 
Directions of I-15 
Either a C-D road or direct connection on I-15 
northbound and southbound was found to be 
feasible and is a key component of 
Alternatives D, E, F, G, and H described 
below.  

Of the I-15 concepts explored during the end 
of 2003, elements of the final three noted 
above (widen I-15, new interchange at Alta 
Drive, and C-D road or direct connector) were 
carried forward for further analysis. The first 
step in that analysis involved developing the 
three concepts to a greater level of detail 
and/or combining various elements of the 
three concepts. The result of that work was 
the development of concepts A, B, and C.F

3
F Concept A is based on providing relatively wide 

mainline roadways (seven through lanes in each direction) that would essentially maintain 
the existing entrance and exit ramp patterns. Concepts B and C would create a wider I-15 
and use a northbound C-D system concept to reduce the number of weaving movements 

                                                      
3 These I-15 concepts are referred to as alternatives in the Alternatives Design Report, Volume 2 of 2 Appendix 2A pages 2A-1 
to 2A-22, however they include only I-15 improvement concepts and no arterial improvements. As such the scope of these 
“alternatives” is very different than Alternatives D, E, F, G, and H described later in this section and are therefore referred to as 
concepts in this EIS.  
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throughout the project limits. A more detailed description of Concepts A, B, and C is found 
in the Alternatives Design Report (Volume 2 of 2), pages 2A-1 through 2A-23 on the CD at 
the back of this document.  

12BMartin Luther King Boulevard–Industrial Road Connector Concepts 

Several concepts were evaluated and three concepts referred to as MS-1, MS-2, and MN 
were deemed the most feasible by the TAC and project team (see “Concept Review” on the 
next page and the Alternatives Design Report on the CD at the back of this document). All 
three concepts involve a six-lane arterial connecting Industrial Road from a point 800 feet 
south of Wyoming Avenue where the new arterial would rise up and cross over Charleston 
Boulevard, the Union Pacific Railroad, I-15, and other local streets before descending to 
ground level and connecting to Martin Luther King Drive about 1,600 feet north of Alta 
Drive. Alta Drive/Bonneville Avenue would be widened to three lanes in each direction 
from the Grand Central Parkway intersection to 800 feet west of I-15. An improved Alta 
Drive/Martin Luther King intersection would be built about 170 feet west of the existing 
intersection. 

The key difference among the three concepts considered is how they link the new Martin 
Luther King–Industrial Road and Charleston Boulevard. Concept MS-1 would create a  
five-lane arterial connection between Industrial Road and Charleston Boulevard via New 
York Avenue and Commerce Street (two lanes in each direction with a two-way left-turn 
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lane). Concept MS-2 would link the Martin Luther King–Industrial Road connector and 
Charleston Boulevard via Grand Central Parkway and Bearden Drive under I-15 (through 
the Las Vegas Premium Outlets parking area). Concept MN would link the two arterials via 
a new bridge from the connector to Grand Central Parkway.  

The costs and impacts of the three concepts are similar. Concept MS-1 would provide better 
traffic operation than the other two concepts because traffic moving from the connector to 
points east would not have to use the Charleston Boulevard/Grand Central Parkway 
intersection. MS-1 would also be less disruptive to traffic during construction.  

13BCharleston Boulevard Interchange Concepts 

Access to/from I-15 and Charleston 
Boulevard today is indirect except for the 
northbound I-15 to eastbound Charleston 
Boulevard ramp. Adjacent ramps to/from 
I-15 and Grand Central Parkway and Martin 
Luther King Drive serve as access to 
Charleston Boulevard. Several concepts were 
developed. Retaining the existing 
interchange layout and revising the existing 
interchange layout to add more direct access 
to/from I-15 directly to Charleston 
Boulevard would not provide adequate level 
of service in the design year. A traditional 
diamond interchange was also evaluated but 
would result in three signalized intersections 
within 950 feet of each other, which would 
impede traffic flow (two intersections at the 
Charleston Avenue/I-15 interchange and the 
third at the adjacent Charleston Boulevard/Grand Central Parkway intersection).  A single-
point diamond interchange was ultimately selected because it would have two rather than 
three intersections, which would improve traffic operations by providing more spacing 
between the intersections than a traditional diamond interchange (the Charleston Boulevard 
interchange configuration was revisited in 2008–2009).  

14BAlta Drive Half Interchange Concepts  

The Project NEON study team assessed the potential for additional I-15 access via Alta 
Drive in order to serve planned development in the vicinity of Grand Central Parkway and 
to improve traffic flow on I-15. A northbound exit to Alta Drive from the C-D road or a 
direct connector would be feasible, however a complimentary southbound entrance directly 
from Alta Drive would not be feasible. However, the complimentary southbound entrance 
in the form of a slip ramp off Martin Luther King Drive south of Alta Drive would be 
feasible. This concept has been incorporated into the build alternatives.  

15BOakey Boulevard / Wyoming Avenue Overpass Concepts 

Several concepts were considered and two (OW1 and OW2) proved to be the most feasible. 
Other options included having the railroad cross over the roadway or moving 
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Oakey/Wyoming further south, but these were dropped from consideration due to higher 
right-of-way impacts than OW1 and OW2. The key difference between OW1 and OW2 is 
that under OW1 Wyoming Avenue would stay on its existing alignment. Under OW2, 
Wyoming Avenue over the railroad tracks would be shifted south to align with Oakey 
Boulevard. The advantage of OW2 is that, unlike OW1, properties on existing Wyoming 
Avenue could still be accessed from the new overpass.  

16BConcept Review 

From early 2004 through spring 2004, the Project NEON team continued to evaluate 
promising concepts against the project’s purpose and need factors, as well as engineering 
and environmental considerations. A public information meeting in January 2004 presented 
concepts A, B, and C, three Martin Luther King–Industrial Road concepts, three concepts for 
Oakey Boulevard/Wyoming overpass, and the single-point diamond interchange at 
Charleston Boulevard. Another public information meeting was held in June 2004 (see 
Section 5).  

In July 2004 the I-15 concepts, Charleston Boulevard interchange, the Martin Luther King 
Boulevard–Industrial Road Connector concepts, and the Oakey Boulevard/Wyoming 
Avenue grade separation concepts were reviewed by the Project NEON TAC and ranked in 
terms of the following factors: 

• Operations 
• Accessibility 
• Safety/Design 
• Right-of-Way 
• Environmental Impacts 
• Environmental Justice 

Each factor was then assigned a score ranging from 1 to 5 to reflect the degree of 
responsiveness to the project mission. A score of 1 would apply for no response or a 
negative response. A 5 would be the best score. Based on the scoring results, the TAC 
concluded that:  

• Freeway concepts A, B, and C should not be given further consideration because they 
would not provide an acceptable level of service. 

• The connection of Martin Luther King Boulevard and Industrial Road should be 
advanced on the basis of MS-1. 

• A single-point urban interchange should be built at Charleston Boulevard. 

• A northbound exit ramp would be provided at Alta Drive, with the complimentary 
southbound movement off of Martin Luther King Drive south of Alta Drive.  

• The Oakey Boulevard/Wyoming Avenue grade separation over the Union Pacific 
Railroad and connector should be based on OW2. 

The completed scoring sheets can be found in the Alternatives Design Report (Volume 2 of 
2, Appendix 2A, pages 2A-33 through 2A-38) on the CD at the back of this document.  
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3BAlternative Development and ACTT Workshop (Early 2005 to October 2005) 

17BAlternative D 

From the initial concepts considered in the previous section, Alternative D was developed. 
Alternative D would provide four to six through lanes plus auxiliary lanes for northbound 
I-15 traffic and five to six through lanes plus auxiliary lanes for southbound I-15. A direct 
connector from I-15 northbound to US 95 northbound would begin south of Sahara Avenue 
and carry traffic destined to northbound US 95 and Martin Luther King Drive, and motorists 
destined to the new Alta Drive/Bonneville Avenue exit ramp. The direct connector would 
not reconnect with northbound I-15; it would instead connect to the existing ramp from 
northbound I-15 to northbound US 95. The northbound I-15 mainline would accommodate 
through travel on I-15 and traffic to southbound US 95/I-515. Motorists coming north from 
Sahara Avenue and Charleston Boulevard would use entrance ramps that split and connect 
to both mainline I-15 and the northbound direct connector.  

Along southbound I-15, a new ramp from 
southbound US 95 to southbound I-15 would be 
constructed and extended to the south of 
Charleston Boulevard. This connector would 
include two exit ramps—one to Charleston 
Boulevard and a second to Sahara Avenue. South 
of Oakey Boulevard, Alternative D would retain 
the current freeway centerline and widen the 
existing mainline roadways at the current 
elevations, which would require reconstruction of 
the Sahara Avenue interchange. 

Alternative D also includes the Martin Luther 
King-Industrial Road connector over I-15 and the 
Oakey Boulevard/Wyoming Avenue railroad 
overpass. Alternative D leaves space in the I-15 
median for future HOV lanes but HOV lanes 
would not be constructed under this alternative. 
More information about Alternative D is found in 
Alternatives Design Report (Volume 1 of 2, pages 
3-19 through 3-21) on the CD at the back of this 
document. 

Residential and business displacements would be 
under Alternative D would be comparable to 
Alternatives G and H.  

Alternative D would provide acceptable traffic 
operations (level of service D or better) on both 
northbound and southbound I-15 by reducing 
weaving and adding capacity. Alternative D was 
presented at a public information meeting in 
February 2005 as the only alternative under consideration. 

 



I-15 FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT AND SECTION 4(F) EVALUATION 

D-8 TB052009010MKE  

In March 2005, NDOT and FHWA sponsored a 3-day Accelerated Construction Technology 
Transfer workshop that focused on Project NEON. Local and national experts in highway 
planning, design, and construction developed potential strategies for Project NEON.  

In response to feedback at the workshop, the Project NEON design team studied additional 
concepts and design modifications. Two additional alternatives were developed as a result: 
Alternatives E and F. Like Alternative D, Alternatives E and F include arterial 
improvements in addition to I-15 improvements. Alternative D was eventually dropped in 
favor of Alternative E.  

18BAlternative E 

Alternative E is almost identical to Alternative D. The only difference is that under 
Alternative E, I-15 would be shifted about 80 feet east to avoid major drainage channels 
along Rancho Drive. Like Alternative D, Alternative E would provide four to six through 
lanes plus auxiliary lanes for northbound I-15 traffic and five to six through lanes plus 
auxiliary lanes for southbound I-15. South of Oakey Boulevard, Alternative E would shift 
the freeway centerline to the east, minimizing impacts to drainage facilities. More 
information about Alternative E is found in Alternatives Design Report (Volume 1 of 2, 
pages 4-1through 4-4) on the CD at the back of this document. 

Residential and business displacements would be under Alternative E would be comparable 
to Alternatives G and H.  

Alternative E would provide acceptable level of service (level of service D or better).  

19BAlternative F 

 Alternative F would provide four to six 
through lanes on northbound I-15 
traffic and five to six through lanes on 
southbound I-15. A northbound C-D 
road would begin south of Sahara 
Avenue and handle traffic going to all 
local exits, including Sahara Avenue, 
Charleston Boulevard, the new exit to 
Alta Drive/Bonneville Avenue and 
Martin Luther King Boulevard. The 
northbound C-D road would carry 
traffic entering I-15 from Sahara 
Avenue and Charleston Boulevard to 
either northbound I-15 or the ramps to 
US 95. Mainline I-15 would 
accommodate only through travel on 
I-15 and connections to either 
northbound or southbound US 95.  

Unlike Alternatives D and E, a C-D road 
would also be provided along 
southbound I-15 under Alternative F.  
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The southbound C-D road would carry traffic destined to Charleston Boulevard and Sahara 
Avenue, and traffic entering from Martin Luther King Boulevard near US 95 and the 
southbound Martin Luther King Boulevard/Industrial Road Connector. The traffic entering 
and exiting southbound I-15 in this area is so great that ramp braids would still be required 
even with a C-D road. Alternative F also includes the Martin Luther King 
Boulevard/Industrial Road connector over I-15 and the Oakey Boulevard/Wyoming Avenue 
railroad overpass. More information about Alternative F is found in Alternatives Design 
Report (Volume 1 of 2, pages 5-1 through 5-8) on the CD at the back of this document. 

Residential and business displacements under Alternative F would be comparable to 
Alternatives G and H.  

20BTAC and Public Input  

In early October 2005, information on the potential build alternatives was summarized in 
the October 2005—Alternatives Briefing Package. The Project NEON TAC and the design 
team met on October 11 to review the document. Whereas Alternatives D and E would meet 
the minimum traffic performance requirements in a similar manner and involve the same 
magnitude of construction and right-of-way costs, Alternative F would bring additional 
operational benefits and involve greater costs and impacts. Group discussion generated a 
number of suggestions for improving the alternatives (particularly Alternative F).  

The Project NEON team revised the alternatives in response to the October 11 workshop 
suggestions. Only minor revisions were made to Alternatives D and E. Because of the more 
extensive modifications to Alternative F, a 4-page addendum titled “Supplement to October 
2005—Alternative Workshop Briefing Package; Revised Alternative F” was issued on 
October 28, 2005. Alternatives D, E, and F were presented at the fifth public information 
meeting on October 19, 2005.  

Alternative D was dropped from consideration in favor of Alternative E because Alternative 
E would be would be easier to construct (because only one of the four Sahara interchange 
ramps would have to be reconstructed rather than 4 under Alternative D) and because 
Alternative E would provide a greater opportunity to sell and redevelop land acquired as 
part of the project. For example, 23 residences on Loch Lomand would be acquired under 
both Alternative D and E. However, under Alternative E enough of these parcels would 
remain unused that they could be resold and redeveloped. Alternatives E and F were 
retained for further consideration.  

4BHigh-Occupancy Vehicle Lanes (2007) 
High-occupancy vehicle lanes have been built on US 95 west of the Spaghetti Bowl, but in 
2006 NDOT began a regionwide evaluation of the potential role of HOV lanes in meeting 
the future transportation needs of southern Nevada. In 2007, NDOT approved a regional 
HOV plan that is now part of RTC’s regional transportation plan. The plan envisioned a 
continuous HOV system through the Resort Corridor on US 95 and I-15 with direct 
connecting ramps between these two highways. This concept became the basis for two new 
alternatives referred to as Alternative E–HOV and Alternative F–HOV. These alternatives 
are similar to Alternatives E and F but they have two HOV lanes in each direction.  
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21BAlternative E–HOV 

Alternative E–HOV would provide four to five through lanes, two HOV lanes, auxiliary 
lanes for northbound I-15 traffic and four to five through lanes, and two HOV lanes and 
auxiliary lanes for southbound I-15 traffic. The I-15 HOV lanes would connect to US 95 
to/from the west. There would be an access point to and from the HOV lanes at Oakey 
Boulevard/Wyoming Avenue. Other aspects of this alternative are the same as 
Alternative E. Approximately 350 residences and 445 businesses would be relocated under 
Alternative E–HOV.  

22BAlternative F–HOV 

Alternative F–HOV would provide three to five through lanes and two HOV lanes for 
northbound I-15 traffic and four to five through lanes and two HOV lanes for southbound 
I-15 traffic. The I-15 HOV lanes would connect to US 95 to/from the west. There would be 
an access point to and from the HOV lanes at Oakey Boulevard/Wyoming Avenue. Other 
aspects of this alternative are the same as Alternative F. Approximately 350 residences and 
456 businesses would be relocated under Alternative F–HOV.  

Alternatives E and F were dropped from consideration because they did not have HOV 
lanes, making them inconsistent with the new NDOT regional HOV plan.  

5BRefinement of Alternatives E–HOV and F–HOV (2008 to Present) 
Project NEON’s scope, complexity, and overall cost dictate that it will likely be built in 
phases. Recognizing this, NDOT worked with project stakeholders and design teams in 2008 
and 2009 to develop a conceptual design refinement study that identified phases that are 
fundable, implementable, and operationally independent. The goal was to retain the same 
basic concept of Alternatives E–HOV and F–HOV and achieve the following objectives: 

• Phase the overall project so each phase that can be built and function as a viable 
improvement even if the subsequent phases of the work described in this EIS are not 
constructed 

• Keep the first phase construction cost under $250 million 

• Reduce right-of-way costs compared to Alternatives E–HOV and F–HOV 

The results of this analysis are two alternatives identified as Alternatives G (Exhibits 2-1 and 
2-2) and H (Exhibits (2-8 and 2-9). Alternative G is a revised version of Alternative E–HOV 
and Alternative H is a revised version of Alternative F–HOV. Alternatives G and H, being 
modified versions of E–HOV and F–HOV, can be considered to have evolved from the 
Accelerated Construction Technology Transfer workshop. Alternatives G and H could be 
implemented in phases that could provide operational and safety benefits, to a greater extent 
than Alternatives E–HOV and F–HOV, even if subsequent phases were not built. For example, 
Alternatives G and H include a tight diamond interchange at Charleston Boulevard rather 
than a single-point urban interchange because a tight diamond could be built without 
reconstructing mainline I-15. Conversely, constructing a single-point urban interchange 
would require complete reconstruction of I-15 in the vicinity of Charleston Boulevard. Under 
Alternatives G and H the Martin Luther King Boulevard–Industrial Road connector could be 
built using less right-of-way than under Alternatives E-HOV and F-HOV. 
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Based on the design refinement study, Alternatives E–HOV and F–HOV were dropped from 
consideration in 2009 because Alternatives G and H provide the same operational 
characteristics with fewer residential relocations and lower construction cost. Alternatives G 
and H were presented to the TAC, Las Vegas City Council ,and community groups.  

Alternative G 

Alternative G is similar to Alternative E–HOV and would provide three to five through 
lanes, two HOV lanes, and auxiliary lanes for northbound I-15 traffic and three to five 
through lanes, two HOV lanes, and auxiliary lanes for southbound I-15 traffic (see Exhibits 
2-1 and 2-2). South of Oakey Boulevard, Alternative G would shift the freeway centerline to 
the east, minimizing impacts to drainage facilities. Alternative G also includes the Martin 
Luther King–Industrial Road connector over I-15 and the Oakey Boulevard/Wyoming 
Avenue railroad overpass. The following are the key differences between Alternative G and 
Alternative E–HOV: 

• Entrance and exit ramps were modified to make the ramp braiding work better, by 
reducing weaving while also reducing impacts 

• Western Avenue was extended over Charleston Boulevard to provide a connection to 
Grand Central Parkway. Ramps would connect Charleston Boulevard and Grand 
Central Parkway  

• The Grand Central Parkway/Charleston Boulevard intersection was modified by 
providing right-turn connections to Western Avenue and Grand Central Parkway and 
eliminating left-turn movements across Charleston Boulevard, resulting in improved 
intersection operations and safety 

• The I-15/Charleston Boulevard interchange is a tight diamond instead of a single-
point diamond 
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• The height of the Martin Luther King Boulevard/Industrial Road Connector was 
lowered to make it easier to construct and it may be constructed with four lanes 
(possibly expanded to six lanes as traffic volumes warrant) 

The HOV lane access to Oakey Boulevard/Wyoming Avenue was moved approximately 
1,000 feet north to reduce weaving and improve traffic flow. 

Approximately 345 residences (compared to 350 for Alternative E–HOV) and 445 businesses 
(same as Alternative E–HOV) would be relocated under Alternative G.  

Alternative H 

Alternative H is very similar to Alternative F–HOV and would provide three to five through 
lanes and two HOV lanes for northbound I-15 traffic and three to five through lanes and 
two HOV lanes for southbound I-15 traffic (see Exhibits 2-8 and 2-9).  

A similar C-D road arrangement would be provided along southbound I-15. The 
southbound C-D roadway would carry traffic destined to Charleston Boulevard and Sahara 
Avenue, and traffic entering from Martin Luther King Boulevard near US 95 and the 
southbound Martin Luther King Boulevard/Industrial Road Connector. Alternative H also 
includes the Martin Luther King Boulevard/Industrial Road connector over I-15 and the 
Oakey Boulevard/Wyoming Avenue railroad overpass. 

The following are the key differences between Alternative H and Alternative F–HOV: 

• Entrance and exit ramps were modified to make the ramp braiding work better, by 
reducing weaving while also reducing impacts 

• Western Avenue was extended over Charleston Boulevard to provide a connection to 
Grand Central Parkway 

• The Grand Central Parkway/Charleston Boulevard intersection was modified by 
providing right-turn connections to Western Avenue and Grand Central Parkway and 
eliminating left-turn movements across Charleston Boulevard, resulting in improved 
intersection operations and safety 

• The I-15/Charleston Boulevard interchange is a tight diamond instead of a single-point 
diamond 

• The height of the Martin Luther King Boulevard/Industrial Road Connector was 
lowered to make it easier to construct and it may be constructed with four lanes 
(possibly expanded to six lanes as traffic volumes warrant) 

• The HOV lane access to Oakey Boulevard/Wyoming Avenue were moved 
approximately 1,000 feet north to reduce weaving and improve traffic flow 

Approximately 345 residences (compared to 350 for Alternative F–HOV) and 456 businesses 
(same as Alternative F–HOV) would be relocated under Alternative H.  
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Final EIS Noise Study Addendum 
January 15, 2010 

Introduction 
The Project NEON Technical Noise Study (August 2009), prepared during the Draft EIS phase, 
identified existing noise levels in the project corridor, 2030 noise levels without mitigation for 
Alternatives G and H, and 2030 noise levels with noise barriers along Alternatives G and H. 
That study and the Draft EIS determined that noise barriers along Alternatives G or H would 
not meet the Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT) cost reasonableness criterion and 
therefore would not be recommended for construction. However, the Draft EIS committed to 
replacing existing noise barriers, where noise-sensitive areas (NSA) that met the noise 
abatement criteria (NAC) would remain, collecting additional data and reevaluating 
constructing noise barriers as part of the Preferred Alternative (Alternative G). 

This addendum describes the activities conducted, refinements to the project’s noise models, 
and the effects of these activities on the reasonableness of noise barriers along Alternative G. 
NDOT’s Traffic and Construction Noise Abatement Policy (February 14, 2003 and August 18, 
2009 addendum) is included by reference. The FHWA Traffic Noise Model version 2.5 
(TNM) was used.  

Traffic Noise Model Refinements 
Four noise models were used to evaluate mitigation for the Preferred Alternative’s noise 
impacts. The TNM modifications for this study fall into the following general categories: 

• Updates to the land uses within the corridor. Non-noise-sensitive land uses were removed. 

• Some of the project’s 45 noise receptors were relocated to exterior areas of frequent 
human use (e.g., backyard or apartment complex swimming pools) from other areas on 
a property (parking area or front yard). 

• The number of dwelling units potentially protected by noise barriers was reevaluated 
and updated. Dwelling units that did not individually meet the NAC, but were located in 
NSAs where other units met the NAC, were included in the reasonability reevaluation for 
the NSA; as long as individual feasibility criteria were met.  

• Noise receptors representing first and second row residential uses and other sensitive 
uses were more accurately defined. Because second row receptors are benefitted by 
noise barriers (included in the cost benefit analysis) at a lower insertion loss, more 
residents are benefitted. 

• Because of invalid results, resulting from unusually complicated TNMs, some models 
were simplified.  

• To address the impacts of Project NEON on the land uses adjacent to US 95, a separate 
TNM was created to evaluate the effectiveness of the existing barrier. 
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The following summarizes the specific changes to the TNM for the previously proposed 
seven noise barriers associated with the Preferred Alternative. 

Modifications to the Traffic Noise Model for Barriers G1 and G2 
The section between Desert Inn Road and Sahara Avenue was modified slightly, but no 
roadway or traffic modifications were made. Receptor location and land use modifications 
included the following: 

• Scandia Family Fun Center does not exist and is located in an area of commercial 
zoning, so it was removed as a noise-sensitive land use.  

• Noise receptors were relocated or added to the exterior areas of frequent human use 
(e.g., pool, picnic area, and playground) within the numerous apartment complexes.  

• The number of dwelling units and benefitted residences was reevaluated.   

Modifications to the Traffic Noise Model for Barriers G3 through G5 

The section between Sahara Avenue and Charleston Boulevard was modified to eliminate 
numerous invalid1 results that occurred in the analysis. While total traffic volumes were 
maintained, north-bound and south-bound movements were consolidated. The original 
model’s miscellaneous fences were replaced with first row and second row building rows. 
The original model contained many of the area’s existing fences, but none of the individual 
single family residences. The use of the building rows better represents actual conditions 
and resulting noise levels. Other modifications included removing superfluous inputs that 
had a negligible bearing on noise levels. A final modification to the model was to split 
barrier G5 into northern and southern sections across the braid ramp overpass at West 
Oakey Blvd. Receptor location and land use modifications included the following: 

• Noise receptors representing both first and second row land uses were further defined. 
Additional receptors were added to the analysis. 

• The non-noise-sensitive land uses at the south end (Sahara Avenue exit ramp) and north 
end (south of Charleston Boulevard) of the noise barrier analysis area were removed 
from the model.  

Modifications to the Traffic Noise Model for Barriers G6 and G7 

The section between Pinto Lane and Discovery Drive was modified in several ways. Because 
of the excessive invalid receptor results, the model was deconstructed and reassembled, and 
several minor roadway connections were eliminated. The total volume of traffic moved was 
small. The model was modified to reflect actual conditions and include only elements within 
the impact area for the barriers by removing US 95 elements. The US 95 and the interchange 
roadways and barriers complicated the model and were suspected of being the source of the 
invalid results. Building rows were added to better represent existing conditions. Receptor 
location and land use modifications included the following: 

                                                      
1 In this context, invalid means that the model was incapable of calculating a result. 
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• Noise-sensitive land uses were updated. The Town Villas Apartments were added to the 
analysis as was the Desert Lane Care Center. The Desert Lane Care Center, initially 
considered a medical center, has been reevaluated and is a long-term care /residential 
facility.  

• Commercial development is adjacent to I-15 in this area, which would preclude 
implementing noise mitigation. However, westerly of the existing and proposed 
commercial development is a Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) Category B area. None of 
the receivers in this area (R39-R41) met the NAC. Therefore, considering mitigation was 
not required. One modification not  incorporated was the proposed Metropolitan Police 
Department Headquarters facility in the northwestern quadrant of the Martin Luther 
King Boulevard/Alta Drive intersection. In addition to the building associated with this 
facility, a security wall will be included. 

Modifications to the Traffic Noise Model for Land Uses Adjacent to US 95 
Previous invalid results were from using the same TNM to address the receptors adjacent to 
US 95 as for noise barriers G6 and G7; and the effect of a median barrier beneath a roadway.  
Therefore, the original TNM was adjusted to eliminate these effects. No traffic modifications 
were made. Receptor location and land use modifications included: 

• First and second row noise–sensitive land uses were updated. The Desert Park Apartments 
were better represented by adding receptor R42a. The Rancho Verde Apartments were 
better represented by adding receptors RP and RN. Within general public areas, these 
receptors were considered beneficial to only the first floor dwelling units. 

• Noise receptors were added to represent the single-family residences along the cul-de-
sacs north of Mesquite Avenue and south of US 95.  

• To evaluate the effects of mitigation measures, a “no-barrier” condition was analyzed by 
removing the existing barrier. 

Noise Barrier Analysis Results 

Barriers G1 and G2: Between Desert Inn Road and Sahara Avenue 

The noise barrier reevaluation concluded that barrier G1 was feasible and reasonable.  
Commercial development exists along I-15 in the area of the formerly proposed Barrier G2 
and there are no NSAs. Westerly of the commercial development is a NAC Category B area. 
The NAC (RA, RB, and RBa) was not exceeded and therefore considering mitigation is not 
necessary. Considering this and that commercial development is adjacent to I-15, Barrier G2 
is unwarranted. Table 1 summarizes the 2030 noise levels associated with the Preferred 
Alternative and optimized Barrier G1. Throughout this reevaluation, dwelling 
units/benefitted receivers were counted and included in the reasonability analysis, only if the 
NAC was met and the mitigation was feasible. Table 2 presents reasonability calculations. 
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TABLE 1  
Design Year (2030) Noise Levels: Barrier G1  

 

Type/Site Location 
Site 
No. 

Receiver 
Row 

No. 
DUs 

Predicted Peak Hour Noise Levels 
No 

Barrier 
Leq (dBA) 

With 
Barrier 

Leq (dBA) 

Insertion 
Loss 
(dBA) 

SFR (between Meade and Milo) R3 Second 0 69 68 1b 

SFR (between Meade and Milo) R4 First 2 72 65 7 

SFR (between Milo and Wilmington) R5 Third 20 66 60 6 

SFR (between Milo and Jamestown) R6 Second 4 68 61 7 

SFR (Wyandotte, now demolished) R7 First 0 74 67 7 

SFR (between Jamestown and Wilmington) R8 Second 8 65 a  62 3 

Children’s Choice Learning Center R9 First 0 67 59 8 

MFR––Wyandotte Apartments (pool area) R10 Second NA 52 a  NA NA 

MFR––Wyandotte & Teddy Apts (play area) RA Second NA 65 a  NA NA 

MFR––Wyandotte Apartments (tree lawn island) RB Second NA 58 a  NA NA 

SFR Wyandotte Apartments (play area) RBa Second NA 59a NA NA 

DU – Dwelling Units 
SFR – Single-family residence 
MFR – Multi-family residence 

a – Does not meet the NAC 
b – Not feasible 

NA – Not applicable 

The receptors benefitting from the noise barriers primarily do not have buildings and walls 
between them and I-15. This includes the single-family residences represented by R4, R5, 
and R6.The shielding effect of buildings/walls can be seen at R3. Even though it is near the 
other receptors, it receives minimal benefits from the proposed barrier because the buildings 
between R3 and I-15 act as noise barriers. Bolded insertion losses in Table 1 represent 
benefitted receptors included in the cost-benefit (reasonableness) analysis. 

Within the apartment complexes noted in Table 1, receptors were placed at the exterior 
areas of frequent human use. R10 is the pool area for the Wyandotte Apartments. RA is a 
playground used by the Teddy/ Wyandotte 
Apartment residents. RB and RBa are 
located at the tree lawn island and play area, 
respectively, of the Wyandotte Apartments. 
Noise barrier G1 is reasonable.  Table 2 
summarizes reasonability calculations. 

TABLE 2 
Reasonability of Barrier G1 
Approximate length of barrier G1 1,300 ft 

Heights of barrier G1 20/18/16/14 ft 

Approximate area of barrier G1 23,800 ft2 

Benefitted dwelling units  34  

Benefitted residents 89  

Approximate barrier cost ($47/ft2) $1,118,600  

Cost per benefitted resident  $12,569  
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Exhibits 1a and 1b depict the location of the 
optimized barrier. Table 3 lists the barrier design 
data for barrier G1. The stationing listed in Table 3 
and other tables in this memorandum is found on 
Exhibit 2-1a through 2-1d at the end of Section 2 of 
the Final EIS. Final stationing for all proposed 
sound walls will be determined during project final 
design. 

Barriers G3 through G5, between Sahara Avenue and 
Charleston Boulevard 
The noise barrier reevaluation concluded that 
barriers G3 through G5 are feasible and reasonable. 
Table 4 summarizes the 2030 noise levels associated 
with the Preferred Alternative and optimized 
barriers G3 through G5. Bolded insertion losses 
represent benefitted receptors included in the cost-
benefit (reasonableness) analysis. The draft EIS 
utilized 284 benefitted residents, while this 
reevaluation identified 325. 

The proposed barriers end approximately at Ellis 
Road. No noise-sensitive receptors exist north of 
that area. The barrier originally was extended to 
Charleston Boulevard to encompass the First Presbyterian Church/School. Upon further 
inspection, it was concluded that the facility has no exterior area of frequent human use. 

TABLE 3  
Design Data: Barriers G1  

Segment Length (ft) Height (ft) 

Noise Barrier G1 

702+00.00 100 14 

703+00.00 100 16 

704+00.00 100 18 

705+00.00 100 20 

706+00.00 100 20 

707+00.00 99 20 

708+00.00 100 20 

709+00.00 100 20 

710+00.00 100 20 

711+00.00 100 20 

712+00.00 99 18 

713+00.00 100 16 

714+00.00 100 14 

715+00.00 End   

 

TABLE 4  
Design Year (2030) Noise Levels: Barriers G3 through G5  

Type/Site Location 
Site 
No. 

Receiver 
Row 

No. 
DUs 

Predicted Peak Hour Noise Levels 

No Barrier 
Leq (dBA) 

With 
Barrier 

Leq (dBA) 

Insertion 
Loss 
(dBA) 

Nevada Commercial Center (Rancho Drive) R11 Third NA 57 a 56 1 b 

SFR (Glen Heather Way) R12 Third 20 64 a 61 3 

SFR (Glen Heather Way) R13 Second 2 67 63 4 

SFR (Glen Heather Way) R14 First 2 73 66 7 

SFR (between Birch and Inverness–south) R15 Second 7 69 65 4 

SFR (Birch Street–south) R16 First 4 78 68 10 

SFR (Loch Lomond Way–south) R17 First 6 78 68 10 

SFR (between Birch and Inverness–north) R18 Second 9 66 62 4 

SFR (Loch Lomond Way–center) R19 First 6 78 68 10 

SFR (between Kiltie and Ivanhoe) R20 Second 14 69 64 5 

SFR (Loch Lomond Way–north) R21 First 8 73 67 6 
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TABLE 4  
Design Year (2030) Noise Levels: Barriers G3 through G5  

Type/Site Location 
Site 
No. 

Receiver 
Row 

No. 
DUs 

Predicted Peak Hour Noise Levels 

No Barrier 
Leq (dBA) 

With 
Barrier 

Leq (dBA) 

Insertion 
Loss 
(dBA) 

SFR (Oakley Boulevard) R22 First 2 71 65 6 

SFR (south side of Silver Avenue) R23 First 2 68 63 5 

SFR (south side of Silver Avenue) R24 First 0 67 64 3 b 

SFR (Bannie Avenue) R25 Third 4 64 a 60 4 

SFR (north side of Silver Avenue) R26 First 0 68 64 4 b 

SFR (south side of Bannie Avenue) R27 First 1 70 65 5 

SFR (north side of Bannie Avenue) R28 Second 2 67 62 5 

SFR (north side of Bannie Avenue) R29 First 1 70 65 5 

SFR (north side of Bannie Avenue) R30 Second 2 67 63 4 

SFR (south side of Waldman Avenue) R31 First 0 69 65 4b 

SFR (Waldman) R32 Second 0 66 64 2 b 

SFR (Ornsby) R33 Second 3 70 67 3 

SFR (Charmast) R34 First 0 72 68 4b 

SFR (Mercedes) R35 Second 0 69 68 1 b 

First Presbyterian Church R36 First 0 71 68 3 b 

SFR (Birch Street–north) RC Second 0 66 65 1 b 

SFR (between Ivanhoe and Birch) RD Third 14 65 a 61 4 

SFR (between Oakley and Silver) RE Third 8 67 61 6 

SFR (between Oakley and Silver) RF Second 2 66 62 4 

SFR (between Oakley and Silver) RG Second 1 65 a 61 4 

SFR (between Silver and Bannie) RH Third 4 63 a 59 4 

SFR (between Silver and Bannie) RJ Second 4 68 62 6 

SFR (between Silver and Bannie) RK Second 1 68 63 5 

SFR (Charmast) RL First 0 76 74 2 b 

DU – Dwelling Unit 
SFR – Single-family residence 
a – Does not meet the NAC 

b – Not feasible 
NA – Not applicable 
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The proposed barrier configuration is 
feasible and reasonable. Table 5 
summarizes reasonability calculations. 
The locations of the barriers are depicted 
on Exhibits 1c through 1e. 

There is an existing noise barrier 
westerly of I-15 between Sahara Avenue 
and the Wall Street overpass.  

The proposed barrier begins at the 
residences starting at Glen Heather Way. 
The land uses between Sahara and Glen 
Heather are not noise sensitive 
(commercial and training operations).  

Table 6 summarizes the barrier design 
data for barriers G3 through G5.  

Barriers G6 and G7: Area of Alta Drive 

The noise barrier reevaluation concluded 
that considering mitigation in the area of 
the formally proposed barriers G6 and 
G7 is limited to south of Alta Drive and not warranted north of Alta Drive (Table 7). 
Commercial development exists adjacent to I-15 in the area of Alta Drive and to the north 
and NSAs are not located in this area. In addition, the NAC was not met westerly of the area 
north of Alta Drive (R39, R40, R41, and RX); based on this alone considering mitigation is 
not necessary. 

TABLE 5 
Reasonability of Barriers G3 through G5 

Total length of barrier G3 4,685 ft 

Total length of barrier G4 550 ft  

Total length of barrier G5 1,167 ft  

Barrier height G3 14 ft 

Barrier height G4 14 ft 

Barrier height G5 16 ft 

Approximate area of barrier G3 65,590 ft2 

Approximate area of barrier G4 7,700 ft2 

Approximate area of barrier G5 18,672 ft2 

Approximate Total barrier area 91,962 ft2 

Benefitted dwelling units  129  

Benefitted residents 336  

Approximate Barrier cost ($47/ft2) $4,322,214  

Cost per benefitted resident  $12,864  

South of Alta Drive, the NAC was met at the Head Start and Desert Lane facilities. Barrier 
G6 was modeled to provide mitigation for these facilities. Barrier G7 did not provide 
additional mitigation for these benefitted receptors; therefore it was not feasible or 
necessary. Table 8 summarizes the reasonability calculations. The location of the barrier is 
depicted on Exhibit 1f. Although the Head Start and Desert Lane Care facilities were 
designated as one dwelling unit each, the number of benefitted receivers was conservatively 
estimated to reflect the actual use of each facility. Table 9 provides the barrier design data. 
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TABLE 6    
Design Data for Barriers G3 through G5    

Segment Length (ft) Height (ft) Segment Length (ft) Height (ft) 
Noise Barrier G3    
746+50.00 101 14 779+00.00 101 14 
747+50.00 100 14 780+00.00 100 14 
748+50.00 99 14 781+00.00 101 14 
749+50.00 100 14 782+00.00 99 14 
750+50.00 100 14 783+00.00 100 14 
751+50.00 101 14 784+00.00 101 14 
752+50.00 100 14 785+00.00 100 14 
753+50.00 100 14 786+00.00 100 14 
754+50.00 101 14 787+00.00 99 14 
755+50.00 100 14 788+00.00 101 14 
756+50.00 100 14 789+00.00 99 14 
757+50.00 100 14 790+00.00 100 14 
758+50.00 100 14 791+00.00 101 14 
759+50.00 100 14 792+00.00 98 14 
760+50.00 101 14 793+00.00 100 14 
761+50.00 100 14 Noise Barrier G4   
762+50.00 100 14 808+00.00 100 14 
763+50.00 100 14 809+00.00 150 14 
764+50.00 100 14 810+00.00 155 14 
765+50.00 100 14 811+00.00 100 14 
766+50.00 100 14 Noise Barrier G5   
768+50.00 101 14 780+50.00 99 16 
769+50.00 100 14 781+50.00 100 16 
770+50.00 100 14 782+50.00 101 16 
771+50.00 100 14 783+50.00 100 16 
772+50.00 100 14 784+50.00 100 16 
773+50.00 100 14 785+50.00 99 16 
774+50.00 100 14 786+50.00 101 16 
775+50.00 101 14 787+50.00 88 16 
776+50.00 99 14 788+37.33 14 16 
777+50.00 63 14 790+00.00 65 16 
777+76.06 23 14 791+00.00 199 16 
778+00.00 99 14 793+00.00 100 16 
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TABLE 7 
Design Year (2030) Noise Levels: Area of Previously Proposed Barriers G6 and G7 

Type/Site Location 
Site 
No. 

Receiver  
Row 

No. 
DUs  

Predicted Peak  Hour Noise Levels 

 

No Barrier 
Leq (dBA) 

With Barrier 
Leq (dBA) 

(Approach or 
Exceed NAC) 

Insertion Loss 
(dBA) or 
Consider 
Mitigation 

School-UNLV (Hastings Avenue) R37 First 0 65a   NA NA 
School-Head Start R38 First 1  68 60 8 
Desert Lane Care (outside courtyard) DL1 First 1 69 63 6 
Desert Lane Care (inside courtyard) DL2 First NA 66 59 7  
MFR-Pinto Apartments RM First 12 64 a 58 6 
MFR-Mayan Plaza Apartments (south) R39 Second NA 62 a NA NA 
MFR-Mayan Plaza Apartments (middle) R40 Second NA 61a NA NA 
MFR-Mayan Plaza Apartments (north) R41 Second NA 61a NA NA 
MFR-Town Villas RX Second NA 61a NA NA 

DU – Dwelling unit 
MFR – Multi-family residence 
a Does not meet the NAC 
NA – Not applicable 

TABLE 8 
Reasonability of Barrier G6 
Total length of barrier G6 1,100 ft 
Height of barrier G6 16 ft 
Approximate  area of barrier G6 17,600 ft2 
Benefitted dwelling units 14 
Estimated benefitted 
residents/occupants 

65 

Barrier cost ($47/ft2) $827,200  
Cost per benefitted resident  $12,727  

Project NEON and Receptors along US 95  

There is a noise barrier adjacent to US 95 
(Exhibits 1i and 1j). Although the I-15 project will 
not directly affect the barrier, the proposed I-15 
HOV lanes that would tie into the US 95 HOV 
lanes at Rancho Drive would introduce a change 
in traffic operations that could have indirect 
impacts.  

The Draft EIS presented noise measurements at 
receptors R42 (Desert Park Apartments) and R43, 
R44, and R45 (Rancho Verde Apartments). Receptor 
R42 is easterly of the Desert Park Apartments and 
was used to illustrative the existing sound wall. 
Receptor R42a was added as representative of the 
Desert Park Apartments exterior areas of frequent 
human use. Table 10 presents the results of the 
mitigation evaluation. The receptors representing 
corresponding NAC Activity Areas are expected to 
have noise levels below the NAC in 2030 using the 
existing barrier. Considering additional noise 
mitigation for US 95 due to Project NEON is not 
warranted. Altering the existing US 95 noise barrier, 
as mitigation for Project NEON, is not feasible. 

TABLE 9 
Design Data for Barrier G6 

Segment Length (ft) Height (ft) 
Noise Barrier G6 
814+00.00 100 14 
815+00.00 100 16 
816+00.00 100 16 
817+00.00 100 16 
818+00.00 100 16 
819+00.00 100 16 
820+00.00 100 16 
821+00.00 100 16 
822+00.00 100 16 
823+00.00 100 16 
824+00.00 100 14 
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10 

TABLE 10 
Design Year (2030) Noise Levels: Noise Barrier at US 95 

Type/Site Location  
Site 
No. Receiver Row 

No. 
DUs 

Predicted Peak Hour 
Noise Levels (dBA) 

Without 
Existing 
Barrier 

Existing 
Barrier 

MFR–Desert Park 
Apartments – Street (for 
use in evaluating 
existing noise wall) 

R42 First 0 66 66 

MFR–Desert Park 
Apartments – exterior 
use area 

R42a First 56 62 62 

MFR–Rancho Verde R43 First 20 68 64a 

MFR–Rancho Verde R44 First 30 74 63a 

SFR–Shadow Lane R45 First 14 70 64a 

MFR–Rancho Verde RN Second 30 56a 55a 

MFR– Rancho Verde RP Second 50 62a 59a 

SFR–Diamond Drive RQ First 14 65a 59a 

SFR–Jade Drive RR First 14 66 60a 

SFR–Amber Drive RS First 6 65a 60a 

SFR–Amber Drive RT First 5 62a 59a 

SFR–Zircon Drive RU First 15 59a 58a 

SFR–Onyx Drive RV First 5 59a 59a 

DU – Dwelling unit 
MFR – Multi-family residence 
SFR – Single-family residence 

a Does not meet the NAC 

NA – Not applicable 
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APPENDIX F 

Air Quality 

This Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) includes a basic analysis of the likely Mobile 
Source Air Toxics (MSATs) emission impacts of the proposed Project NEON improvements. 
The lack of a national consensus on an acceptable level of risk and other air quality criteria 
assumed to protect the public health and welfare, as well as the reliability of available 
technical tools do not allow predicting with confidence the project-specific health impacts of 
the emission changes associated with the alternatives evaluated in this assessment. The 
outcome of such an assessment would be influenced more by the uncertainty introduced 
into the process by the assumptions made, rather than any real insight into the actual health 
impacts from MSAT exposure directly attributable to the proposed action. Due to these 
limitations, the following discussion is included in accordance with the Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 CFR 1502.22[b]) regarding incomplete or 
unavailable information. 

Incomplete or Unavailable Information for Project-Specific 
MSAT Health Impacts Analysis 
In FHWA’s view, information is incomplete or unavailable to credibly predict the project-
specific health impacts due to changes in MSAT emissions associated with a proposed set of 
highway alternatives. The outcome of such an assessment, adverse or not, would be 
influenced more by the uncertainty introduced into the process through assumption and 
speculation rather than any genuine insight into the actual health impacts directly 
attributable to MSAT exposure associated with a proposed action. 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) is responsible for protecting the public 
from any known or anticipated effect of an air pollutant. They are the lead authority for 
administering the Clean Air Act and its amendments and have specific statutory obligations 
with respect to hazardous air pollutants and MSATs. USEPA is in the continual process of 
assessing human health effects, exposures, and risks posed by air pollutants. They maintain 
the Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS), which is “a compilation of electronic reports on 
specific substances found in the environment and their potential to cause human health 
effects” (USEPA, http://www.epa.gov/ncea/iris/index.html). Each report contains 
assessments of non-cancerous and cancerous effects for individual compounds and 
quantitative estimates of risk levels from lifetime oral and inhalation exposures with 
uncertainty spanning perhaps an order of magnitude.  

Other organizations are also active in the research and analyses of the human health effects 
of MSAT, including the Health Effects Institute (HEI). Two HEI studies are summarized in 
Appendix D of FHWA’s Interim Guidance Update on Mobile Source Air Toxic Analysis in 
NEPA Documents. Among the adverse health effects linked to MSAT compounds at high 
exposures are cancer in humans in occupational settings; cancer in animals; and irritation to 
the respiratory tract, including the exacerbation of asthma. Less obvious are the adverse 
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human health effects of MSAT compounds at current environmental concentrations (HEI, 
http://pubs.healtheffects.org/view.php?id=282) or in the future as vehicle emissions 
substantially decrease (HEI, http://pubs.healtheffects.org/view.php?id=306). 

The methodologies for forecasting health impacts include emissions modeling, dispersion 
modeling, exposure modeling, and then final determination of health impacts—each step in 
the process building on the model predictions obtained in the previous step. All are 
encumbered by technical shortcomings or uncertain science that prevents a more complete 
differentiation of the MSAT health impacts among a set of project alternatives. These 
difficulties are magnified for lifetime (i.e., 70-year) assessments, particularly because 
unsupportable assumptions would have to be made regarding changes in travel patterns 
and vehicle technology (which affects emissions rates) over that time frame, since such 
information is unavailable. The results produced by USEPA’s MOBILE6.2 model, the 
California EPA's Emfac2007 model, and USEPA’s DraftMOVES2009 model in forecasting 
MSAT emissions are highly inconsistent. Indications from the development of the MOVES 
model are that MOBILE6.2 significantly underestimates diesel particulate matter (PM) 
emissions and significantly overestimates benzene emissions. 

Regarding air dispersion modeling, an extensive evaluation of USEPA’s guideline 
CAL3QHC model was conducted in a National Cooperative Highway Research Program 
study (http://www.epa.gov/scram001/dispersion_alt.htm#hyroad), which documents 
poor model performance at ten sites across the country—three where intensive monitoring 
was conducted plus an additional seven with less intensive monitoring. The study indicates 
a bias of the CAL3QHC model to overestimate concentrations near highly congested 
intersections and underestimate concentrations near uncongested intersections. The 
consequence of this is a tendency to overstate the air quality benefits of mitigating 
congestion at intersections. Such poor model performance is less difficult to manage for 
demonstrating compliance with National Ambient Air Quality Standards for relatively short 
time frames than it is for forecasting individual exposure over an entire lifetime, especially 
given that some information needed for estimating 70-year lifetime exposure is unavailable. 
It is particularly difficult to reliably forecast MSAT exposure near roadways, and to 
determine the portion of time that people are actually exposed at a specific location. 

There are considerable uncertainties associated with the existing estimates of toxicity of the 
various MSATs, because of factors such as low-dose extrapolation and translation of 
occupational exposure data to the general population, a concern expressed by HEI 
(http://pubs.healtheffects.org/view.php?id=282 ). As a result, there is no national 
consensus on air dose-response values assumed to protect the public health and welfare for 
MSAT compounds, and in particular for diesel PM. USEPA 
(http://www.epa.gov/risk/basicinformation.htm#g ) and the HEI 
(http://pubs.healtheffects.org/getfile.php?u=395) have not established a basis for 
quantitative risk assessment of diesel PM in ambient settings. 

There is also the lack of a national consensus on an acceptable level of risk. The current 
context is the process used by USEPA as provided by the Clean Air Act to determine 
whether more stringent controls are required in order to provide an ample margin of safety 
to protect public health or to prevent an adverse environmental effect for industrial sources 
subject to the maximum achievable control technology standards, such as benzene 
emissions from refineries. The decision framework is a two-step process. The first step 
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requires USEPA to determine a “safe” or “acceptable” level of risk due to emissions from a 
source, which is generally no greater than approximately 100 in a million. Additional factors 
are considered in the second step, the goal of which is to maximize the number of people 
with risks less than 1 in a million due to emissions from a source. The results of this 
statutory two-step process do not guarantee that cancer risks from exposure to air toxics are 
less than 1 in a million; in some cases, the residual risk determination could result in 
maximum individual cancer risks that are as high as approximately 100 in a million. In a 
June 2008 decision, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit upheld 
USEPA’s approach to addressing risk in its two-step decision framework. Information is 
incomplete or unavailable to establish that even the largest of highway projects would result 
in levels of risk greater than safe or acceptable. 

Because of the limitations in the methodologies for forecasting health impacts described, 
any predicted difference in health impacts between alternatives is likely to be much smaller 
than the uncertainties associated with predicting the impacts. Consequently, the results of 
such assessments would not be useful to decision makers, who would need to weigh this 
information against project benefits, such as reducing traffic congestion, accident rates, and 
fatalities plus improved access for emergency response, that are better suited for 
quantitative analysis. 

Emission Burden Analysis for Project NEON 
In this Appendix, the Federal Highway Administration and NDOT have provided a 
quantitative analysis of MSAT emissions relative to the No-Build and two build alternatives. 
The concentrations and duration of exposures are uncertain; therefore, the health effects from 
these emissions cannot be reliably estimated.  

Tables 1 though 4 document traffic volume, speed, number of lanes, and capacity inputs to 
the Project NEON MSAT emission burden analysis. Tables 5 and 6 document the MSAT 
emissions, including the total and broken down by each of the seven priority MSATs by 
segment. Detailed Mobile6.2 modeling files used for the MSAT analysis are located on the 
CD at the back of this EIS. 



TABLE 1  
No-Build Traffic Values

2005 2030 2006 2020
ADT ADT ADT ADT

1 Southern end to Sahara NB 0.7 4 140,817 270,378 145,999 218,554
2 Sahara Avenue to Charleston Boulevard NB 1.28 4 142,889 272,209 148,062 220,481
3 Charleston Boulevard to U.S. 95 NB 1.16 4 137,484 259,139 142,350 210,477
4 U.S. 95 to Washington Avenue NB 0.84 3 100,398 168,855 103,136 141,472
5 Southern end to Sahara SB 0.7 4 141,260 275,445 146,627 221,771
6 Sahara Avenue to Charleston Boulevard SB 1.28 4 151,354 277,498 156,400 227,040
7 Charleston Boulevard to U.S. 95 SB 1.16 4 143,079 242,829 147,069 202,929
8 U.S. 95 to Washington Avenue SB 0.84 3 95,378 171,354 98,417 140,964

Traffic from Table 3-4 of Project NEON Traffic Report (Parsons 2007).
Lengths from Table 2-7 of Project NEON Traffic Report (Parsons 2007).
Lanes from Figure 2-7 of Project NEON Traffic Report (Parsons 2007).
2006 & 2020 interpolated from 2005 and 2030 data.

Description
Seg. L 
(Mile)Segment LanesDirection



TABLE 2  
Alternative G Traffic Values

2030 2030 2020
ADT DHV (PM) ADT

1 Southern end to Sahara NB 0.7 8 214,225 15,150 175,396
2 Sahara to HOV Ramps NB 0.92 5 125,255 8,858 102,552
3 HOV Ramps to Charleston NB 0.28 6 115,300 8,154 94,401
4 Charleston Boulevard to Alta Dr, NB 0.58 7 156,702 11,082 128,300
5 Alta Dr. to US 95 NB 0.58 6 132,565 9,375 108,537
6 U.S. 95 to Washington Avenue NB 0.84 4 71,762 5,075 58,755
7 CD Begin to Sahara On Ramp NB 0.80 3 62,443 4,416 51,125
8 CD Sahara On Ramp to Charleston On Ramp NB 0.41 4 81,165 5,740 66,454
9 CD Charleston On to MLK Ramp Split NB 0.52 3 72,469 5,125 59,334

11 Southern end to Sahara SB 0.7 7 177,715 12,568 145,504
12 Sahara to HOV Ramps SB 0.92 7 148,063 10,471 121,226
13 HOV Ramps to Charleston SB 0.28 5 130,628 9,238 106,951
14 Charleston Boulevard to Alta Dr, SB 0.58 6 123,459 8,731 101,082
15 Alta Dr. to US 95 SB 0.58 7 126,287 8,931 103,397
16 U.S. 95 to Washington Avenue SB 0.84 3 83,018 5,871 67,970
17 CD End to MLK On Ramp SB 1.03 3 60,238 4,260 49,319
18 CD MLK On to Charleston Off Ramp SB 0.52 2 55,048 3,893 45,071
19 CD Charleston Off Ramp to US95 SB/EB Ramp SB 0.21 3 61,835 4,373 50,628

Traffic for 2030 PM Peak from Figure 4-17 of Project NEON Traffic Report (Parsons 2007).
Per Project NEON Traffic Report (pg 3-18) 2030 PM peak volumes calculated as 52% of total traffic between 4-6 pm.  Per I-15 traffic 
count, 4-6 pm is 13.6% of ADT.  2030 ADT estimated by dividing Peak Hour by (52% × 13.6%).
Lanes from Figure 4-17 of Project NEON Traffic Report (Parsons 2007).
2020 ADT estimated using ratio of 2030 and 2020 No-build data.
Segment lengths estimated from No-build segment descriptions and supplied mapping.

Segment Description Direction
Seg. L 
(Mile) Lanes



TABLE 3  
Alternative H Values

2030 2030 2020
ADT DHV (PM) ADT

1 Southern end to Sahara NB 0.70 8 214,225 15,150 175,396
2 Sahara to HOV Ramps NB 0.92 5 144,047 10,187 117,938
3 HOV Ramps to Charleston NB 0.28 6 134,092 9,483 109,788
4 Charleston Boulevard to Alta Dr, NB 0.58 7 108,088 7,644 88,497
5 Alta Dr. to US 95 NB 0.58 6 83,951 5,937 68,735
6 U.S. 95 to Washington Avenue NB 0.84 4 38,645 2,733 31,641
7 CD Begin to Sahara Off Ramp NB 0.34 4 70,178 4,963 57,458
8 CD Sahara Off Ramp to Charleston Off Ramp NB 0.52 3 43,651 3,087 35,739
9 CD Charleston Off Ramp to Sahara On Ramp NB 0.52 2 26,753 1,892 21,904

10 CD Sahara On to Alta Off/Charleston On NB 0.67 4 74,689 5,282 61,151
11 CD Alta Off/Charleston On to Ramp Splits NB 0.39 5 88,334 6,247 72,324
12 Southern end to Sahara SB 0.70 7 177,715 12,568 145,504
13 Sahara to HOV Ramps SB 0.92 7 118,411 8,374 96,948
14 HOV Ramps to Charleston SB 0.28 5 124,137 8,779 101,637
15 Charleston Boulevard to Alta Dr, SB 0.58 6 107,212 7,582 87,779
16 Alta Dr. to US 95 SB 0.58 7 90,286 6,385 73,921
17 U.S. 95 to Washington Avenue SB 0.84 3 83,018 5,871 67,970
18 CD End to Sahara On Ramp SB 0.25 3 63,447 4,487 51,947
19 CD Sahara On Ramp to Charleston On Ramp SB 0.97 3 33,795 2,390 27,670
20 CD Sahara Off to Charleston Off SB 0.56 3 38,306 2,709 31,363
21 CD Charleston Off to US95 SB Ramp SB 0.26 3 56,717 4,011 46,437

Traffic for 2030 PM Peak from Figure 4-21 of Project NEON Traffic Report (Parsons 2007).
Per Project NEON Traffic Report (pg 3-18) 2030 PM peak volumes calculated as 52% of total traffic between 4-6 pm.  Per I-15 traffic 
count, 4-6 pm is 13.6% of ADT.  2030 ADT estimated by dividing Peak Hour by (52% × 13.6%).
Lanes from Figure 4-17 of Project NEON Traffic Report (Parsons 2007).
Segment lengths estimated from No-build segment descriptions and supplied mapping.

Segment Description Direction
Seg. L 
(Mile) Lanes



TABLE 4
Average Daily Speed

Free Flow 
Spd Capacity, C

Adjusted 
Speed ADT

Scenario Year Segment Lanes mph vph A B mph vpd
No-build 2006 1 4 65 9200 0.66 7.2 54.8 145,999
No-build 2006 2 4 65 9200 0.66 7.2 54.1 148,062
No-build 2006 3 4 65 9200 0.66 7.2 55.9 142,350
No-build 2006 4 3 65 6900 0.66 7.2 57.4 103,136
No-build 2006 5 4 65 9200 0.66 7.2 54.5 146,627
No-build 2006 6 4 65 9200 0.66 7.2 51.2 156,400
No-build 2006 7 4 65 9200 0.66 7.2 54.4 147,069
No-build 2006 8 3 65 6900 0.66 7.2 59.1 98,417
No-build 2020 1 4 65 9200 0.66 7.2 33.7 218,554
No-build 2020 2 4 65 9200 0.66 7.2 33.3 220,481
No-build 2020 3 4 65 9200 0.66 7.2 35.2 210,477
No-build 2020 4 3 65 6900 0.66 7.2 40.6 141,472
No-build 2020 5 4 65 9200 0.66 7.2 33.1 221,771
No-build 2020 6 4 65 9200 0.66 7.2 32.2 227,040
No-build 2020 7 4 65 9200 0.66 7.2 36.9 202,929
No-build 2020 8 3 65 6900 0.66 7.2 40.8 140,964
No-build 2030 1 4 65 9200 0.66 7.2 26.8 270,378
No-build 2030 2 4 65 9200 0.66 7.2 26.7 272,209
No-build 2030 3 4 65 9200 0.66 7.2 28.0 259,139
No-build 2030 4 3 65 6900 0.66 7.2 32.5 168,855
No-build 2030 5 4 65 9200 0.66 7.2 26.3 275,445
No-build 2030 6 4 65 9200 0.66 7.2 26.1 277,498
No-build 2030 7 4 65 9200 0.66 7.2 29.9 242,829
No-build 2030 8 3 65 6900 0.66 7.2 32.0 171,354
Alternative G 2020 1 8 65 18400 0.66 7.2 64.6 175,396
Alternative G 2020 2 5 65 11500 0.66 7.2 64.7 102,552
Alternative G 2020 3 6 65 13800 0.66 7.2 65.0 94,401
Alternative G 2020 4 7 65 16100 0.66 7.2 64.9 128,300
Alternative G 2020 5 6 65 13800 0 66 7 2 64 9 108 537Alternative G 2020 5 6 65 13800 0.66 7.2 64.9 108,537
Alternative G 2020 6 4 65 9200 0.66 7.2 65.0 58,755
Alternative G 2020 7 3 55 6900 0.66 7.2 54.9 51,125
Alternative G 2020 8 4 55 9200 0.66 7.2 55.0 66,454
Alternative G 2020 9 3 55 6900 0.66 7.2 54.8 59,334
Alternative G 2020 11 7 65 16100 0.66 7.2 64.7 145,504
Alternative G 2020 12 7 65 16100 0.66 7.2 64.9 121,226
Alternative G 2020 13 5 65 11500 0.66 7.2 64.6 106,951
Alternative G 2020 14 6 65 13800 0.66 7.2 64.9 101,082
Alternative G 2020 15 7 65 16100 0.66 7.2 65.0 103,397
Alternative G 2020 16 3 65 6900 0.66 7.2 64.5 67,970
Alternative G 2020 17 3 55 6900 0.66 7.2 55.0 49,319
Alternative G 2020 18 2 55 4600 0.66 7.2 54.6 45,071
Alternative G 2020 19 3 55 6900 0.66 7.2 54.9 50,628
Alternative G 2030 1 8 65 18400 0.66 7.2 63.3 214,225
Alternative G 2030 2 5 65 11500 0.66 7.2 63.9 125,255
Alternative G 2030 3 6 65 13800 0.66 7.2 64.8 115,300
Alternative G 2030 4 7 65 16100 0.66 7.2 64.5 156,702
Alternative G 2030 5 6 65 13800 0.66 7.2 64.6 132,565
Alternative G 2030 6 4 65 9200 0.66 7.2 64.9 71,762
Alternative G 2030 7 3 55 6900 0.66 7.2 54.8 62,443
Alternative G 2030 8 4 55 9200 0.66 7.2 54.8 81,165
Alternative G 2030 9 3 55 6900 0.66 7.2 54.3 72,469
Alternative G 2030 11 7 65 16100 0.66 7.2 63.8 177,715
Alternative G 2030 12 7 65 16100 0.66 7.2 64.7 148,063



TABLE 4
Average Daily Speed

Free Flow 
Spd Capacity, C

Adjusted 
Speed ADT

Scenario Year Segment Lanes mph vph A B mph vpd
Alternative G 2030 13 5 65 11500 0.66 7.2 63.6 130,628
Alternative G 2030 14 6 65 13800 0.66 7.2 64.7 123,459
Alternative G 2030 15 7 65 16100 0.66 7.2 64.9 126,287
Alternative G 2030 16 3 65 6900 0.66 7.2 62.9 83,018
Alternative G 2030 17 3 55 6900 0.66 7.2 54.8 60,238
Alternative G 2030 18 2 55 4600 0.66 7.2 53.3 55,048
Alternative G 2030 19 3 55 6900 0.66 7.2 54.8 61,835
Alternative H 2020 1 8 65 18400 0.66 7.2 64.6 175,396
Alternative H 2020 2 5 65 11500 0.66 7.2 64.3 117,938
Alternative H 2020 3 6 65 13800 0.66 7.2 64.9 109,788
Alternative H 2020 4 7 65 16100 0.66 7.2 65.0 88,497
Alternative H 2020 5 6 65 13800 0.66 7.2 65.0 68,735
Alternative H 2020 6 4 65 9200 0.66 7.2 65.0 31,641
Alternative H 2020 7 4 55 9200 0.66 7.2 55.0 57,458
Alternative H 2020 8 3 55 6900 0.66 7.2 55.0 35,739
Alternative H 2020 9 2 55 4600 0.66 7.2 55.0 21,904
Alternative H 2020 10 4 55 9200 0.66 7.2 55.0 61,151
Alternative H 2020 11 5 55 11500 0.66 7.2 55.0 72,324
Alternative H 2020 12 7 65 16100 0.66 7.2 64.7 145,504
Alternative H 2020 13 7 65 16100 0.66 7.2 65.0 96,948
Alternative H 2020 14 5 65 11500 0.66 7.2 64.8 101,637
Alternative H 2020 15 6 65 13800 0.66 7.2 65.0 87,779
Alternative H 2020 16 7 65 16100 0.66 7.2 65.0 73,921
Alternative H 2020 17 3 65 6900 0.66 7.2 64.5 67,970
Alternative H 2020 18 3 55 6900 0.66 7.2 54.9 51,947
Alternative H 2020 19 3 55 6900 0.66 7.2 55.0 27,670
Alternative H 2020 20 3 55 6900 0.66 7.2 55.0 31,363
Alternative H 2020 21 3 55 6900 0.66 7.2 55.0 46,437
Alternative H 2030 1 8 65 18400 0 66 7 2 63 3 214 225Alternative H 2030 1 8 65 18400 0.66 7.2 63.3 214,225
Alternative H 2030 2 5 65 11500 0.66 7.2 62.3 144,047
Alternative H 2030 3 6 65 13800 0.66 7.2 64.5 134,092
Alternative H 2030 4 7 65 16100 0.66 7.2 65.0 108,088
Alternative H 2030 5 6 65 13800 0.66 7.2 65.0 83,951
Alternative H 2030 6 4 65 9200 0.66 7.2 65.0 38,645
Alternative H 2030 7 4 55 9200 0.66 7.2 54.9 70,178
Alternative H 2030 8 3 55 6900 0.66 7.2 55.0 43,651
Alternative H 2030 9 2 55 4600 0.66 7.2 55.0 26,753
Alternative H 2030 10 4 55 9200 0.66 7.2 54.9 74,689
Alternative H 2030 11 5 55 11500 0.66 7.2 54.9 88,334
Alternative H 2030 12 7 65 16100 0.66 7.2 63.8 177,715
Alternative H 2030 13 7 65 16100 0.66 7.2 64.9 118,411
Alternative H 2030 14 5 65 11500 0.66 7.2 64.0 124,137
Alternative H 2030 15 6 65 13800 0.66 7.2 64.9 107,212
Alternative H 2030 16 7 65 16100 0.66 7.2 65.0 90,286
Alternative H 2030 17 3 65 6900 0.66 7.2 62.9 83,018
Alternative H 2030 18 3 55 6900 0.66 7.2 54.7 63,447
Alternative H 2030 19 3 55 6900 0.66 7.2 55.0 33,795
Alternative H 2030 20 3 55 6900 0.66 7.2 55.0 38,306
Alternative H 2030 21 3 55 6900 0.66 7.2 54.9 56,717



TABLE 5 
MSAT Emission Factors and Segment Burden

Length ADT VMT DPM BENZENE 1,3 BUTADIENE FORMALDEHYDE ACROLEIN NAPHTHALENE POM BENZO (a) ANTH BENZO (a) PYRE
Scenario Description Year Segment miles vpd mi/day mg/mi mg/mi mg/mi mg/mi mg/mi mg/mi mg/mi mg/mi mg/mi

1 No-build 2006 1 0.7 145,999 102,200 0.0078 32.9 2.4 6.3 0.31 0.59 0.0038 7.99E-04 6.21E-04
2 No-build 2006 2 1.3 148,062 189,519 0.0078 32.9 2.4 6.3 0.31 0.59 0.0038 7.99E-04 6.21E-04
3 No-build 2006 3 1.2 142,350 165,126 0.0078 32.8 2.4 6.3 0.31 0.58 0.0038 7.99E-04 6.21E-04
4 No-build 2006 4 0.8 103,136 86,634 0.0078 32.7 2.4 6.3 0.31 0.58 0.0038 7.99E-04 6.21E-04
5 No-build 2006 5 0.7 146,627 102,639 0.0078 32.9 2.4 6.3 0.31 0.59 0.0038 7.99E-04 6.21E-04
6 No-build 2006 6 1.3 156,400 200,192 0.0078 33.1 2.4 6.3 0.32 0.59 0.0038 7.99E-04 6.21E-04
7 No-build 2006 7 1.2 147,069 170,600 0.0078 32.9 2.4 6.3 0.31 0.59 0.0038 7.99E-04 6.21E-04
8 No-build 2006 8 0.8 98,417 82,670 0.0078 32.6 2.4 6.3 0.31 0.58 0.0038 7.99E-04 6.21E-04
9 No-build 2020 1 0.7 218,554 152,988 0.0013 10.8 0.9 2.1 0.12 0.46 0.0027 4.64E-04 4.40E-04

10 No-build 2020 2 1.3 220,481 282,216 0.0013 10.8 0.9 2.1 0.12 0.46 0.0027 4.64E-04 4.40E-04
11 No-build 2020 3 1.2 210,477 244,153 0.0012 10.7 0.9 2.0 0.12 0.46 0.0027 4.64E-04 4.40E-04
12 No-build 2020 4 0.8 141,472 118,837 0.0012 10.6 0.9 2.0 0.12 0.45 0.0027 4.64E-04 4.40E-04
13 No-build 2020 5 0.7 221,771 155,240 0.0013 10.8 0.9 2.1 0.12 0.46 0.0027 4.64E-04 4.40E-04
14 No-build 2020 6 1.3 227,040 290,612 0.0013 10.9 0.9 2.1 0.12 0.46 0.0027 4.64E-04 4.40E-04
15 No-build 2020 7 1.2 202,929 235,398 0.0012 10.7 0.9 2.0 0.12 0.45 0.0027 4.64E-04 4.40E-04
16 No-build 2020 8 0.8 140,964 118,409 0.0012 10.6 0.9 2.0 0.12 0.45 0.0027 4.64E-04 4.40E-04
17 No-build 2030 1 0.7 270,378 189,265 0.0013 9.1 0.8 2.0 0.11 0.44 0.0027 4.50E-04 4.33E-04
18 No-build 2030 2 1.3 272,209 348,428 0.0013 9.1 0.8 2.0 0.11 0.44 0.0027 4.50E-04 4.33E-04
19 No-build 2030 3 1.2 259,139 300,601 0.0012 9.0 0.8 1.9 0.11 0.44 0.0027 4.50E-04 4.33E-04
20 No-build 2030 4 0.8 168,855 141,838 0.0012 8.7 0.7 1.8 0.10 0.43 0.0027 4.50E-04 4.32E-04
21 No-build 2030 5 0.7 275,445 192,812 0.0013 9.1 0.8 2.0 0.11 0.44 0.0027 4.51E-04 4.33E-04
22 No-build 2030 6 1.3 277,498 355,197 0.0013 9.1 0.8 2.0 0.11 0.44 0.0027 4.51E-04 4.33E-04
23 No-build 2030 7 1.2 242,829 281,682 0.0012 8.9 0.7 1.9 0.10 0.44 0.0027 4.50E-04 4.33E-04
24 No-build 2030 8 0.8 171,354 143,937 0.0012 8.8 0.7 1.8 0.10 0.43 0.0027 4.50E-04 4.32E-04
25 Alternative G 2020 1 0.7 175,396 122,777 0.0012 10.9 0.9 2.1 0.12 0.44 0.0027 4.64E-04 4.40E-04
26 Alternative G 2020 2 0.9 102,552 94,348 0.0012 10.9 0.9 2.1 0.12 0.44 0.0027 4.64E-04 4.40E-04
27 Alternative G 2020 3 0.3 94,401 26,432 0.0012 10.9 0.9 2.1 0.12 0.44 0.0027 4.64E-04 4.40E-04
28 Alternative G 2020 4 0.6 128,300 74,414 0.0012 10.9 0.9 2.1 0.12 0.44 0.0027 4.64E-04 4.40E-04
29 Alternative G 2020 5 0.6 108,537 62,952 0.0012 10.9 0.9 2.1 0.12 0.44 0.0027 4.64E-04 4.40E-04
30 Alternative G 2020 6 0.8 58,755 49,354 0.0012 10.9 0.9 2.1 0.12 0.44 0.0027 4.64E-04 4.40E-04
31 Alternative G 2020 7 0.8 51,125 40,900 0.0012 10.6 0.9 1.9 0.11 0.44 0.0027 4.64E-04 4.40E-04
32 Alternative G 2020 8 0.4 66,454 27,246 0.0012 10.6 0.9 1.9 0.11 0.44 0.0027 4.64E-04 4.40E-04
33 Alternative G 2020 9 0.5 59,334 30,854 0.0012 10.6 0.9 1.9 0.11 0.44 0.0027 4.64E-04 4.40E-04
34 Alternative G 2020 11 0.7 145,504 101,853 0.0012 10.9 0.9 2.1 0.12 0.44 0.0027 4.64E-04 4.40E-04
35 Alternative G 2020 12 0.9 121,226 111,528 0.0012 10.9 0.9 2.1 0.12 0.44 0.0027 4.64E-04 4.40E-04
36 Alternative G 2020 13 0.3 106,951 29,946 0.0012 10.9 0.9 2.1 0.12 0.44 0.0027 4.64E-04 4.40E-04
37 Alternative G 2020 14 0.6 101,082 58,627 0.0012 10.9 0.9 2.1 0.12 0.44 0.0027 4.64E-04 4.40E-04
38 Alternative G 2020 15 0.6 103,397 59,970 0.0012 10.9 0.9 2.1 0.12 0.44 0.0027 4.64E-04 4.40E-04
39 Alternative G 2020 16 0.8 67,970 57,095 0.0012 10.9 0.9 2.1 0.12 0.44 0.0027 4.64E-04 4.40E-04
40 Alternative G 2020 17 1.0 49,319 50,799 0.0012 10.6 0.9 1.9 0.11 0.44 0.0027 4.64E-04 4.40E-04
41 Alternative G 2020 18 0.5 45,071 23,437 0.0012 10.6 0.9 1.9 0.11 0.44 0.0027 4.64E-04 4.40E-04
42 Alternative G 2020 19 0.2 50,628 10,632 0.0012 10.6 0.9 1.9 0.11 0.44 0.0027 4.64E-04 4.40E-04
43 Alternative G 2030 1 0.7 214,225 149,958 0.0011 8.9 0.8 1.8 0.10 0.42 0.0027 4.50E-04 4.32E-04
44 Alternative G 2030 2 0.9 125,255 115,234 0.0011 8.9 0.8 1.8 0.10 0.42 0.0027 4.50E-04 4.32E-04
45 Alternative G 2030 3 0.3 115,300 32,284 0.0011 9.0 0.8 1.8 0.10 0.42 0.0027 4.50E-04 4.32E-04
46 Alternative G 2030 4 0.6 156,702 90,887 0.0011 8.9 0.8 1.8 0.10 0.42 0.0027 4.50E-04 4.32E-04
47 Alternative G 2030 5 0.6 132,565 76,888 0.0011 8.9 0.8 1.8 0.10 0.42 0.0027 4.50E-04 4.32E-04
48 Alternative G 2030 6 0.8 71,762 60,280 0.0011 9.0 0.8 1.8 0.10 0.42 0.0027 4.50E-04 4.32E-04
49 Alternative G 2030 7 0.8 62,443 49,955 0.0011 8.6 0.7 1.7 0.10 0.42 0.0027 4.50E-04 4.32E-04
50 Alternative G 2030 8 0.4 81,165 33,278 0.0011 8.6 0.7 1.7 0.10 0.42 0.0027 4.50E-04 4.32E-04
51 Alternative G 2030 9 0.5 72,469 37,684 0.0011 8.6 0.7 1.7 0.10 0.42 0.0027 4.50E-04 4.32E-04
52 Alternative G 2030 11 0.7 177,715 124,400 0.0011 8.9 0.8 1.8 0.10 0.42 0.0027 4.50E-04 4.32E-04
53 Alternative G 2030 12 0.9 148,063 136,218 0.0011 8.9 0.8 1.8 0.10 0.42 0.0027 4.50E-04 4.32E-04
54 Alternative G 2030 13 0.3 130,628 36,576 0.0011 8.9 0.8 1.8 0.10 0.42 0.0027 4.50E-04 4.32E-04
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TABLE 5 
MSAT Emission Factors and Segment Burden

Length ADT VMT DPM BENZENE 1,3 BUTADIENE FORMALDEHYDE ACROLEIN NAPHTHALENE POM BENZO (a) ANTH BENZO (a) PYRE
Scenario Description Year Segment miles vpd mi/day mg/mi mg/mi mg/mi mg/mi mg/mi mg/mi mg/mi mg/mi mg/mi

55 Alternative G 2030 14 0.6 123,459 71,606 0.0011 8.9 0.8 1.8 0.10 0.42 0.0027 4.50E-04 4.32E-04
56 Alternative G 2030 15 0.6 126,287 73,246 0.0011 9.0 0.8 1.8 0.10 0.42 0.0027 4.50E-04 4.32E-04
57 Alternative G 2030 16 0.8 83,018 69,735 0.0011 8.9 0.8 1.8 0.10 0.42 0.0027 4.50E-04 4.32E-04
58 Alternative G 2030 17 1.0 60,238 62,045 0.0011 8.6 0.7 1.7 0.10 0.42 0.0027 4.50E-04 4.32E-04
59 Alternative G 2030 18 0.5 55,048 28,625 0.0011 8.6 0.7 1.7 0.10 0.42 0.0027 4.50E-04 4.32E-04
60 Alternative G 2030 19 0.2 61,835 12,985 0.0011 8.6 0.7 1.7 0.10 0.42 0.0027 4.50E-04 4.32E-04
61 Alternative H 2020 1 0.7 175,396 122,777 0.0012 10.9 0.9 2.1 0.12 0.44 0.0027 4.64E-04 4.40E-04
62 Alternative H 2020 2 0.9 117,938 108,503 0.0012 10.9 0.9 2.1 0.12 0.44 0.0027 4.64E-04 4.40E-04
63 Alternative H 2020 3 0.3 109,788 30,741 0.0012 10.9 0.9 2.1 0.12 0.44 0.0027 4.64E-04 4.40E-04
64 Alternative H 2020 4 0.6 88,497 51,328 0.0012 10.9 0.9 2.1 0.12 0.44 0.0027 4.64E-04 4.40E-04
65 Alternative H 2020 5 0.6 68,735 39,866 0.0012 10.9 0.9 2.1 0.12 0.44 0.0027 4.64E-04 4.40E-04
66 Alternative H 2020 6 0.8 31,641 26,578 0.0012 10.9 0.9 2.1 0.12 0.44 0.0027 4.64E-04 4.40E-04
67 Alternative H 2020 7 0.3 57,458 19,536 0.0012 10.6 0.9 1.9 0.11 0.44 0.0027 4.64E-04 4.40E-04
68 Alternative H 2020 8 0.5 35,739 18,584 0.0012 10.6 0.9 1.9 0.11 0.44 0.0027 4.64E-04 4.40E-04
69 Alternative H 2020 9 0.5 21,904 11,390 0.0012 10.6 0.9 1.9 0.11 0.44 0.0027 4.64E-04 4.40E-04
70 Alternative H 2020 10 0.7 61,151 40,971 0.0012 10.6 0.9 1.9 0.11 0.44 0.0027 4.64E-04 4.40E-04
71 Alternative H 2020 11 0.4 72,324 28,206 0.0012 10.6 0.9 1.9 0.11 0.44 0.0027 4.64E-04 4.40E-04
72 Alternative H 2020 12 0.7 145,504 101,853 0.0012 10.9 0.9 2.1 0.12 0.44 0.0027 4.64E-04 4.40E-04
73 Alternative H 2020 13 0.9 96,948 89,193 0.0012 10.9 0.9 2.1 0.12 0.44 0.0027 4.64E-04 4.40E-04
74 Alternative H 2020 14 0.3 101,637 28,458 0.0012 10.9 0.9 2.1 0.12 0.44 0.0027 4.64E-04 4.40E-04
75 Alternative H 2020 15 0.6 87,779 50,912 0.0012 10.9 0.9 2.1 0.12 0.44 0.0027 4.64E-04 4.40E-04
76 Alternative H 2020 16 0.6 73,921 42,874 0.0012 10.9 0.9 2.1 0.12 0.44 0.0027 4.64E-04 4.40E-04
77 Alternative H 2020 17 0.8 67,970 57,095 0.0012 10.9 0.9 2.1 0.12 0.44 0.0027 4.64E-04 4.40E-04
78 Alternative H 2020 18 0.3 51,947 12,987 0.0012 10.6 0.9 1.9 0.11 0.44 0.0027 4.64E-04 4.40E-04
79 Alternative H 2020 19 1.0 27,670 26,840 0.0012 10.6 0.9 1.9 0.11 0.44 0.0027 4.64E-04 4.40E-04
80 Alternative H 2020 20 0.6 31,363 17,563 0.0012 10.6 0.9 1.9 0.11 0.44 0.0027 4.64E-04 4.40E-04
81 Alternative H 2020 21 0.3 46,437 12,074 0.0012 10.6 0.9 1.9 0.11 0.44 0.0027 4.64E-04 4.40E-04
82 Alternative H 2030 1 0.7 214,225 149,958 0.0011 8.9 0.8 1.8 0.10 0.42 0.0027 4.50E-04 4.32E-04
83 Alternative H 2030 2 0.9 144,047 132,523 0.0011 8.9 0.8 1.8 0.10 0.42 0.0027 4.50E-04 4.32E-04
84 Alternative H 2030 3 0.3 134,092 37,546 0.0011 8.9 0.8 1.8 0.10 0.42 0.0027 4.50E-04 4.32E-04
85 Alternative H 2030 4 0.6 108,088 62,691 0.0011 9.0 0.8 1.8 0.10 0.42 0.0027 4.50E-04 4.32E-04
86 Alternative H 2030 5 0.6 83,951 48,691 0.0011 9.0 0.8 1.8 0.10 0.42 0.0027 4.50E-04 4.32E-04
87 Alternative H 2030 6 0.8 38,645 32,462 0.0011 9.0 0.8 1.8 0.10 0.42 0.0027 4.50E-04 4.32E-04
88 Alternative H 2030 7 0.3 70,178 23,861 0.0011 8.6 0.7 1.7 0.10 0.42 0.0027 4.50E-04 4.32E-04
89 Alternative H 2030 8 0.5 43,651 22,699 0.0011 8.6 0.7 1.7 0.10 0.42 0.0027 4.50E-04 4.32E-04
90 Alternative H 2030 9 0.5 26,753 13,912 0.0011 8.6 0.7 1.7 0.10 0.42 0.0027 4.50E-04 4.32E-04
91 Alternative H 2030 10 0.7 74,689 50,042 0.0011 8.6 0.7 1.7 0.10 0.42 0.0027 4.50E-04 4.32E-04
92 Alternative H 2030 11 0.4 88,334 34,450 0.0011 8.6 0.7 1.7 0.10 0.42 0.0027 4.50E-04 4.32E-04
93 Alternative H 2030 12 0.7 177,715 124,400 0.0011 8.9 0.8 1.8 0.10 0.42 0.0027 4.50E-04 4.32E-04
94 Alternative H 2030 13 0.9 118,411 108,938 0.0011 9.0 0.8 1.8 0.10 0.42 0.0027 4.50E-04 4.32E-04
95 Alternative H 2030 14 0.3 124,137 34,758 0.0011 8.9 0.8 1.8 0.10 0.42 0.0027 4.50E-04 4.32E-04
96 Alternative H 2030 15 0.6 107,212 62,183 0.0011 9.0 0.8 1.8 0.10 0.42 0.0027 4.50E-04 4.32E-04
97 Alternative H 2030 16 0.6 90,286 52,366 0.0011 9.0 0.8 1.8 0.10 0.42 0.0027 4.50E-04 4.32E-04
98 Alternative H 2030 17 0.8 83,018 69,735 0.0011 8.9 0.8 1.8 0.10 0.42 0.0027 4.50E-04 4.32E-04
99 Alternative H 2030 18 0.3 63,447 15,862 0.0011 8.6 0.7 1.7 0.10 0.42 0.0027 4.50E-04 4.32E-04

100 Alternative H 2030 19 1.0 33,795 32,781 0.0011 8.6 0.7 1.7 0.10 0.42 0.0027 4.50E-04 4.32E-04
101 Alternative H 2030 20 0.6 38,306 21,451 0.0011 8.6 0.7 1.7 0.10 0.42 0.0027 4.50E-04 4.32E-04
102 Alternative H 2030 21 0.3 56,717 14,746 0.0011 8.6 0.7 1.7 0.10 0.42 0.0027 4.50E-04 4.32E-04
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TABLE 5 
MSAT Emission Factors and Segment Burden

Length ADT VMT
Scenario Description Year Segment miles vpd mi/day

1 No-build 2006 1 0.7 145,999 102,200
2 No-build 2006 2 1.3 148,062 189,519
3 No-build 2006 3 1.2 142,350 165,126
4 No-build 2006 4 0.8 103,136 86,634
5 No-build 2006 5 0.7 146,627 102,639
6 No-build 2006 6 1.3 156,400 200,192
7 No-build 2006 7 1.2 147,069 170,600
8 No-build 2006 8 0.8 98,417 82,670
9 No-build 2020 1 0.7 218,554 152,988

10 No-build 2020 2 1.3 220,481 282,216
11 No-build 2020 3 1.2 210,477 244,153
12 No-build 2020 4 0.8 141,472 118,837
13 No-build 2020 5 0.7 221,771 155,240
14 No-build 2020 6 1.3 227,040 290,612
15 No-build 2020 7 1.2 202,929 235,398
16 No-build 2020 8 0.8 140,964 118,409
17 No-build 2030 1 0.7 270,378 189,265
18 No-build 2030 2 1.3 272,209 348,428
19 No-build 2030 3 1.2 259,139 300,601
20 No-build 2030 4 0.8 168,855 141,838
21 No-build 2030 5 0.7 275,445 192,812
22 No-build 2030 6 1.3 277,498 355,197
23 No-build 2030 7 1.2 242,829 281,682
24 No-build 2030 8 0.8 171,354 143,937
25 Alternative G 2020 1 0.7 175,396 122,777
26 Alternative G 2020 2 0.9 102,552 94,348
27 Alternative G 2020 3 0.3 94,401 26,432
28 Alternative G 2020 4 0.6 128,300 74,414
29 Alternative G 2020 5 0.6 108,537 62,952
30 Alternative G 2020 6 0.8 58,755 49,354
31 Alternative G 2020 7 0.8 51,125 40,900
32 Alternative G 2020 8 0.4 66,454 27,246
33 Alternative G 2020 9 0.5 59,334 30,854
34 Alternative G 2020 11 0.7 145,504 101,853
35 Alternative G 2020 12 0.9 121,226 111,528
36 Alternative G 2020 13 0.3 106,951 29,946
37 Alternative G 2020 14 0.6 101,082 58,627
38 Alternative G 2020 15 0.6 103,397 59,970
39 Alternative G 2020 16 0.8 67,970 57,095
40 Alternative G 2020 17 1.0 49,319 50,799
41 Alternative G 2020 18 0.5 45,071 23,437
42 Alternative G 2020 19 0.2 50,628 10,632
43 Alternative G 2030 1 0.7 214,225 149,958
44 Alternative G 2030 2 0.9 125,255 115,234
45 Alternative G 2030 3 0.3 115,300 32,284
46 Alternative G 2030 4 0.6 156,702 90,887
47 Alternative G 2030 5 0.6 132,565 76,888
48 Alternative G 2030 6 0.8 71,762 60,280
49 Alternative G 2030 7 0.8 62,443 49,955
50 Alternative G 2030 8 0.4 81,165 33,278
51 Alternative G 2030 9 0.5 72,469 37,684
52 Alternative G 2030 11 0.7 177,715 124,400
53 Alternative G 2030 12 0.9 148,063 136,218
54 Alternative G 2030 13 0.3 130,628 36,576

BENZO (b) FLUO BENZO (k) FLUO CHRYSENE EXHT DIBENZ (ah) an INDENO 123cd DPM BENZENE 1,3 BUTADIENE
mg/mi mg/mi mg/mi mg/mi mg/mi lb/day lb/day lb/day

7.16E-04 7.16E-04 5.85E-04 5.60E-07 4.04E-04 1.76E-03 7.40E+00 5.45E-01
7.16E-04 7.16E-04 5.85E-04 5.60E-07 4.04E-04 3.26E-03 1.37E+01 1.01E+00
7.16E-04 7.16E-04 5.85E-04 5.60E-07 4.04E-04 2.84E-03 1.19E+01 8.81E-01
7.16E-04 7.16E-04 5.85E-04 5.60E-07 4.04E-04 1.49E-03 6.25E+00 4.62E-01
7.16E-04 7.16E-04 5.85E-04 5.60E-07 4.04E-04 1.76E-03 7.44E+00 5.48E-01
7.16E-04 7.16E-04 5.85E-04 5.60E-07 4.04E-04 3.44E-03 1.46E+01 1.07E+00
7.16E-04 7.16E-04 5.85E-04 5.60E-07 4.04E-04 2.93E-03 1.24E+01 9.10E-01
7.16E-04 7.16E-04 5.85E-04 5.60E-07 4.04E-04 1.42E-03 5.95E+00 4.41E-01
5.19E-04 5.19E-04 4.35E-04 4.96E-08 3.22E-04 4.38E-04 3.64E+00 2.93E-01
5.19E-04 5.19E-04 4.35E-04 4.96E-08 3.22E-04 8.09E-04 6.71E+00 5.41E-01
5.19E-04 5.19E-04 4.35E-04 4.96E-08 3.22E-04 6.46E-04 5.77E+00 4.63E-01
5.19E-04 5.19E-04 4.35E-04 4.96E-08 3.22E-04 3.14E-04 2.79E+00 2.25E-01
5.19E-04 5.19E-04 4.35E-04 4.96E-08 3.22E-04 4.45E-04 3.70E+00 2.98E-01
5.19E-04 5.19E-04 4.35E-04 4.96E-08 3.22E-04 8.33E-04 6.96E+00 5.57E-01
5.19E-04 5.19E-04 4.35E-04 4.96E-08 3.22E-04 6.23E-04 5.54E+00 4.46E-01
5.19E-04 5.19E-04 4.35E-04 4.96E-08 3.22E-04 3.13E-04 2.77E+00 2.24E-01
5.11E-04 5.11E-04 4.29E-04 3.60E-08 3.18E-04 5.42E-04 3.78E+00 3.17E-01
5.11E-04 5.11E-04 4.29E-04 3.60E-08 3.19E-04 9.99E-04 6.97E+00 5.84E-01
5.11E-04 5.11E-04 4.29E-04 3.60E-08 3.18E-04 7.95E-04 5.96E+00 4.97E-01
5.11E-04 5.11E-04 4.29E-04 3.60E-08 3.18E-04 3.75E-04 2.73E+00 2.28E-01
5.11E-04 5.11E-04 4.29E-04 3.60E-08 3.19E-04 5.53E-04 3.86E+00 3.23E-01
5.11E-04 5.11E-04 4.29E-04 3.60E-08 3.19E-04 1.02E-03 7.13E+00 5.95E-01
5.11E-04 5.11E-04 4.29E-04 3.60E-08 3.18E-04 7.45E-04 5.51E+00 4.60E-01
5.11E-04 5.11E-04 4.29E-04 3.60E-08 3.18E-04 3.81E-04 2.78E+00 2.32E-01
5.19E-04 5.19E-04 4.35E-04 4.96E-08 3.22E-04 3.25E-04 2.96E+00 2.52E-01
5.19E-04 5.19E-04 4.35E-04 4.96E-08 3.22E-04 2.50E-04 2.27E+00 1.93E-01
5.19E-04 5.19E-04 4.35E-04 4.96E-08 3.22E-04 6.99E-05 6.38E-01 5.42E-02
5.19E-04 5.19E-04 4.35E-04 4.96E-08 3.22E-04 1.97E-04 1.79E+00 1.53E-01
5.19E-04 5.19E-04 4.35E-04 4.96E-08 3.22E-04 1.67E-04 1.52E+00 1.29E-01
5.19E-04 5.19E-04 4.35E-04 4.96E-08 3.22E-04 1.31E-04 1.19E+00 1.01E-01
5.19E-04 5.19E-04 4.35E-04 4.96E-08 3.22E-04 1.08E-04 9.58E-01 7.84E-02
5.19E-04 5.19E-04 4.35E-04 4.96E-08 3.22E-04 7.21E-05 6.38E-01 5.23E-02
5.19E-04 5.19E-04 4.35E-04 4.96E-08 3.22E-04 8.16E-05 7.22E-01 5.92E-02
5.19E-04 5.19E-04 4.35E-04 4.96E-08 3.22E-04 2.69E-04 2.45E+00 2.09E-01
5.19E-04 5.19E-04 4.35E-04 4.96E-08 3.22E-04 2.95E-04 2.69E+00 2.29E-01
5.19E-04 5.19E-04 4.35E-04 4.96E-08 3.22E-04 7.92E-05 7.22E-01 6.14E-02
5.19E-04 5.19E-04 4.35E-04 4.96E-08 3.22E-04 1.55E-04 1.41E+00 1.20E-01
5.19E-04 5.19E-04 4.35E-04 4.96E-08 3.22E-04 1.59E-04 1.45E+00 1.23E-01
5.19E-04 5.19E-04 4.35E-04 4.96E-08 3.22E-04 1.51E-04 1.37E+00 1.17E-01
5.19E-04 5.19E-04 4.35E-04 4.96E-08 3.22E-04 1.34E-04 1.19E+00 9.74E-02
5.19E-04 5.19E-04 4.35E-04 4.96E-08 3.22E-04 6.20E-05 5.49E-01 4.50E-02
5.19E-04 5.19E-04 4.35E-04 4.96E-08 3.22E-04 2.81E-05 2.49E-01 2.04E-02
5.11E-04 5.11E-04 4.29E-04 3.60E-08 3.18E-04 3.64E-04 2.94E+00 2.61E-01
5.11E-04 5.11E-04 4.29E-04 3.60E-08 3.18E-04 2.79E-04 2.26E+00 2.01E-01
5.11E-04 5.11E-04 4.29E-04 3.60E-08 3.18E-04 7.83E-05 6.37E-01 5.69E-02
5.11E-04 5.11E-04 4.29E-04 3.60E-08 3.18E-04 2.20E-04 1.79E+00 1.58E-01
5.11E-04 5.11E-04 4.29E-04 3.60E-08 3.18E-04 1.86E-04 1.52E+00 1.36E-01
5.11E-04 5.11E-04 4.29E-04 3.60E-08 3.18E-04 1.46E-04 1.19E+00 1.06E-01
5.11E-04 5.11E-04 4.29E-04 3.60E-08 3.18E-04 1.21E-04 9.48E-01 8.04E-02
5.11E-04 5.11E-04 4.29E-04 3.60E-08 3.18E-04 8.07E-05 6.32E-01 5.36E-02
5.11E-04 5.11E-04 4.29E-04 3.60E-08 3.18E-04 9.14E-05 7.14E-01 6.06E-02
5.11E-04 5.11E-04 4.29E-04 3.60E-08 3.18E-04 3.02E-04 2.44E+00 2.17E-01
5.11E-04 5.11E-04 4.29E-04 3.60E-08 3.18E-04 3.30E-04 2.68E+00 2.40E-01
5.11E-04 5.11E-04 4.29E-04 3.60E-08 3.18E-04 8.87E-05 7.18E-01 6.37E-02
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TABLE 5 
MSAT Emission Factors and Segment Burden

Length ADT VMT
Scenario Description Year Segment miles vpd mi/day

55 Alternative G 2030 14 0.6 123,459 71,606
56 Alternative G 2030 15 0.6 126,287 73,246
57 Alternative G 2030 16 0.8 83,018 69,735
58 Alternative G 2030 17 1.0 60,238 62,045
59 Alternative G 2030 18 0.5 55,048 28,625
60 Alternative G 2030 19 0.2 61,835 12,985
61 Alternative H 2020 1 0.7 175,396 122,777
62 Alternative H 2020 2 0.9 117,938 108,503
63 Alternative H 2020 3 0.3 109,788 30,741
64 Alternative H 2020 4 0.6 88,497 51,328
65 Alternative H 2020 5 0.6 68,735 39,866
66 Alternative H 2020 6 0.8 31,641 26,578
67 Alternative H 2020 7 0.3 57,458 19,536
68 Alternative H 2020 8 0.5 35,739 18,584
69 Alternative H 2020 9 0.5 21,904 11,390
70 Alternative H 2020 10 0.7 61,151 40,971
71 Alternative H 2020 11 0.4 72,324 28,206
72 Alternative H 2020 12 0.7 145,504 101,853
73 Alternative H 2020 13 0.9 96,948 89,193
74 Alternative H 2020 14 0.3 101,637 28,458
75 Alternative H 2020 15 0.6 87,779 50,912
76 Alternative H 2020 16 0.6 73,921 42,874
77 Alternative H 2020 17 0.8 67,970 57,095
78 Alternative H 2020 18 0.3 51,947 12,987
79 Alternative H 2020 19 1.0 27,670 26,840
80 Alternative H 2020 20 0.6 31,363 17,563
81 Alternative H 2020 21 0.3 46,437 12,074
82 Alternative H 2030 1 0.7 214,225 149,958
83 Alternative H 2030 2 0.9 144,047 132,523
84 Alternative H 2030 3 0.3 134,092 37,546
85 Alternative H 2030 4 0.6 108,088 62,691
86 Alternative H 2030 5 0.6 83,951 48,691
87 Alternative H 2030 6 0.8 38,645 32,462
88 Alternative H 2030 7 0.3 70,178 23,861
89 Alternative H 2030 8 0.5 43,651 22,699
90 Alternative H 2030 9 0.5 26,753 13,912
91 Alternative H 2030 10 0.7 74,689 50,042
92 Alternative H 2030 11 0.4 88,334 34,450
93 Alternative H 2030 12 0.7 177,715 124,400
94 Alternative H 2030 13 0.9 118,411 108,938
95 Alternative H 2030 14 0.3 124,137 34,758
96 Alternative H 2030 15 0.6 107,212 62,183
97 Alternative H 2030 16 0.6 90,286 52,366
98 Alternative H 2030 17 0.8 83,018 69,735
99 Alternative H 2030 18 0.3 63,447 15,862

100 Alternative H 2030 19 1.0 33,795 32,781
101 Alternative H 2030 20 0.6 38,306 21,451
102 Alternative H 2030 21 0.3 56,717 14,746

BENZO (b) FLUO BENZO (k) FLUO CHRYSENE EXHT DIBENZ (ah) an INDENO 123cd DPM BENZENE 1,3 BUTADIENE
mg/mi mg/mi mg/mi mg/mi mg/mi lb/day lb/day lb/day

5.11E-04 5.11E-04 4.29E-04 3.60E-08 3.18E-04 1.74E-04 1.41E+00 1.26E-01
5.11E-04 5.11E-04 4.29E-04 3.60E-08 3.18E-04 1.78E-04 1.45E+00 1.29E-01
5.11E-04 5.11E-04 4.29E-04 3.60E-08 3.18E-04 1.69E-04 1.37E+00 1.20E-01
5.11E-04 5.11E-04 4.29E-04 3.60E-08 3.18E-04 1.50E-04 1.18E+00 9.99E-02
5.11E-04 5.11E-04 4.29E-04 3.60E-08 3.18E-04 6.94E-05 5.42E-01 4.61E-02
5.11E-04 5.11E-04 4.29E-04 3.60E-08 3.18E-04 3.15E-05 2.46E-01 2.09E-02
5.19E-04 5.19E-04 4.35E-04 4.96E-08 3.22E-04 3.25E-04 2.96E+00 2.52E-01
5.19E-04 5.19E-04 4.35E-04 4.96E-08 3.22E-04 2.87E-04 2.61E+00 2.22E-01
5.19E-04 5.19E-04 4.35E-04 4.96E-08 3.22E-04 8.13E-05 7.41E-01 6.30E-02
5.19E-04 5.19E-04 4.35E-04 4.96E-08 3.22E-04 1.36E-04 1.24E+00 1.05E-01
5.19E-04 5.19E-04 4.35E-04 4.96E-08 3.22E-04 1.05E-04 9.61E-01 8.17E-02
5.19E-04 5.19E-04 4.35E-04 4.96E-08 3.22E-04 7.03E-05 6.41E-01 5.45E-02
5.19E-04 5.19E-04 4.35E-04 4.96E-08 3.22E-04 5.17E-05 4.57E-01 3.75E-02
5.19E-04 5.19E-04 4.35E-04 4.96E-08 3.22E-04 4.92E-05 4.35E-01 3.56E-02
5.19E-04 5.19E-04 4.35E-04 4.96E-08 3.22E-04 3.01E-05 2.67E-01 2.18E-02
5.19E-04 5.19E-04 4.35E-04 4.96E-08 3.22E-04 1.08E-04 9.59E-01 7.86E-02
5.19E-04 5.19E-04 4.35E-04 4.96E-08 3.22E-04 7.46E-05 6.60E-01 5.41E-02
5.19E-04 5.19E-04 4.35E-04 4.96E-08 3.22E-04 2.69E-04 2.45E+00 2.09E-01
5.19E-04 5.19E-04 4.35E-04 4.96E-08 3.22E-04 2.36E-04 2.15E+00 1.83E-01
5.19E-04 5.19E-04 4.35E-04 4.96E-08 3.22E-04 7.53E-05 6.86E-01 5.83E-02
5.19E-04 5.19E-04 4.35E-04 4.96E-08 3.22E-04 1.35E-04 1.23E+00 1.04E-01
5.19E-04 5.19E-04 4.35E-04 4.96E-08 3.22E-04 1.13E-04 1.03E+00 8.79E-02
5.19E-04 5.19E-04 4.35E-04 4.96E-08 3.22E-04 1.51E-04 1.37E+00 1.17E-01
5.19E-04 5.19E-04 4.35E-04 4.96E-08 3.22E-04 3.44E-05 3.04E-01 2.49E-02
5.19E-04 5.19E-04 4.35E-04 4.96E-08 3.22E-04 7.10E-05 6.28E-01 5.15E-02
5.19E-04 5.19E-04 4.35E-04 4.96E-08 3.22E-04 4.65E-05 4.11E-01 3.37E-02
5.19E-04 5.19E-04 4.35E-04 4.96E-08 3.22E-04 3.19E-05 2.83E-01 2.32E-02
5.11E-04 5.11E-04 4.29E-04 3.60E-08 3.18E-04 3.64E-04 2.94E+00 2.61E-01
5.11E-04 5.11E-04 4.29E-04 3.60E-08 3.18E-04 3.21E-04 2.59E+00 2.28E-01
5.11E-04 5.11E-04 4.29E-04 3.60E-08 3.18E-04 9.11E-05 7.39E-01 6.54E-02
5.11E-04 5.11E-04 4.29E-04 3.60E-08 3.18E-04 1.52E-04 1.24E+00 1.11E-01
5.11E-04 5.11E-04 4.29E-04 3.60E-08 3.18E-04 1.18E-04 9.61E-01 8.59E-02
5.11E-04 5.11E-04 4.29E-04 3.60E-08 3.18E-04 7.87E-05 6.41E-01 5.73E-02
5.11E-04 5.11E-04 4.29E-04 3.60E-08 3.18E-04 5.79E-05 4.53E-01 3.84E-02
5.11E-04 5.11E-04 4.29E-04 3.60E-08 3.18E-04 5.50E-05 4.31E-01 3.65E-02
5.11E-04 5.11E-04 4.29E-04 3.60E-08 3.18E-04 3.37E-05 2.64E-01 2.24E-02
5.11E-04 5.11E-04 4.29E-04 3.60E-08 3.18E-04 1.21E-04 9.50E-01 8.05E-02
5.11E-04 5.11E-04 4.29E-04 3.60E-08 3.18E-04 8.35E-05 6.54E-01 5.54E-02
5.11E-04 5.11E-04 4.29E-04 3.60E-08 3.18E-04 3.02E-04 2.44E+00 2.17E-01
5.11E-04 5.11E-04 4.29E-04 3.60E-08 3.18E-04 2.64E-04 2.15E+00 1.92E-01
5.11E-04 5.11E-04 4.29E-04 3.60E-08 3.18E-04 8.43E-05 6.83E-01 6.05E-02
5.11E-04 5.11E-04 4.29E-04 3.60E-08 3.18E-04 1.51E-04 1.23E+00 1.10E-01
5.11E-04 5.11E-04 4.29E-04 3.60E-08 3.18E-04 1.27E-04 1.03E+00 9.24E-02
5.11E-04 5.11E-04 4.29E-04 3.60E-08 3.18E-04 1.69E-04 1.37E+00 1.20E-01
5.11E-04 5.11E-04 4.29E-04 3.60E-08 3.18E-04 3.85E-05 3.01E-01 2.55E-02
5.11E-04 5.11E-04 4.29E-04 3.60E-08 3.18E-04 7.95E-05 6.22E-01 5.28E-02
5.11E-04 5.11E-04 4.29E-04 3.60E-08 3.18E-04 5.20E-05 4.07E-01 3.45E-02
5.11E-04 5.11E-04 4.29E-04 3.60E-08 3.18E-04 3.58E-05 2.80E-01 2.37E-02
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TABLE 5 
MSAT Emission Factors and Segment Burden

Length ADT VMT
Scenario Description Year Segment miles vpd mi/day

1 No-build 2006 1 0.7 145,999 102,200
2 No-build 2006 2 1.3 148,062 189,519
3 No-build 2006 3 1.2 142,350 165,126
4 No-build 2006 4 0.8 103,136 86,634
5 No-build 2006 5 0.7 146,627 102,639
6 No-build 2006 6 1.3 156,400 200,192
7 No-build 2006 7 1.2 147,069 170,600
8 No-build 2006 8 0.8 98,417 82,670
9 No-build 2020 1 0.7 218,554 152,988

10 No-build 2020 2 1.3 220,481 282,216
11 No-build 2020 3 1.2 210,477 244,153
12 No-build 2020 4 0.8 141,472 118,837
13 No-build 2020 5 0.7 221,771 155,240
14 No-build 2020 6 1.3 227,040 290,612
15 No-build 2020 7 1.2 202,929 235,398
16 No-build 2020 8 0.8 140,964 118,409
17 No-build 2030 1 0.7 270,378 189,265
18 No-build 2030 2 1.3 272,209 348,428
19 No-build 2030 3 1.2 259,139 300,601
20 No-build 2030 4 0.8 168,855 141,838
21 No-build 2030 5 0.7 275,445 192,812
22 No-build 2030 6 1.3 277,498 355,197
23 No-build 2030 7 1.2 242,829 281,682
24 No-build 2030 8 0.8 171,354 143,937
25 Alternative G 2020 1 0.7 175,396 122,777
26 Alternative G 2020 2 0.9 102,552 94,348
27 Alternative G 2020 3 0.3 94,401 26,432
28 Alternative G 2020 4 0.6 128,300 74,414
29 Alternative G 2020 5 0.6 108,537 62,952
30 Alternative G 2020 6 0.8 58,755 49,354
31 Alternative G 2020 7 0.8 51,125 40,900
32 Alternative G 2020 8 0.4 66,454 27,246
33 Alternative G 2020 9 0.5 59,334 30,854
34 Alternative G 2020 11 0.7 145,504 101,853
35 Alternative G 2020 12 0.9 121,226 111,528
36 Alternative G 2020 13 0.3 106,951 29,946
37 Alternative G 2020 14 0.6 101,082 58,627
38 Alternative G 2020 15 0.6 103,397 59,970
39 Alternative G 2020 16 0.8 67,970 57,095
40 Alternative G 2020 17 1.0 49,319 50,799
41 Alternative G 2020 18 0.5 45,071 23,437
42 Alternative G 2020 19 0.2 50,628 10,632
43 Alternative G 2030 1 0.7 214,225 149,958
44 Alternative G 2030 2 0.9 125,255 115,234
45 Alternative G 2030 3 0.3 115,300 32,284
46 Alternative G 2030 4 0.6 156,702 90,887
47 Alternative G 2030 5 0.6 132,565 76,888
48 Alternative G 2030 6 0.8 71,762 60,280
49 Alternative G 2030 7 0.8 62,443 49,955
50 Alternative G 2030 8 0.4 81,165 33,278
51 Alternative G 2030 9 0.5 72,469 37,684
52 Alternative G 2030 11 0.7 177,715 124,400
53 Alternative G 2030 12 0.9 148,063 136,218
54 Alternative G 2030 13 0.3 130,628 36,576

FORMALDEHYDE ACROLEIN NAPHTHALENE POM BENZO (a) ANTH BENZO (a) PYRE BENZO (b) FLUO BENZO (k) FLUO
lb/day lb/day lb/day lb/day lb/day lb/day lb/day lb/day

1.42E+00 6.98E-02 1.32E-01 8.65E-04 1.80E-04 1.40E-04 1.61E-04 1.61E-04
2.63E+00 1.30E-01 2.45E-01 1.60E-03 3.34E-04 2.59E-04 2.99E-04 2.99E-04
2.29E+00 1.13E-01 2.13E-01 1.40E-03 2.91E-04 2.26E-04 2.61E-04 2.61E-04
1.20E+00 5.92E-02 1.11E-01 7.34E-04 1.53E-04 1.19E-04 1.37E-04 1.37E-04
1.42E+00 7.01E-02 1.33E-01 8.69E-04 1.81E-04 1.40E-04 1.62E-04 1.62E-04
2.80E+00 1.41E-01 2.60E-01 1.70E-03 3.52E-04 2.74E-04 3.16E-04 3.16E-04
2.37E+00 1.17E-01 2.21E-01 1.44E-03 3.00E-04 2.33E-04 2.69E-04 2.69E-04
1.14E+00 5.65E-02 1.06E-01 7.00E-04 1.46E-04 1.13E-04 1.30E-04 1.30E-04
6.98E-01 4.05E-02 1.54E-01 9.10E-04 1.56E-04 1.48E-04 1.75E-04 1.75E-04
1.29E+00 7.47E-02 2.84E-01 1.68E-03 2.88E-04 2.74E-04 3.23E-04 3.23E-04
1.10E+00 6.46E-02 2.45E-01 1.45E-03 2.50E-04 2.37E-04 2.79E-04 2.79E-04
5.19E-01 3.14E-02 1.18E-01 7.07E-04 1.21E-04 1.15E-04 1.36E-04 1.36E-04
7.12E-01 4.11E-02 1.57E-01 9.24E-04 1.59E-04 1.51E-04 1.78E-04 1.78E-04
1.35E+00 7.69E-02 2.94E-01 1.73E-03 2.97E-04 2.82E-04 3.33E-04 3.33E-04
1.05E+00 6.23E-02 2.36E-01 1.40E-03 2.41E-04 2.28E-04 2.69E-04 2.69E-04
5.17E-01 3.13E-02 1.18E-01 7.04E-04 1.21E-04 1.15E-04 1.35E-04 1.35E-04
8.22E-01 4.59E-02 1.83E-01 1.11E-03 1.88E-04 1.81E-04 2.13E-04 2.13E-04
1.51E+00 8.45E-02 3.38E-01 2.04E-03 3.46E-04 3.32E-04 3.93E-04 3.93E-04
1.28E+00 7.29E-02 2.90E-01 1.76E-03 2.98E-04 2.87E-04 3.39E-04 3.39E-04
5.72E-01 3.13E-02 1.36E-01 8.29E-04 1.41E-04 1.35E-04 1.60E-04 1.60E-04
8.42E-01 4.68E-02 1.87E-01 1.13E-03 1.91E-04 1.84E-04 2.17E-04 2.17E-04
1.56E+00 8.61E-02 3.45E-01 2.08E-03 3.53E-04 3.39E-04 4.00E-04 4.00E-04
1.17E+00 6.21E-02 2.71E-01 1.65E-03 2.80E-04 2.69E-04 3.17E-04 3.17E-04
5.84E-01 3.17E-02 1.38E-01 8.41E-04 1.43E-04 1.37E-04 1.62E-04 1.62E-04
5.58E-01 3.25E-02 1.19E-01 7.30E-04 1.25E-04 1.19E-04 1.40E-04 1.40E-04
4.31E-01 2.50E-02 9.17E-02 5.61E-04 9.64E-05 9.15E-05 1.08E-04 1.08E-04
1.21E-01 6.99E-03 2.57E-02 1.57E-04 2.70E-05 2.56E-05 3.02E-05 3.02E-05
3.40E-01 1.97E-02 7.23E-02 4.43E-04 7.61E-05 7.21E-05 8.51E-05 8.51E-05
2.87E-01 1.67E-02 6.12E-02 3.74E-04 6.43E-05 6.10E-05 7.20E-05 7.20E-05
2.25E-01 1.31E-02 4.80E-02 2.94E-04 5.04E-05 4.79E-05 5.65E-05 5.65E-05
1.73E-01 9.92E-03 4.00E-02 2.43E-04 4.18E-05 3.97E-05 4.68E-05 4.68E-05
1.15E-01 6.61E-03 2.66E-02 1.62E-04 2.78E-05 2.64E-05 3.12E-05 3.12E-05
1.31E-01 7.48E-03 3.02E-02 1.84E-04 3.15E-05 2.99E-05 3.53E-05 3.53E-05
4.65E-01 2.69E-02 9.90E-02 6.06E-04 1.04E-04 9.88E-05 1.17E-04 1.17E-04
5.09E-01 2.95E-02 1.08E-01 6.63E-04 1.14E-04 1.08E-04 1.28E-04 1.28E-04
1.36E-01 7.92E-03 2.91E-02 1.78E-04 3.06E-05 2.90E-05 3.43E-05 3.43E-05
2.68E-01 1.55E-02 5.70E-02 3.49E-04 5.99E-05 5.68E-05 6.71E-05 6.71E-05
2.74E-01 1.59E-02 5.83E-02 3.57E-04 6.13E-05 5.81E-05 6.86E-05 6.86E-05
2.59E-01 1.51E-02 5.55E-02 3.40E-04 5.84E-05 5.54E-05 6.53E-05 6.53E-05
2.15E-01 1.23E-02 4.97E-02 3.02E-04 5.19E-05 4.93E-05 5.81E-05 5.81E-05
9.92E-02 5.68E-03 2.29E-02 1.39E-04 2.40E-05 2.27E-05 2.68E-05 2.68E-05
4.50E-02 2.58E-03 1.04E-02 6.32E-05 1.09E-05 1.03E-05 1.22E-05 1.22E-05
5.95E-01 3.31E-02 1.38E-01 8.76E-04 1.49E-04 1.43E-04 1.69E-04 1.69E-04
4.60E-01 2.54E-02 1.06E-01 6.73E-04 1.14E-04 1.10E-04 1.30E-04 1.30E-04
1.30E-01 7.12E-03 2.97E-02 1.89E-04 3.20E-05 3.08E-05 3.64E-05 3.64E-05
3.65E-01 2.00E-02 8.37E-02 5.31E-04 9.02E-05 8.66E-05 1.02E-04 1.02E-04
3.09E-01 1.70E-02 7.08E-02 4.49E-04 7.63E-05 7.33E-05 8.66E-05 8.66E-05
2.43E-01 1.33E-02 5.55E-02 3.52E-04 5.98E-05 5.74E-05 6.79E-05 6.79E-05
1.85E-01 1.10E-02 4.63E-02 2.92E-04 4.96E-05 4.76E-05 5.63E-05 5.63E-05
1.23E-01 7.34E-03 3.08E-02 1.94E-04 3.30E-05 3.17E-05 3.75E-05 3.75E-05
1.40E-01 8.31E-03 3.49E-02 2.20E-04 3.74E-05 3.59E-05 4.24E-05 4.24E-05
4.96E-01 2.74E-02 1.15E-01 7.27E-04 1.23E-04 1.19E-04 1.40E-04 1.40E-04
5.50E-01 3.00E-02 1.25E-01 7.96E-04 1.35E-04 1.30E-04 1.53E-04 1.53E-04
1.46E-01 8.06E-03 3.37E-02 2.14E-04 3.63E-05 3.49E-05 4.12E-05 4.12E-05
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TABLE 5 
MSAT Emission Factors and Segment Burden

Length ADT VMT
Scenario Description Year Segment miles vpd mi/day

55 Alternative G 2030 14 0.6 123,459 71,606
56 Alternative G 2030 15 0.6 126,287 73,246
57 Alternative G 2030 16 0.8 83,018 69,735
58 Alternative G 2030 17 1.0 60,238 62,045
59 Alternative G 2030 18 0.5 55,048 28,625
60 Alternative G 2030 19 0.2 61,835 12,985
61 Alternative H 2020 1 0.7 175,396 122,777
62 Alternative H 2020 2 0.9 117,938 108,503
63 Alternative H 2020 3 0.3 109,788 30,741
64 Alternative H 2020 4 0.6 88,497 51,328
65 Alternative H 2020 5 0.6 68,735 39,866
66 Alternative H 2020 6 0.8 31,641 26,578
67 Alternative H 2020 7 0.3 57,458 19,536
68 Alternative H 2020 8 0.5 35,739 18,584
69 Alternative H 2020 9 0.5 21,904 11,390
70 Alternative H 2020 10 0.7 61,151 40,971
71 Alternative H 2020 11 0.4 72,324 28,206
72 Alternative H 2020 12 0.7 145,504 101,853
73 Alternative H 2020 13 0.9 96,948 89,193
74 Alternative H 2020 14 0.3 101,637 28,458
75 Alternative H 2020 15 0.6 87,779 50,912
76 Alternative H 2020 16 0.6 73,921 42,874
77 Alternative H 2020 17 0.8 67,970 57,095
78 Alternative H 2020 18 0.3 51,947 12,987
79 Alternative H 2020 19 1.0 27,670 26,840
80 Alternative H 2020 20 0.6 31,363 17,563
81 Alternative H 2020 21 0.3 46,437 12,074
82 Alternative H 2030 1 0.7 214,225 149,958
83 Alternative H 2030 2 0.9 144,047 132,523
84 Alternative H 2030 3 0.3 134,092 37,546
85 Alternative H 2030 4 0.6 108,088 62,691
86 Alternative H 2030 5 0.6 83,951 48,691
87 Alternative H 2030 6 0.8 38,645 32,462
88 Alternative H 2030 7 0.3 70,178 23,861
89 Alternative H 2030 8 0.5 43,651 22,699
90 Alternative H 2030 9 0.5 26,753 13,912
91 Alternative H 2030 10 0.7 74,689 50,042
92 Alternative H 2030 11 0.4 88,334 34,450
93 Alternative H 2030 12 0.7 177,715 124,400
94 Alternative H 2030 13 0.9 118,411 108,938
95 Alternative H 2030 14 0.3 124,137 34,758
96 Alternative H 2030 15 0.6 107,212 62,183
97 Alternative H 2030 16 0.6 90,286 52,366
98 Alternative H 2030 17 0.8 83,018 69,735
99 Alternative H 2030 18 0.3 63,447 15,862

100 Alternative H 2030 19 1.0 33,795 32,781
101 Alternative H 2030 20 0.6 38,306 21,451
102 Alternative H 2030 21 0.3 56,717 14,746

FORMALDEHYDE ACROLEIN NAPHTHALENE POM BENZO (a) ANTH BENZO (a) PYRE BENZO (b) FLUO BENZO (k) FLUO
lb/day lb/day lb/day lb/day lb/day lb/day lb/day lb/day

2.89E-01 1.58E-02 6.59E-02 4.18E-04 7.11E-05 6.82E-05 8.07E-05 8.07E-05
2.96E-01 1.61E-02 6.74E-02 4.28E-04 7.27E-05 6.98E-05 8.25E-05 8.25E-05
2.77E-01 1.54E-02 6.43E-02 4.08E-04 6.92E-05 6.64E-05 7.85E-05 7.85E-05
2.30E-01 1.37E-02 5.75E-02 3.63E-04 6.16E-05 5.91E-05 6.99E-05 6.99E-05
1.06E-01 6.31E-03 2.65E-02 1.67E-04 2.84E-05 2.73E-05 3.22E-05 3.22E-05
4.81E-02 2.86E-03 1.20E-02 7.59E-05 1.29E-05 1.24E-05 1.46E-05 1.46E-05
5.58E-01 3.25E-02 1.19E-01 7.30E-04 1.25E-04 1.19E-04 1.40E-04 1.40E-04
4.93E-01 2.87E-02 1.05E-01 6.45E-04 1.11E-04 1.05E-04 1.24E-04 1.24E-04
1.40E-01 8.13E-03 2.99E-02 1.83E-04 3.14E-05 2.98E-05 3.52E-05 3.52E-05
2.34E-01 1.36E-02 4.99E-02 3.05E-04 5.25E-05 4.98E-05 5.87E-05 5.87E-05
1.82E-01 1.05E-02 3.87E-02 2.37E-04 4.07E-05 3.87E-05 4.56E-05 4.56E-05
1.21E-01 7.03E-03 2.58E-02 1.58E-04 2.72E-05 2.58E-05 3.04E-05 3.04E-05
8.27E-02 4.74E-03 1.91E-02 1.16E-04 2.00E-05 1.89E-05 2.24E-05 2.24E-05
7.87E-02 4.51E-03 1.82E-02 1.11E-04 1.90E-05 1.80E-05 2.13E-05 2.13E-05
4.82E-02 2.76E-03 1.11E-02 6.78E-05 1.16E-05 1.10E-05 1.30E-05 1.30E-05
1.73E-01 9.94E-03 4.01E-02 2.44E-04 4.19E-05 3.97E-05 4.69E-05 4.69E-05
1.19E-01 6.84E-03 2.76E-02 1.68E-04 2.88E-05 2.73E-05 3.23E-05 3.23E-05
4.65E-01 2.69E-02 9.90E-02 6.06E-04 1.04E-04 9.88E-05 1.17E-04 1.17E-04
4.07E-01 2.36E-02 8.67E-02 5.31E-04 9.12E-05 8.65E-05 1.02E-04 1.02E-04
1.30E-01 7.53E-03 2.77E-02 1.69E-04 2.91E-05 2.76E-05 3.26E-05 3.26E-05
2.32E-01 1.35E-02 4.95E-02 3.03E-04 5.20E-05 4.94E-05 5.83E-05 5.83E-05
1.96E-01 1.13E-02 4.17E-02 2.55E-04 4.38E-05 4.16E-05 4.91E-05 4.91E-05
2.59E-01 1.51E-02 5.55E-02 3.40E-04 5.84E-05 5.54E-05 6.53E-05 6.53E-05
5.50E-02 3.15E-03 1.27E-02 7.72E-05 1.33E-05 1.26E-05 1.49E-05 1.49E-05
1.14E-01 6.51E-03 2.62E-02 1.60E-04 2.74E-05 2.60E-05 3.07E-05 3.07E-05
7.43E-02 4.26E-03 1.72E-02 1.04E-04 1.80E-05 1.70E-05 2.01E-05 2.01E-05
5.11E-02 2.93E-03 1.18E-02 7.18E-05 1.23E-05 1.17E-05 1.38E-05 1.38E-05
5.95E-01 3.31E-02 1.38E-01 8.76E-04 1.49E-04 1.43E-04 1.69E-04 1.69E-04
5.23E-01 2.92E-02 1.22E-01 7.74E-04 1.32E-04 1.26E-04 1.49E-04 1.49E-04
1.51E-01 8.28E-03 3.46E-02 2.19E-04 3.73E-05 3.58E-05 4.23E-05 4.23E-05
2.53E-01 1.38E-02 5.77E-02 3.66E-04 6.22E-05 5.97E-05 7.06E-05 7.06E-05
1.96E-01 1.07E-02 4.48E-02 2.85E-04 4.83E-05 4.64E-05 5.48E-05 5.48E-05
1.31E-01 7.16E-03 2.99E-02 1.90E-04 3.22E-05 3.09E-05 3.66E-05 3.66E-05
8.84E-02 5.26E-03 2.21E-02 1.39E-04 2.37E-05 2.27E-05 2.69E-05 2.69E-05
8.41E-02 5.00E-03 2.10E-02 1.33E-04 2.25E-05 2.16E-05 2.56E-05 2.56E-05
5.15E-02 3.07E-03 1.29E-02 8.13E-05 1.38E-05 1.33E-05 1.57E-05 1.57E-05
1.85E-01 1.10E-02 4.63E-02 2.92E-04 4.97E-05 4.77E-05 5.64E-05 5.64E-05
1.28E-01 7.59E-03 3.19E-02 2.01E-04 3.42E-05 3.28E-05 3.88E-05 3.88E-05
4.96E-01 2.74E-02 1.15E-01 7.27E-04 1.23E-04 1.19E-04 1.40E-04 1.40E-04
4.39E-01 2.40E-02 1.00E-01 6.37E-04 1.08E-04 1.04E-04 1.23E-04 1.23E-04
1.39E-01 7.66E-03 3.20E-02 2.03E-04 3.45E-05 3.31E-05 3.91E-05 3.91E-05
2.51E-01 1.37E-02 5.72E-02 3.63E-04 6.17E-05 5.92E-05 7.00E-05 7.00E-05
2.11E-01 1.15E-02 4.82E-02 3.06E-04 5.20E-05 4.99E-05 5.90E-05 5.90E-05
2.77E-01 1.54E-02 6.43E-02 4.08E-04 6.92E-05 6.64E-05 7.85E-05 7.85E-05
5.87E-02 3.50E-03 1.47E-02 9.27E-05 1.57E-05 1.51E-05 1.79E-05 1.79E-05
1.21E-01 7.23E-03 3.04E-02 1.92E-04 3.25E-05 3.12E-05 3.69E-05 3.69E-05
7.94E-02 4.73E-03 1.99E-02 1.25E-04 2.13E-05 2.04E-05 2.42E-05 2.42E-05
5.46E-02 3.25E-03 1.37E-02 8.62E-05 1.46E-05 1.41E-05 1.66E-05 1.66E-05
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TABLE 5 
MSAT Emission Factors and Segment Burden

Length ADT VMT
Scenario Description Year Segment miles vpd mi/day

1 No-build 2006 1 0.7 145,999 102,200
2 No-build 2006 2 1.3 148,062 189,519
3 No-build 2006 3 1.2 142,350 165,126
4 No-build 2006 4 0.8 103,136 86,634
5 No-build 2006 5 0.7 146,627 102,639
6 No-build 2006 6 1.3 156,400 200,192
7 No-build 2006 7 1.2 147,069 170,600
8 No-build 2006 8 0.8 98,417 82,670
9 No-build 2020 1 0.7 218,554 152,988

10 No-build 2020 2 1.3 220,481 282,216
11 No-build 2020 3 1.2 210,477 244,153
12 No-build 2020 4 0.8 141,472 118,837
13 No-build 2020 5 0.7 221,771 155,240
14 No-build 2020 6 1.3 227,040 290,612
15 No-build 2020 7 1.2 202,929 235,398
16 No-build 2020 8 0.8 140,964 118,409
17 No-build 2030 1 0.7 270,378 189,265
18 No-build 2030 2 1.3 272,209 348,428
19 No-build 2030 3 1.2 259,139 300,601
20 No-build 2030 4 0.8 168,855 141,838
21 No-build 2030 5 0.7 275,445 192,812
22 No-build 2030 6 1.3 277,498 355,197
23 No-build 2030 7 1.2 242,829 281,682
24 No-build 2030 8 0.8 171,354 143,937
25 Alternative G 2020 1 0.7 175,396 122,777
26 Alternative G 2020 2 0.9 102,552 94,348
27 Alternative G 2020 3 0.3 94,401 26,432
28 Alternative G 2020 4 0.6 128,300 74,414
29 Alternative G 2020 5 0.6 108,537 62,952
30 Alternative G 2020 6 0.8 58,755 49,354
31 Alternative G 2020 7 0.8 51,125 40,900
32 Alternative G 2020 8 0.4 66,454 27,246
33 Alternative G 2020 9 0.5 59,334 30,854
34 Alternative G 2020 11 0.7 145,504 101,853
35 Alternative G 2020 12 0.9 121,226 111,528
36 Alternative G 2020 13 0.3 106,951 29,946
37 Alternative G 2020 14 0.6 101,082 58,627
38 Alternative G 2020 15 0.6 103,397 59,970
39 Alternative G 2020 16 0.8 67,970 57,095
40 Alternative G 2020 17 1.0 49,319 50,799
41 Alternative G 2020 18 0.5 45,071 23,437
42 Alternative G 2020 19 0.2 50,628 10,632
43 Alternative G 2030 1 0.7 214,225 149,958
44 Alternative G 2030 2 0.9 125,255 115,234
45 Alternative G 2030 3 0.3 115,300 32,284
46 Alternative G 2030 4 0.6 156,702 90,887
47 Alternative G 2030 5 0.6 132,565 76,888
48 Alternative G 2030 6 0.8 71,762 60,280
49 Alternative G 2030 7 0.8 62,443 49,955
50 Alternative G 2030 8 0.4 81,165 33,278
51 Alternative G 2030 9 0.5 72,469 37,684
52 Alternative G 2030 11 0.7 177,715 124,400
53 Alternative G 2030 12 0.9 148,063 136,218
54 Alternative G 2030 13 0.3 130,628 36,576

CHRYSENE EXHT DIBENZ (ah) an INDENO 123cd Total MSAT
lb/day lb/day lb/day lb/day

1.32E-04 1.26E-07 9.11E-05 9.57
2.45E-04 2.34E-07 1.69E-04 17.77
2.13E-04 2.04E-07 1.47E-04 15.43
1.12E-04 1.07E-07 7.72E-05 8.08
1.32E-04 1.27E-07 9.15E-05 9.61
2.58E-04 2.47E-07 1.78E-04 18.90
2.20E-04 2.11E-07 1.52E-04 15.98
1.07E-04 1.02E-07 7.37E-05 7.70
1.47E-04 1.67E-08 1.09E-04 4.82
2.71E-04 3.08E-08 2.00E-04 8.91
2.34E-04 2.67E-08 1.73E-04 7.64
1.14E-04 1.30E-08 8.43E-05 3.68
1.49E-04 1.70E-08 1.10E-04 4.91
2.79E-04 3.18E-08 2.06E-04 9.23
2.26E-04 2.57E-08 1.67E-04 7.34
1.14E-04 1.29E-08 8.40E-05 3.67
1.79E-04 1.50E-08 1.33E-04 5.15
3.29E-04 2.77E-08 2.45E-04 9.49
2.84E-04 2.39E-08 2.11E-04 8.10
1.34E-04 1.13E-08 9.95E-05 3.70
1.82E-04 1.53E-08 1.35E-04 5.26
3.36E-04 2.82E-08 2.49E-04 9.72
2.66E-04 2.24E-08 1.98E-04 7.48
1.36E-04 1.14E-08 1.01E-04 3.77
1.18E-04 1.34E-08 8.71E-05 3.92
9.05E-05 1.03E-08 6.69E-05 3.01
2.53E-05 2.89E-09 1.88E-05 0.85
7.13E-05 8.13E-09 5.28E-05 2.38
6.04E-05 6.88E-09 4.47E-05 2.01
4.73E-05 5.39E-09 3.50E-05 1.58
3.92E-05 4.47E-09 2.90E-05 1.26
2.61E-05 2.98E-09 1.93E-05 0.84
2.96E-05 3.37E-09 2.19E-05 0.95
9.77E-05 1.11E-08 7.23E-05 3.25
1.07E-04 1.22E-08 7.91E-05 3.57
2.87E-05 3.27E-09 2.12E-05 0.96
5.62E-05 6.41E-09 4.16E-05 1.87
5.75E-05 6.55E-09 4.25E-05 1.92
5.47E-05 6.24E-09 4.05E-05 1.82
4.87E-05 5.55E-09 3.60E-05 1.56
2.25E-05 2.56E-09 1.66E-05 0.72
1.02E-05 1.16E-09 7.54E-06 0.33
1.42E-04 1.19E-08 1.05E-04 3.97
1.09E-04 9.15E-09 8.08E-05 3.06
3.05E-05 2.56E-09 2.26E-05 0.86
8.59E-05 7.21E-09 6.38E-05 2.42
7.26E-05 6.10E-09 5.39E-05 2.05
5.69E-05 4.78E-09 4.23E-05 1.61
4.72E-05 3.96E-09 3.50E-05 1.27
3.14E-05 2.64E-09 2.33E-05 0.85
3.56E-05 2.99E-09 2.64E-05 0.96
1.18E-04 9.87E-09 8.73E-05 3.30
1.29E-04 1.08E-08 9.56E-05 3.63
3.46E-05 2.90E-09 2.57E-05 0.97
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TABLE 5 
MSAT Emission Factors and Segment Burden

Length ADT VMT
Scenario Description Year Segment miles vpd mi/day

55 Alternative G 2030 14 0.6 123,459 71,606
56 Alternative G 2030 15 0.6 126,287 73,246
57 Alternative G 2030 16 0.8 83,018 69,735
58 Alternative G 2030 17 1.0 60,238 62,045
59 Alternative G 2030 18 0.5 55,048 28,625
60 Alternative G 2030 19 0.2 61,835 12,985
61 Alternative H 2020 1 0.7 175,396 122,777
62 Alternative H 2020 2 0.9 117,938 108,503
63 Alternative H 2020 3 0.3 109,788 30,741
64 Alternative H 2020 4 0.6 88,497 51,328
65 Alternative H 2020 5 0.6 68,735 39,866
66 Alternative H 2020 6 0.8 31,641 26,578
67 Alternative H 2020 7 0.3 57,458 19,536
68 Alternative H 2020 8 0.5 35,739 18,584
69 Alternative H 2020 9 0.5 21,904 11,390
70 Alternative H 2020 10 0.7 61,151 40,971
71 Alternative H 2020 11 0.4 72,324 28,206
72 Alternative H 2020 12 0.7 145,504 101,853
73 Alternative H 2020 13 0.9 96,948 89,193
74 Alternative H 2020 14 0.3 101,637 28,458
75 Alternative H 2020 15 0.6 87,779 50,912
76 Alternative H 2020 16 0.6 73,921 42,874
77 Alternative H 2020 17 0.8 67,970 57,095
78 Alternative H 2020 18 0.3 51,947 12,987
79 Alternative H 2020 19 1.0 27,670 26,840
80 Alternative H 2020 20 0.6 31,363 17,563
81 Alternative H 2020 21 0.3 46,437 12,074
82 Alternative H 2030 1 0.7 214,225 149,958
83 Alternative H 2030 2 0.9 144,047 132,523
84 Alternative H 2030 3 0.3 134,092 37,546
85 Alternative H 2030 4 0.6 108,088 62,691
86 Alternative H 2030 5 0.6 83,951 48,691
87 Alternative H 2030 6 0.8 38,645 32,462
88 Alternative H 2030 7 0.3 70,178 23,861
89 Alternative H 2030 8 0.5 43,651 22,699
90 Alternative H 2030 9 0.5 26,753 13,912
91 Alternative H 2030 10 0.7 74,689 50,042
92 Alternative H 2030 11 0.4 88,334 34,450
93 Alternative H 2030 12 0.7 177,715 124,400
94 Alternative H 2030 13 0.9 118,411 108,938
95 Alternative H 2030 14 0.3 124,137 34,758
96 Alternative H 2030 15 0.6 107,212 62,183
97 Alternative H 2030 16 0.6 90,286 52,366
98 Alternative H 2030 17 0.8 83,018 69,735
99 Alternative H 2030 18 0.3 63,447 15,862

100 Alternative H 2030 19 1.0 33,795 32,781
101 Alternative H 2030 20 0.6 38,306 21,451
102 Alternative H 2030 21 0.3 56,717 14,746

CHRYSENE EXHT DIBENZ (ah) an INDENO 123cd Total MSAT
lb/day lb/day lb/day lb/day

6.76E-05 5.68E-09 5.02E-05 1.91
6.92E-05 5.81E-09 5.14E-05 1.95
6.59E-05 5.53E-09 4.89E-05 1.84
5.86E-05 4.92E-09 4.35E-05 1.58
2.70E-05 2.27E-09 2.01E-05 0.73
1.23E-05 1.03E-09 9.11E-06 0.33
1.18E-04 1.34E-08 8.71E-05 3.92
1.04E-04 1.19E-08 7.70E-05 3.46
2.95E-05 3.36E-09 2.18E-05 0.98
4.92E-05 5.61E-09 3.64E-05 1.64
3.82E-05 4.36E-09 2.83E-05 1.27
2.55E-05 2.90E-09 1.89E-05 0.85
1.87E-05 2.13E-09 1.39E-05 0.60
1.78E-05 2.03E-09 1.32E-05 0.57
1.09E-05 1.24E-09 8.08E-06 0.35
3.93E-05 4.48E-09 2.91E-05 1.26
2.70E-05 3.08E-09 2.00E-05 0.87
9.77E-05 1.11E-08 7.23E-05 3.25
8.55E-05 9.75E-09 6.33E-05 2.85
2.73E-05 3.11E-09 2.02E-05 0.91
4.88E-05 5.56E-09 3.61E-05 1.63
4.11E-05 4.68E-09 3.04E-05 1.37
5.47E-05 6.24E-09 4.05E-05 1.82
1.25E-05 1.42E-09 9.21E-06 0.40
2.57E-05 2.93E-09 1.90E-05 0.83
1.68E-05 1.92E-09 1.25E-05 0.54
1.16E-05 1.32E-09 8.57E-06 0.37
1.42E-04 1.19E-08 1.05E-04 3.97
1.25E-04 1.05E-08 9.30E-05 3.49
3.55E-05 2.98E-09 2.63E-05 1.00
5.92E-05 4.98E-09 4.40E-05 1.67
4.60E-05 3.86E-09 3.42E-05 1.30
3.07E-05 2.58E-09 2.28E-05 0.87
2.25E-05 1.89E-09 1.67E-05 0.61
2.14E-05 1.80E-09 1.59E-05 0.58
1.31E-05 1.10E-09 9.76E-06 0.35
4.73E-05 3.97E-09 3.51E-05 1.27
3.25E-05 2.73E-09 2.42E-05 0.88
1.18E-04 9.87E-09 8.73E-05 3.30
1.03E-04 8.65E-09 7.64E-05 2.91
3.28E-05 2.76E-09 2.44E-05 0.92
5.87E-05 4.94E-09 4.36E-05 1.66
4.95E-05 4.16E-09 3.67E-05 1.40
6.59E-05 5.53E-09 4.89E-05 1.84
1.50E-05 1.26E-09 1.11E-05 0.40
3.10E-05 2.60E-09 2.30E-05 0.83
2.03E-05 1.70E-09 1.50E-05 0.55
1.39E-05 1.17E-09 1.03E-05 0.38
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TABLE 6

DPM BENZENE 1,3 BUTADIENE FORMALDEHYDE ACROLEIN NAPHTHALENE POM Total MSAT
Scenario Year lb/day lb/day lb/day lb/day lb/day lb/day lb/day lb/day

No-build Y2006 0.02 79.70 5.87 15.27 0.76 1.42 0.0093 103.04
No-build Y2020 0.00 37.88 3.05 7.23 0.42 1.61 0.0095 50.20
No-build Y2030 0.01 38.73 3.24 8.34 0.46 1.89 0.0114 52.68
Alternative G Y2020 0.00 24.78 2.09 4.65 0.27 1.01 0.0061 32.80
Alternative G Y2030 0.00 24.67 2.18 4.99 0.28 1.16 0.0074 33.28
Alternative H Y2020 0.00 22.48 1.90 4.21 0.24 0.91 0.0056 29.76
Alternative H Y2030 0.00 22.37 1.97 4.51 0.25 1.06 0.0067 30.17

Total MSAT Emission Burden
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Agency Scoping 
Letter Las Vegas Valley Water District Response to NDOT – February 16, 2005 
Letter SNWA Response to NDOT – February 16, 2005 
Agency Scoping Meeting Summary – February 23, 2005 
Letter Cox Communications Response to NDOT – March 9, 2005 
Letter UNLV Response to NDOT– March 9, 2005 

Alternatives Development Reports 
Project NEON Alternatives Design Report Volumes 1 and 2 
Project NEON Amended Alternatives Design Report 
Project NEON Conceptual Design Refinement Study 

Environmental Studies 
Architectural Inventory: I-15 From Sirius Avenue to West Bonanza Road 
NDOT Final Project NEON Noise Study Addendum 
Offsite Hydrology Report for Project NEON 
Project NEON Aesthetics and Landscape Requirements Report 
Project NEON Air Quality Updates Technical Memorandum 
Project NEON Area Impact Study 
Project NEON Community Impact Assessment 
Project NEON Environmental Justice Analysis 
Project NEON Hazardous Waste and Materials Assessment 
Project NEON Relocation Impact Study 
Project NEON Relocation Plan 
Project NEON Socio-Economic Data Report 
Replacement Property Report  

Project Alternatives Workshops 
ACTT Workshop – Accelerating Construction 

Project NEON Draft EIS 
Project NEON Draft EIS and Section 4(f) Evaluation 

Project NEON Final EIS 
Project NEON Final EIS and Section 4(f) Evaluation 
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Public Involvement 
Local Officials 
Clark County Department of Public Works – July 20, 2005 
Clark County Commissioner Brager – February 26, 2009 
Clark County Department of Public Works – February 26, 2009 
Las Vegas Councilwoman Tarkanian – March 12, 2009 
Las Vegas Councilman Ross – March 17, 2009 
Las Vegas Councilman Wolfson – March 19, 2009 
Las Vegas Mayor Goodman – March 19, 2009 
Las Vegas Councilman Reese – March 20, 2009 
Clark County Commissioner Brown – March 25, 2009 
Las Vegas Councilwoman Tarkanian-Town Hall Meeting – April 21, 2009 
Las Vegas Councilman Barlow – July 6, 2009 
Las Vegas Councilman Anthony – July 22, 2009 
RTC Executive Advisory Committee – September 24, 2009 
Las Vegas City Council – October 7, 2009  
RTC – October 8, 2009 
Clark County Commissioner Giunchigliani – December 10, 2009 
Clark County Commissioner Brown – December 14, 2009 
Clark County Commissioner Weekly – December 17, 2009 
Las Vegas Neighborhood Services – March 24, 2010 
Las Vegas Ward 1 Liaison Robin Munier – March 24, 2010 
Las Vegas Metro Police – March 24, 2010 

Neighborhood Meetings 
Ellis-NEON Neighborhood Association – March 3, 2009 
Richfield Neighborhood Association – March 10, 2009 
Glen Heather Estates Neighborhood Association March 31, 2009 
Bonanza Village Neighborhood Association – May 12, 2009 
Bonanza Village Neighborhood Association – June 9, 2009 
Scotch 80’s Neighborhood Association – October 6, 2009 
Saratoga Meadows Neighborhood Association – March 23, 2010 
Rancho Manor Neighborhood Association – March 24, 2010 
Glen Heather Estates Neighborhood Association – March 24, 2010 

Newsletters 
Spring 2004 
Summer 2004 
Winter 2004 
Fall 2005 

Outreach Meetings 
Wall Street Western Avenue Properties – August 18, 2004 
First Presbyterian Church – February 25, 2009 
First Presbyterian Church – March 3, 2009 
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PDH Consulting – March 11, 2009 
Pierce Development – March 11, 2009 
Downtown Las Vegas Alliance – April 29, 2009 
F Street Coalition - October 27, 2009 
Public Storage – December 16, 2009 
UNLV – March 23, 2010 
University Medical Center – March 25, 2010 
Latin Chamber of Commerce – April 1, 2010  

Public Information Meetings 
December 2, 2003 
PIM Comment Transcript 
PIM Public Comments 
PIM Sign-In Sheets 

January 28, 2004 

PIM Comments, Sign-In Sheets, Handouts 

May 26, 2004 

PIM Public Comments, Transcript, Sign-In Sheets 

September 30, 2004 
PIM Comment Transcript 
PIM Public Comments 

February 23, 2005 

PIM Transcript, Public Comments, Sign-In Sheet 

October 19, 2005 

PIM Comments, Sign-In Sheets, Handouts, etc. 

October 24, 2007 

PIM Comments, Sign-In Sheets, Handouts, etc. 

Technical Advisory Committee 
Minutes 8-27-03  
Minutes 9-09-03  
Minutes 9-24-03  
Minutes 10-22-03  
Minutes 11-12-03  
Minutes 12-15-03  
Minutes 2-11-04  
Minutes 3-10-04  
Minutes 4-22-04 
Minutes 6-09-04  
Minutes 02-03-05  
Minutes 03-03-05  
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Minutes 04-07-05  
Minutes 05-05-05  
Minutes 06-02-05  
Minutes 07-07-05  
Minutes 08-04-05  
Minutes 09-01-05  
Minutes 11-03-05  
Minutes 12-01-05 
Minutes 11-16-09  

Public Hearing (October 7, 2009) 
Sign-in Sheets 
Hearing Transcript 
Postcard sent to mailing list 
Comments Received at Public Hearing and During Draft EIS Comment Period 

Supporting Documents 
I-15 Landscape Corridor Plan 
Southern Nevada HOV Plan 
Pattern and Palette of Place: A Landscape and Aesthetics Master Plan for the Nevada State 
Highway System 

Traffic Studies 
Project NEON Traffic Report 
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