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Ms. Susan Martinovich, P.E.

Director, Nevada Department of Transportation
1263 South Stewart Street

Carson City, Nevada 89712

Attention: Mr. Steve Cooke, Chief Environmental Services Division
Dear Ms. Martinovich:

Reference is made to Mr. Kent Cooper’s letter of March 16, 2009, requesting our approval of the
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for the subject project. The Location/Design Hearing
(Public Hearing) was held on November 18, 2008, at John Hummel Elementary School, Las
Vegas, Nevada. Additionally, NDOT held two other public information meetings in Las Vegas;
the first one was held on May 5, 2005 at the Enterprise Library and the second was held on
February 4, 2009 at Frias Elementary School.

Based on the information included in the transmittals, the contents of the Environmental
Assessment, public hearings transcripts, NDOT’s responses to comments, the Federal Highway
Administration’s Resource Center comments, and many correspondences received from the
Nevada Department of transportation (NDOT), FHWA has determined that the project will have

no significant environmental impacts. Qur separate (FONSI) is enclosed for your files. A notice of
availability of the FONSI must be sent by NDOT to Federal, State, and Local government agencies
likely to have an interest in the undertaking. Notice shall also be sent to the State inter-
governmental review contacts established under Executive Order 12372.

Sincerely yours,
Brenda Redwing Mﬁa

Field Operations Team Leader
Enclosure

cc:  Kent Cooper, NDOT
John Terry, NDOT

ecc. Iyad Alattar, FHWA
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FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT (FONSI)
FOR
Interstate 15 South Corridor improvement
Sloan Road to Tropicana Avenue

Clark County, Nevada

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) has determined that the selected alternative will
have no significant impact on the human environment. The selected alternative is to improve 12
miles of the I-15 corridor from Sloan Road to Tropicana Avenue, including Las Vegas
Boulevard South between Sloan Road and Sunset Road. Improvements for I-15 consist of
expanding the freeway to a ten-lane facility (five general purpose lanes in each direction) from
Sloan Road to Blue Diamond Road, and a ten-lane facility (five general purpose lanes in each
direction) with collector-distributer (C-D) lanes from Blue Diamond Road to Tropicana Avenue.
The Las Vegas Boulevard South would be improved to a six-lane facility (three lanes in each
direction) from Sloan Road to Sunset Road, and separated by an open median designated for
future use by the Regional Transportation Commission (RTC) of Southern Nevada’s Regional
Fixed Guideway System. The selected alternative would also include three new service
interchanges along I-15 at Bermuda Road, Starr Avenue, and Cactus Avenue; a reconstructed
interchange at Sloan Road; a reconstructed overpass at Warm Springs Road; and new overpasses
at Pebble Road and Sunset Road. A detailed description of the selected alternative is found in
Section 1.3.3 of the Environmental Assessment (EA) as the Build Alternative. This project will
be constructed in phases.

The Clean Air Act Transportation Conformity regulations (40 CFR Part 93, Subpart A) establish
the following requirements for project-level conformity determinations:

1) The project must be included in a conforming transportation plan and transportation
improvement program (TIP) (40 CFR 93.114 and 93.115): The selected Alternative was
incorporated into the conforming RTC 2030 Transportation Plan and TIP on July 13, 2006. The
design concept and scope of the selected Alternative are consistent with the project as analyzed
by RTC in its regional emissions analysis for conformity.

2) Carbon Monoxide (CO) hotspot analysis: Since the project is located in a nonattainment area
for CO, a CO hotspot analysis is required per 40 CFR 93.116 and 93.123. The results of the CO
hotspot analysis are discussed in section 2.5.2 of the EA. Since the modeled CO concentrations
are well below the CO National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), the analysis
demonstrates that the project will not cause new violations of, worsen existing violations of, or
delay attainment of the CO NAAQS.

3) Particular Matter (PM ) hotspot analysis: Since the project is located in a nonattainment area
for PM g, a qualitative PM ¢ hotspot analysis is required per 40 CFR 93.116 and 93.123. The
results of the PM ¢ hotspot analysis are discussed in section 2.5.2 of the EA. The analysis
demonstrates that the project will not cause new violations of, worsen existing violations of, or
delay attainment of the PM o NAAQS.

- 4) PM, control measures (40 CFR 93.117): The PM,, State Implementation Plan {SIP) that

covers the project area does not contain any control measures that would be applicable to this
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project; therefore, the selected alternative meets all applicable project-level transportation
conformity requirements.

This FONSI is based on the Environmental Assessment, supplied materials, and the Nevada
Department of Transportation’s Design Recommendation and Hearing Certification which have
been independently evaluated by the FHWA and determined to adequately and accurately
discuss the environmental issues and impacts of the proposed project.

Construction of the proposed project will require the acquisition of 85 acres of land including the
relocation of two businesses, 35 single family residences, eight multi-family residencies, and 20
parking spaces (Section 2.3.4 of the EA). In addition, a list of mitigation measures is attached
and it shall be part of this FONSI.

These documents provide sufficient evidence and analysis for determining that an Environmental

Impact Statement is not required. The FHWA takes full responsibility for the accuracy, scope,
and content of the EA and its attachments.

Y-20- 2004 R ul iy

Date For FHWA, Brenda Redwing
Y 202001 o o al-J 0L
Date For FHWA, Abdelmoez Abdalla
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#’LIST OF MITIGATION MEASURES

The following list describes measures that will be implemented as part of the project to avoid, reduce, or
otherwise mitigate environmental impacts associated with the project.

Muitigation measures and compliance with federal, state, and local laws and regulations with regards to noise,
air quality, water quality, hazardous materials, and cultural resources will be specified in the contract

documents.

The following list of mitigation measures and commitments are not subject to change or modification without
prior written approval of the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA).

EA Page
Responsible No. Mitigation
Party Reference Category Description
Contractor 49 Hazardous Waste | Prior to demolition, structures will be assessed for asbestos,
and Materials | and required abatement measures will be enforced.
Contractor 50 Biological Cacti and yucca species that are present will be salvaged
and NDOT Resources prior to construction activities.

All terms and conditions of the BLM Programmatic
Biological Opinion will be adhered to and would be
specified in the Special Provisions for the project. As
specified in the programmatic biological opinion,
remuneration fees for the desert tortoise will be paid into
the Desert Tortoise Public Lands Conservation Fund prior
to surface-disturbing activities. Fees will be paid for both
Section 7 and Section 10, due to the presence of both land
ownerships in the project area. There are approximately
17.3 acres of BLM land (Section 7) that will be acquired
for the project; however, only 15 acres would be
considered new disturbance. The 15 acres will be charged
at $753 per acre for a total of $11,295 paid to the fund. The
$753 remuneration fee is indexed for inflation and is
increased each year on March 1. If fees are paid after
March 1, 2009, the new mitigation fee will apply to the
number of acres that are disturbed. Section 10 funds are for
state or private lands and are charged $550 per acre of
disturbance. There are 43.7 acres that will be disturbed, and
a total of $24,035 will be paid to the fund.




Responsible
Party

EA Page
No.
Reference

Mitigation
Category

Description

Contractor

51

Noxious Weeds

Earth-moving and hauling equipment will be washed at the
contractor’s storage facility prior to arriving onsite to
prevent the introduction of noxious weed seeds. Disturbed
areas will be landscaped and/or seeded with certified weed-
free mixes.

A noxious weed management plan will be specified in the
Contract Special Provisions, prepared according to BLM's
Las Vegas Field Office Noxious Weed Plan, and
implemented to prevent noxious weeds from becoming
established in the project area during and following
construction. Elements of the plan will include surveying
the project arza to confirm absence of noxious weeds,
verifying that vehicles and equipment are free of caked
mud prior to being used at the construction site, eradication
measures if noxious weeds do become established, and the
use of approved BLM seed mixes.

NDOT
Right-of-
Way (ROW)
Division

55

Social

The NDOT ROW Division, under the guidance of the
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition
Policy Act of 1970 (Uniform Act), will negotiate with the
property owners directly impacted, ensuring that they
receive fair market value for the acquired ROW and
appropriate relocation assistance. Legally permitted
property access will be perpetuated in the after condition.
A detailed traffic plan will be created to maintain traffic
circulation and access during construction. NDOT will
coordinate with the existing businesses and residents about
the construction schedule.

NDOT
Design
Division

56

Visual

Aesthetic treatments to sound walls and structures within
the project area will be in accordance with NDOT’s
Landscape and Aesthetics Master Plan and 1-15 Corridor
Plan. New freeway and street lighting will employ shields
on luminaries to minimize light and glare impacts on
adjacent residences.

Contractor

62

Air Quality

NDOT contract documents will specify that the contractor
must implement a dust control program to minimize
impacts. In addition, the contractor will comply with all
federal, state, and local laws, including Clark County
Department of Air Quality and Environmental
Management (CCDAQEM) regulations governing air
pollution control.

A




Responsible

Party

EA Page
No.
Reference

Mitigation
Category

Description

Contractor

17

Noise

Sound wails will be constructed early in the project, as
feasible, to mitigate construction noise (see Figures 10a
through 10i). Sound wall height, length, and location will
be determined during final design in coordination with
NDOT Environmental Services Division.

Contract documents will require the contractor to submit a
noise control plan for review and approval by NDOT. The
plan will specify how noise mitigation measures will be
implemented during construction that occurs near
residences. Contract specifications will address hours of
operation and noise-level limits. Construction specifications
will require performance of proper maintenance on
construction equipment and that stationary equipment be
placed as far from homes as feasible.

NDOT
Design
Division

79

Drainage/Flood
Control

Floodplain impacts will be minimized by improving the
offsite drainage system of the highway, by designing
drainage systems in consultation with Clark County
Regional Flood Control District (CCRFCD), and by
incorporating designs that perpetuate existing flow patterns
without increasing upstream water levels.

Drainage and flood control systems will be designed in
consultation with CCRFCD anrd in accordance with the
CCRFCD Flood Control Master Plan for the Las Vegas
Valley.

Contractor

83

Water Resources

If previously unidentified wells are encountered during
project construction, the contractor is responsible for
notifying the Nevada Department of Water Resources and
for retaining a Nevada-licensed driller to properly abandon
the well, if necessary. al
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EA Page
Responsible No. Mitigation
Party Reference Category Description
NDOT 83 Water Resources | In addition to securing a Section 404 Permit for the
Design discharge of fill material into a Waters of the United States,
Division and Section 401 Water Quality Certification issued by NDEP,
Contractor Bureau of Water Quality Planning, will also 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, will be obtained
by the contractor for water quality assurances as well.

As part of the freeway design, erosion control measures
will be incorporated for site stabilization. The contractor
will obtain a construction storm water permit issued by
NDEP, Bureau of Water Pollution Control. To secure
coverage under this permit, the contractor will file a Notice
of Intent (NOI) and develop a Storm water Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) identifying sources of onsite
storm water discharge into adjacent surface waters and
describing the implementation of best management
practices (BMPs) to prevent or reduce to the maximum
extent possible said discharges.




Alternative), the existing environment that could be affected by the project, the potential impacts from
each of the alternatives, and the proposed mitigation measures.

NDOT, with FHWA, is proposing to improve 12 miles of the I-15 corridor from Sloan Road to Tropicana
Avenue, including Las Vegas Boulevard South between Sloan Road and Sunset Road. Improvements
proposed for I-15 consist of expanding the freeway to a ten-lane facility (five general purpose lanes in
each direction) from Sloan Road to Blue Diamond Road, and a ten-lane facility (five general purpose
lanes in each direction) with collector-distributor (C-D) lanes from Blue Diamond Road to Tropicana
Avenue. The I-15 South corridor includes Las Vegas Boulevard South, which would be improved to a
six-lane facility (three lanes in each direction) from Sloan Road to Sunset Road, and separated by an open
median designated for future use by the Regional Transportation Commission of Southern Nevada’s
(RTC) Regional Fixed Guideway system. New service interchanges are proposed along I-15 at Bermuda
Road, Starr Avenue, and Cactus Avenue; a reconstructed interchange at Sloan Road; a reconstructed
overpass at Warm Springs Road;' and new overpasses at Pebble Road and Sunset Road. Improvements
would be made to the Blue Diamond Road (SR 160) interchange and the 1-15/1-215 Beltway system
interchange. A park-and-ride lot is proposed in the southwest quadrant of Las Vegas Boulevard and St.
Rose Parkway. Transportation System Management (TSM) measures, including dynamic message signs
and ramp metering to improve traffic operations, would also be incorporated.

! Reconstruction of the Warm Springs Road overpass was previously studied and approved in the SR 160 EA and
would be constructed as part of this project (FHWA and NDOT, 2004. Environmental Assessment for SR 160
Widening & I-15 Interchange Improvements, I-15 to Rainbow Boulevard, Clark County, Nevada. FHWA-NV-EA
04.03. April).
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This Environmental Assessment has been prepared in accordance with the provisions and requirements of
Chapter 1, Title 23, 23 CFR Part 771, relating to implementation of the National Environmental Policy
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Abstract

The Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT) and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in
cooperation with the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), have prepared this Environmental Assessment
(EA), which examines the potential environmental impacts of the alternatives being considered for the
proposed I-15 South Corridor Improvement Project located in Clark County, NV. The document
describes why the project is being proposed, alternatives for the project (including the No Build
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Responsible
Party

EA Page
Neo.
Reference

Mitigation
Category

Description

Contractor

51

Noxious Weeds

Earth-moving and hauling equipment will be washed at
the contractor’s storage facility prior to arriving onsite
to prevent the introduction of noxious weed seeds.
Disturbed areas will be landscaped and/or seeded with
certified weed-free mixes.

A noxious weed management plan will be specified in
the Contract Special Provisions, prepared according to
BLM’s Las Vegas Field Office Noxious Weed Plan,
and implemented to prevent noxious weeds from
becoming established in the project area during and
following construction. Elements of the plan will
include surveying the project area to confirm absence
of noxious weeds, verifying that vehicles and
equipment are free of caked mud prior to being used at
the construction site, eradication measures if noxious
weeds do become established, and the use of approved
BLM seed mixes.

NDOT
Right-of-
Way (ROW)
Division

35

Social

The NDOT ROW Division, under the guidance of the
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition
Policy Act of 1970 (Uniform Act), will negotiate with
the property owners directly impacted, ensuring that
they receive fair market value for the acquired ROW
and appropriate relocation assistance. Legally permitted
property access will be perpetuated in the after
condition.

A detailed traffic plan will be created to maintain traffic
circulation and access during construction. NDOT will
coordinate with the existing businesses and residents
about the construction schedule.

NDOT
Design
Division

56

Visual

Aesthetic treatments to soundwalls and structures
within the project area will be in accordance with
NDOT’s Landscape and Aesthetics Master Plan and
I-15 Corridor Plan. New freeway and street lighting
will employ shields on luminaries to minimize light and
glare impacts on adjacent residences.

Contractor

62

Air Quality

NDOT contract documents will specify that the
contractor must implement a dust control program to
minimize impacts. In addition, the contractor will
comply with all federal, state, and local laws, including
Clark County Department of Air Quality and
Environmental Management (CCDAQEM) regulations
governing air pollution control.

vi



LIST OF MITIGATION MEASURES

The following list describes measures that will be implemented as part of the project to avoid, reduce, or
otherwise mitigate environmental impacts associated with the project.

Mitigation measures and compliance with federal, state, and local laws and regulations with regards to
noise, air quality, water quality, hazardous materials, and cultural resources will be specified in the
contract documents.

The following list of mitigation measures and commitments are not subject to change or modification
without prior written approval of the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA).

EA Page
Responsible Ne. Mitigation
Party Reference Category Description

Contractor 49 Hazardous Waste | Prior to demolition, structures will be assessed for

and Materials asbestos, and required abatement measures will be

enforced.

Contractor 50 Biological Cacti and yucca species that are present will be
and NDOT Resources salvaged prior to construction activities.

All terms and conditions of the BLM Programmatic
Biological Opinion will be adhered to and would be
specified in the Special Provisions for the project. As
specified in the programmatic biological opinion,
remuneration fees for the desert tortoise will be paid
into the Desert Tortoise Public Lands Conservation
Fund prior to surface-disturbing activities. Fees will be
paid for both Section 7 and Section 10, due to the
presence of both land ownerships in the project area.
There are approximately 17.3 acres of BLM land
{Section 7) that will be acquired for the project;
however, only 15 acres would be considered new
disturbance. The 15 acres will be charged at $753 per
acre for a total of $11,295 paid to the fund. The $753
remuneration fee is indexed for inflation and is
increased each year on March 1. If fees are paid after
March 1, 2009, the new mitigation fee will apply to the
number of acres that are disturbed. Section 10 funds are
for state or private lands and are charged $550 per acre
of disturbance. There are 43.7 acres that will be
disturbed, and a total of $24,035 will be paid to the
fund.




EA Page
Responsible No. Mitigation
Party Reference Category Description
NDOT 83 Water Resources | In addition to securing a Section 404 Permit for the
Design discharge of fill material into a Waters of the United
Division and States, Section 401 Water Quality Certification issued
Contractor by NDEP, Bureau of Water Quality Planning, will also

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, will be obtained by the contractor for
water quality assurances as well.

As part of the freeway design, erosion control measures
will be incorporated for site stabilization. The
contractor will obtain a construction stormwater permit
issued by NDEP, Bureau of Water Pollution Control.
To secure coverage under this permit, the contractor
will file a Notice of Intent (NOI) and develop a
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP)
identifying sources of onsite stormwater discharge into
adjacent surface waters and describing the
implementation of best management practices (BMPs)
to prevent or reduce to the maximum extent possible
said discharges.

viil




Responsible
Party

EA Page
No.
Reference

Mitigation
Category

Description

Contractor

77

Noise

Soundwalls will be constructed early in the project, as
feasible, to mitigate construction noise (see Figures 10a
through 10i). Soundwall height, length, and location
will be determined during final design in coordination
with NDOT Environmental Services Division.

Contract documents will require the contractor to
submit a noise control plan for review and approval by
NDOT. The plan will specify how noise mitigation
measures will be implemented during construction that
occurs near residences. Contract specifications will
address hours of operation and noise-level limits.
Construction specifications will require performance of
proper maintenance on construction equipment and that
stationary equipment be placed as far from homes as
feasible.

NDOT
Design
Division

79

Drainage/Flood
Control

Floodplain impacts will be minimized by improving the
offsite drainage system of the highway, by designing
drainage systems in consultation with Clark County
Regional Flood Control District (CCRFCD), and by
incorporating designs that perpetuate existing flow
patterns without increasing upstream water levels.
Drainage and flood control systems will be designed in
consultation with CCRFCD and in accordance with the
CCRFCD Flood Control Master Plan for the Las Vegas
Valley.

Contractor

83

Water Resources

If previously unidentified wells are encountered during
project construction, the contractor is responsible for
notifying the Nevada Department of Water Resources
and for retaining a Nevada-licensed driller to properly
abandon the well, if necessary.
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Warm Springs Road;’ and new overpasses at Pebble Road and Sunset Road. Improvements would be
made to the Blue Diamond Road (SR 160) interchange and the I-15/1-215 Beltway system interchange. A
park-and-ride lot is proposed in the southwest quadrant of Las Vegas Boulevard and St. Rose Parkway.
Transportation System Management (TSM) measures, including dynamic message signs and ramp
metering to improve traffic operations, would also be incorporated.

1.2 Purpose and Need

The purpose of the project is to alleviate existing and projected congestion, serve proposed growth in the
corridor by improving local circulation and access, and accommodate regional and local transportation
demand to ensure that I-15 operates as an efficient interstate transportation facility. Fourteen (14) new
hotel/casino projects are proposed within the study corridor, along with new high-density residential/retail
projects. These hotel/casino projects will generate new employment (more than 300,000 jobs) and traffic
concentrated at or near the proposed interchanges (see Figure 2a). In 2005, the City of Henderson housed
246,000 residents, and the Enterprise Planning Area housed 84,000 residents for a total of 330,000
residents. By 2030, the City of Henderson is expected to house 507,000 residents, and the Enterprise
Planning Area is expected to house 334,000 residents, for a total of 841,000 residents.* Based on these
growth estimates, the populations in areas served by the I-15 South corridor are predicted to increase by
more than 1.5 times the current level by 2030. This growth is expected to cause increased traffic
congestion on the I-15 South facility (see Figure 2b).

The residents and businesses along the southern portion of the corridor have three access points to I-15
over a 6-mile stretch of the freeway; these are located at St. Rose Parkway, Silverado Ranch Boulevard,
and Blue Diamond Road. The proposed new service interchanges would provide additional local access to
the freeway, thereby reducing congestion at the overloaded interchanges, most notably at Blue Diamond
Road. The proposed interchanges are included in the RTC 2006-2030 RTP® (see Figure 3).

At the southern end of the corridor, just south of Sloan Road, two-way average daily traffic (ADT)
volumes on I-15 are forecast to rise from 42,000 vehicles in 2002/2003 to 158,000 by 2030. The projected
increased traffic volumes include vehicles traveling to and from the proposed Southem Nevada
Supplemental Airport (formerly the Ivanpah Valley International Airport), which is under separate
environmental review by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) and BLM. The Southern Nevada
Supplemental Airport is proposed to be located 20 miles south of Las Vegas between Jean and Primm.
While the proposed airport would increase traffic volumes if approved, that traffic is not anticipated to
contribute to peak-hour congestion in the I-15 South corridor. At the north end of the corridor, just north
of Tropicana Avenue, ADT volumes are forecast to rise from 223,000 in 2002/2003 to 535,000 in 2030.

Traffic operating conditions are described and compared using Level of Service (LOS) values. LOS
values are designated from A to F, with LOS A representing the best operating conditions and LOS F
representing the worst (see Figure 4).

Table 1 shows peak-hour LOS for the I-15 mainline from Sloan Road to Tropicana Avenue. Depicted are
the existing condition and the future No Build and Build Alternatives. The information in Table 1
indicates that future traffic conditions on the freeway will be worse if capacity and added access
improvements are not made to 1-15. During the AM peak period, the northbound (NB) direction of I-15,
between I-215 and Tropicana Avenue, operates at a worse LOS than the southbound (SB) direction. The

3 Reconstruction of the Warm Springs Road overpass was previously studied and approved in the SR 160 EA and
would be constructed as part of this project FHWA and NDOT, 2004, Environmental Assessment for SR 160
Widening & I-15 Interchange Improvements, I-15 to Rainbow Boulevard, Clark County, Nevada. FHWA-NV-EA
04.03. April).

* Parsons. 2007. I-15 South Traffic Report. January.

$ RTC. 2006. Final Draft, Regional Transportation Plan, FY 2006-2030.

$ Parsons. 2007. I-15 South Traffic Report. January.

2



INTRODUCTION

This Environmental Assessment (EA) has been prepared to comply with the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) of 1969 and the environmental regulations and policies of the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA)} as the lead federal agency. The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) is a cooperating agency on
the EA to include their action related to the transfer of right-of-way (ROW) as outlined in the Memorandum
of Understanding between FHWA, BLM, and the Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT).

The EA evaluates the potential social, economic, and environmental impacts of the proposed action for
decision makers, while providing an opportunity for local, state, or other agencies and the general public
to provide input or comment through scoping, pubic information meetings, and a design/location hearing.
The magnitude of impacts is evaluated based on the context and intensity of proposed improvements, as
defined in the Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) regulations.

Interstate Highway 15 (I-15) has been designated as a Corridor of the Future by FHWA from San Diego,
California, to Salt Lake City, Utah. The I-15 cormridor through the states of California, Nevada, Arizona,
and Utah is more than 840 miles long with approximately 240 miles crossing through urban areas. The
overarching goal of the Corridor of the Future program is to provide a managed corridor for safe travel,
sustained traffic flow, and reliable travel times. The proposed Corridor of the Future projects include
capacity and operational improvements on the highway and rail portions of the corridor, including an
Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) truck parking initiative, interchange reconstruction and
modification, and road and bridge preservation.

The proposed improvements to the I-15 South corridor that are evaluated in this EA were initially
identified in the 2001 I-15 Corridor Operational Analysis, I-15 Sloan Road to 1-215°. The proposed
improvements are also included in the 2006-2030 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). The proposed
project is the latest in a series of improvements within the I-15 corridor. Past improvements include a new
interchange on I-15 at Silverado Ranch Boulevard and reconstructing the St. Rose Parkway and Blue
Diamond Road interchanges with I-15.

1. PROPOSED ACTION
1.1 Description

NDOT, with FHWA, is proposing to improve 12 miles of the I-15 corridor from Sloan Road to Tropicana
Avenue, including Las Vegas Boulevard South between Sloan Road and Sunset Road (see Figure 1).
Potential improvements include adding lanes to I-15 and Las Vegas Boulevard South; new service
interchanges at Bermuda Road, Starr Avenue, and Cactus Avenue; reconstructing the Sloan Road
interchange; modifications to the I-15/Interstate Highway 215 (I-215) system interchange; collector-
distributor (C-D) roads (separating traffic entering and exiting the freeway from the mainline); and park-
and-ride facilities. I-15 is a six-lane freeway from Sloan Road to Tropicana Avenue. Las Vegas
Boulevard South is a two-lane roadway from Silveradoe Ranch Boulevard to Sloan Road and varies from
two lanes to three lanes in each direction north of Silverado Ranch Boulevard.

Improvements proposed for I-15 consist of expanding the freeway to a ten-lane facility (five general
purpose lanes in each direction) from Sloan Road to Blue Diamond Road, and a ten-lane facility (five
general purpose lanes in each direction) with C-D lanes from Blue Diamond Road to Tropicana Avenue.
The I-15 South corridor includes Las Vegas Boulevard South, which would be improved to a six-lane
facility (three lanes in each direction) from Sloan Road to Sunset Road, and separated by an open median
designated for future use by the Regional Transportation Commission of Southern Nevada’s (RTC)
Regional Fixed Guideway system. New service interchanges are proposed along I-15 at Bermuda Road,
Starr Avenue, and Cactus Avenue; a reconstructed interchange at Sloan Road; a reconstructed overpass at

% JE Sverdrup. 2001. I-15 Corridor Operational Analysis, I-15 Sloan Road to 1-2135.
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NB I-15 PM peak-period operation is worse than the AM peak period, even though the mainline volumes
in the AM are higher.” This difference is attributed to higher volumes of traffic entering the freeway from
the Russell Road and Tropicana Avenue NB on-ramps. Under the Build Altemnative, two more lanes of
vehicle traffic are continuing north of Tropicana Avenue. This additional traffic, coupled with the
complex weaving and merging from the Tropicana Avenue NB on-ramps, results in LOS F north of the
project limits. However, this would be resolved by a future project to add capacity on I-15 from
Tropicana Avenue to Sahara Avenue (widen from 6 to 14 lanes), as identified in the 2006-2030 RTP.

Table 1
I-15 South Corridor Mainline Peak-Hour Traffic Operations Analysis
2030 2030
No Build Build
2005 Alternative | Alternative
AM | PM | AM | PM | AM | PM
Freeway Segment Peak | Peak | Peak | Peak | Peak | Peak

I-15 Northbound Mainline

[-15 NB south end of the network to Sloan Road off-ramp A A C D B B
Stoan Road off-ramp to Sloan Road on-ramp A A C D B B
St. Rose Parkway off-ramp to St. Rose Parkway on-ramp A A C C B C
Blue Diamond Road off-ramp to Blue Diamond Road on-ramp A A F D F C
Blue Diamond Road on-ramp to I-215 off-ramp A A F D D C
1-215 WB on-ramp to Russell Road off-ramp D C E E D C
Russell Road on-ramp to Tropicana Avenue off-ramp C F D C D C
Tropicana Avenue on-ramp to Flamingo Road off-ramp C F C C F D
1-15 Southbound Mainline

Flamingo Road on-ramp to Tropicana Avenue off-ramp D D F F E F
Tropicana Avenue on-ramp to Russell Road off-ramp C D F F D E
Russell Road on-ramp to [-215 off-ramp C C F F C D
1-215 WB on-ramp to 1-215 EB on-ramp A B C C C E
I-215 EB on-ramp to Blue Diamond Road off-ramp A A D D C D
Blue Diamond Road off-ramp to Blue Diamond Road on-ramp A A C C C D
St. Rose Parkway off-ramp to St. Rose Parkway on-ramp A A B B B B
Sloan Road off-ramp to Sloan Road on-ramp A A B B A A
Sloan Road on-ramp to I-15 SB south end of the network A A B B A B

EB - Eastbound; WB - Westhound

The No Build Altemnative would result in LOS F operation in the NB direction during the AM peak hour
from south of Blue Diamond Road (see Table 1). Southbound, LOS F conditions would be prevalent from
north of Tropicana Avenue to [-215 (AM and PM).

As shown in Table 1, In the SB direction, the proposed improvements would allow mainline traffic to
operate at LOS D or better during the AM peak period. During the PM peak period, the NB freeway
mainline sections would operate at LOS D or better. In the SB direction, which is the peak direction of
afternoon travel, freeway mainline segments from the Flamingo Road on-ramp to the Russell Road off-
ramp would operate at LOS E. This condition results from a series of conflicts that include high traffic
demand on the mainline, on-/off-ramps, and weaving. Although the peak-hour speeds in this section of

7 Ibid.
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the freeway are expected to be as low as 35 miles per hour, traffic analysis shows that the mainline
improvements would carry traffic at acceptable levels of service to the downstream segments.?

Table 2 compares 2030 peak-hour Build and No Build LOS for interchanges along the I-15 corridor from
Sloan Road to Tropicana Avenue. The proposed interchanges south of Blue Diamond Road provide
alternate access points between I-15 and the southern Las Vegas Valley, relieving congestion on the
existing interchanges in this section of the corridor. As the southern Valley continues to develop,
particularly with construction of the master-planned communities of Mountain’s Edge and Inspirada,
travel demand on I-15 South will increase and require more connectivity between 1-15 and major arterials.
According to Table 2, the addition of interchanges at Bermuda Road, Starr Avenue, Cactus Avenue, and
the Pebble Road overpass would more evenly distribute traffic, resulting in higher LOS at the existing
interchanges. The interchanges at Sloan Road, St. Rose Parkway, Silverado Ranch Boulevard, and Blue
Diamond Road would not be able to meet the demand in the area or provide acceptable peak-hour LOS;
they would operate at or over capacity.

Table 2
I-15 South Corridor Intersection Level of Service

2030 No Build 2030 Build

Alternative Alternative

AM PM AM PM
Location Peak Peak Peak Peak

Sloan Road and I-15 C F C B
Sloan Road and Las Vegas Boulevard South C F C C
Bermuda Road and I-15 - -- C B
Bermuda Road and Las Vegas Boulevard South -- - C C
St. Rose Parkway and I-15 C E Cc C
St. Rose Parkway and Las Vegas Boulevard South F F C C
Starr Avenue and [-15 - -- c C
Starr Avenue and Las Vegas Boulevard South - -- C C
Cactus Avenue and I-15 - - D D
Cactus Avenue and Las Vegas Boulevard South - -- C D
Silverado Ranch Boulevard and I-15 C C B B
Silverado Ranch Boulevard and Las Vegas Boulevard South D E D E
Pebble Road and Dean Martin Drive -- - C D
Pebble Road and Las Vegas Boulevard South - -- C D
Blue Diamond Road and I-15 F E B D
Blue Diamond Road and Las Vegas Boulevard South F F D F
Russell Road and 1-15 D F D D
Russell Road and Frank Sinatra Drive C E C C
Tropicana Avenue and I-15 D F D E
Tropicana Avenue and Las Vegas Boulevard South C F E F

§ Ibid.
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While the Build Alterative proposes interchanges south of Blue Diamond Road, no new interchanges are
proposed north of Blue Diamond Road. Providing the southern interchanges is possible because there are
few access points south of Blue Diamond Road with several miles of spacing between them, whereas
space constraints north of Blue Diamond Road vary between 1.5 miles and 1-mile between the existing
interchanges. Improvements to the I-15 mainline, including C-D ramps that separate weaving traffic
between interchanges from the mainline, and the inclusion of directional ramps are proposed to improve
operations north of Blue Diamond Road. These interchanges would operate at an improved LOS, most
noticeably in the PM peak hour, where Russell Road at I-15 and Frank Sinatra Drive would improve from
failing LOS with the No Build condition to acceptable LOS with the Build Alternative; Tropicana Avenue
would improve from a failing LOS to meeting the capacity needs of the interchange.

According to data provided by the NDOT Safety Division, during the 3-year period from October 1,
2000, to October 1, 2003, 1,030 crashes were reported along I-15 from Sloan Road to Tropicana Avenue.
Rear-end collisions accounted for 506 (49 percent) of these crashes, and 159 (15 percent) were sideswipe
collisions. Additionally, 210 (20 percent) of the crashes on I-15 were vehicles that ran off the roadway.

Along Las Vegas Boulevard South from Sloan Road to Sunset Road, 443 crashes occurred during this
same time period. Rear-end collisions accounted for 225 (51 percent) of these crashes, and
79 (18 percent) were angle collisions. Sideswipe collisions accounted for 51 (12 percent) of the crashes
along Las Vegas Boulevard South, and 37 (8 percent) were associated with left-tum movements.

Rear-end collisions and sideswipe collisions are associated with congested roadways where heavy
merging and diverging movements occur. The proposed improvements to the I-15 corridor would reduce
collisions by redistributing merging and diverging operations to new interchanges and reducing
congestion at overloaded interchanges.

1.3 Alternatives

As part of the I-15 South Corridor Improvements project development process, the Technical Advisory
Committee (TAC) developed and evaluated a range of potential alternatives. The TAC was comprised of
representatives from NDOT, FHWA, BLM, RTC, Clark County Public Works, Clark County Department
of Aviation, and City of Henderson. While some of the improvement concepts were eliminated entirely,
several of the concepts considered were eliminated as “stand-alone” solutions for the 1-15 South Corridor,
but they are incorporated into the Build Altemative (TSM and Alternate Routes) or accommodated by the
Build Altemative (Transit) as described in the following section. Potential project alternatives being
considered include the No Action (No Build Altemative) and the Preferred (Build) Alternative, which
would provide physical improvements. High-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes and transit were not studied
as alternatives because they are being considered as part of a system-wide plan, as described in Section
29.3, Local Transportation Development Projects. The Build Alternative would not preclude
implementation of HOV lanes® and would accommodate transit improvements within the project corridor.

1.3.1 Alternatives Considered but Eliminated
Freeway Improvement

The I-15 mainline freeway is three lanes in each direction from Sloan Road to Blue Diamond Road. There
are no auxiliary lanes between the interchanges in this section. Auxiliary lanes facilitate movements of
vehicles entering and exiting the freeway. The I-15 freeway is three lanes in each direction plus auxiliary
lanes between Blue Diamond Road and 1-215, and four lanes in each direction plus auxiliary lanes from
1-215 to Tropicana Avenue. More vehicles enter the I-15 freeway at the interchanges from Blue Diamond
Road to Tropicana Avenue compared to the interchanges south of Blue Diamond Road. Because of the
higher traffic volumes entering the freeway north of Blue Diamond Road, different types of

® Parsons, 2007. Southern Nevada High-Occupancy Vehicle Plan.
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improvements were considered from Sloan to Blue Diamond Road and from Biue Diamond Road to
Tropicana Avenue. These alternatives are presented in separate sections below.

1-15 Alternatives — Sloan Road to Blue Diamond Road

Widening from Six to Eight Lanes. Widening I-15 from the existing six to eight lanes was considered but
eliminated because it did not provide adequate capacity to meet the expected traffic demand. Projected
traffic growth in the corridor would resuit in unacceptable operating conditions (LOS E to F) for 1-15,
even with the addition of auxiliary lanes between the interchanges, because there would not be sufficient
through capacity to meet demand.

Collector-Distributor Roads, The I-15 Corridor Operational Analysis, I-15 Sloan Road to 1-215"°
evaluated a widened I-15 with additional interchanges similar to the Build Alternative and a system of
C-D roadways for this section of freeway. C-D roadways between the interchanges were not justified on
this portion of I-15 because freeway and interchange operational needs were met with the proposed new
interchanges and auxiliary lanes (the Build Alternative); therefore, the C-D altemative was eliminated
because it had a higher cost and greater ROW impacts than the Build Alternative, and it did not provide
additional operational benefits.

Frontage Roads. One-way frontage roads on each side of I-15, with access between the interchanges, were
considered but eliminated because they would require additional roadways necessitating improvements to
offsite drainage facilities, which would increase cost and require additional ROW. Frontage roads were
eliminated because they did not increase capacity over the Build Alternative and were more costly.

Auxiliary Lanes. The need for auxiliary lanes between on- and off-ramps was analyzed for all of the
freeway sections. Auxiliary lanes that were required to provide capacity to meet the projected demand
were included in the Build Alternative. Auxiliary lanes were eliminated from further consideration in
areas where they were not needed to accommodate traffic demand.

1-15 Alternatives — Blue Diamond Road to Tropicana Avenue

The section from Blue Diamond Road to Tropicana Avenue has high merging and weaving traffic
volumes because four existing interchanges (i.e., Blue Diamond Road, Russell Road, Tropicana Avenue,
and the system interchange with I-215) are located within a 5-mile stretch of I-15. Several alternatives
were considered to address these conditions but were eliminated from further study for reasons described
below.

Widen Freeway with No C-D Roads. A widened mainline freeway, up to six lanes in each direction with
auxiliary lanes between interchanges, was analyzed and found to not provide adequate capacity,
especially for the heavy weaving (merging/diverging) movements. The through volumes on I-15 could be
accommodated, but the weaving movements between the interchanges could not be accommodated
without C-D roads. This alternative was eliminated from further evaluation because it was not able to
accommodate the expected traffic demand.

Collector-Distributor Roadways with Weaving on Collector-Distributors. C-D roadways that allowed
weaving movements between interchanges to occur on the C-D roadway and not on the I-15 mainline were

evaluated. C-D roadways of up to three lanes in one direction were studied, but the weaving volumes
between the interchanges could not be accommodated, so this alternative was eliminated from further
consideration.

' JE Sverdrup. 2001. I-15 Corridor Operational Analysis, I-15 Sloan Road to I-215.
16




Transportation System Management (TSM)

NDOT, FHWA, and RTC have developed a Southern Nevada 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, and dynamic message signs. Due
to the high traffic volumes in the I-15 corridor (535,000 ADT), existing congestion cannot be alleviated with
ITS as a stand-alone alternative, which does not meet the purpose and need, but TSM/ITS components are
included in the Build Alternative (e.g., ramp meters, traffic cameras, and dynamic message signs).

Interchange Locations

Pebble Road Interchange

A new I-15 interchange at Pebble Road was considered, but this alternative was eliminated because it did
not meet the minimum requirements for spacing between interchanges on the Interstate System and the
traffic demand could be met by adjacent interchanges.

Bermuda Road and Starr Avenue Interchanges

The regional roadway system was analyzed independently without the Bermuda Road and Starr Avenue
interchanges. Without the Bermuda Road interchange, the adjacent interchanges (i.c., Sloan Road to the
south and St. Rose Parkway to the north) would not be able to accommodate the projected traffic demand.
Without the Starr Avenue interchange, the adjacent interchanges (i.e., St. Rose Parkway to the south and
Cactus Avenue to the north) would not be able to accommodate the projected traffic demand. Since the
system was not able to meet the demand without these interchanges, Bermuda Road and Starr Avenue
interchanges are included in the Build Alternative. "'

Alternate Routes

Improvements to other adjacent arterials were considered instead of improving I-15 and Las Vegas
Boulevard. Clark County and the City of Henderson will continue to develop the local arterial street
network in accordance with the 2006-2030 RTP and Master Plan of Streets and Highways.'*"> As shown
on Figure 3, development of the approved RTP includes many arterials. Traffic analysis indicates that
freeway improvements are warranted with buildout of the local arterial street network. Because of the
proximity and connectivity with I-15, improvements to Las Vegas Boulevard South from Sloan Road to
Sunset Road are included as part of the Build Alternative.

Las Vegas Boulevard South

Las Vegas Boulevard South was analyzed as a four-lane arterial with dedicated bus lanes, as part of
RTC’s bus rapid transit system, but it did not meet the projected traffic demand."* Las Vegas Boulevard
South was also evaluated as a typical six-lane arterial without dedicated bus lanes (mixed-flow bus
service). Mixed-flow bus service was found to be inadequate in this long segment with shared lanes
(mixed-flow traffic). This alternative was eliminated because Las Vegas Boulevard South has adequate
ROW for a six-lane arterial with a wide median for future dedicated bus lanes south of Warm Springs
Road. The Build Altemative includes an open median in Las Vegas Boulevard South designated for use
as part of the RTC’s Regional Fixed Guideway system.

North of Warm Springs Road, Las Vegas Boulevard South does not have adequate ROW for the full six-
lane artenial with dedicated bus lanes. Widening and acquiring ROW for the six lanes plus dedicated bus

"' Parsons. 2008. I-15 South Change in Control of Access Report. March.
"2 RTC. 2006. Final Draft, Regional Transportation Plan, FY 2006-2030.
" City of Henderson. 2007. Master Streets and Highways Plan. January
" Parsons. 2007. I-15 South Traffic Report. January.
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lanes was not deemed cost effective, and future bus rapid transit service will run in shared lanes in this
segment, as determined by RTC as part of their Regional Fixed Guideway system.

1.3.2 No Build Alternative

The No Build Alternative would maintain the I-15 project segment of three general purpose lanes in each
direction between Sloan Road and Tropicana Avenue. Interchanges and overpasses at Sloan Road,
St. Rose Parkway, Blue Diamond Road, Warm Springs Road, Las Vegas Beltway, Russell Road, and
Tropicana Avenue would remain; new interchanges and overpasses would not be constructed. Las Vegas
Boulevard South would remain as a two-lane roadway in each direction from Sloan Road to Silverado
Ranch Boulevard, and it would vary from a two-lane to three-lane roadway in each direction from
Silverado Ranch Boulevard to Sunset Road. The No Build Alternative would not preclude the installation
of new noise attenuation structures (soundwalls) along the highway segment. Additionally, independent
projects planned in the corridor would be constructed (i.e., Frank Sinatra Drive). Figures 5 and 6 display
the No Build cross sections.

1.3.3 Build Alternative

The improvements proposed for I-15 consist of expanding the freeway to a ten-lane facility (five general
purpose lanes in each direction) from Sloan Road to Blue Diamond Road, and a ten-lane facility (five
general purpose lanes in each direction) with C-D lanes from Blue Diamond Road to Tropicana Avenue
(see Figure 7). Las Vegas Boulevard South would be improved to a six-lane facility (three lanes in each
direction) from Sloan Road to Sunset Road, and it would be separated by an open median designated for
future use by RTC’s Regional Fixed Guideway system (see Figure 8). New service interchanges are
proposed along I-15 at, Bermuda Road, Starr Avenue, and Cactus Avenue; a reconstructed interchange at
Sloan Road; a reconstructed overpass at Warm Springs Road; and new overpasses at Pebble Road and
Sunset Road (see Figure 9). Improvements would be made to the Blue Diamond Road (SR-160)
interchange and the I-15/1-215 Beltway system interchange. A park-and-ride lot is proposed in the
southwest quadrant of Las Vegas Boulevard and St. Rose Parkway. TSM measures, including dynamic
message signs and ramp metering to improve traffic operations, would also be incorporated.
Figures 10a-10i display the general plan of the proposed improvements for the I-15 corridor.

1-15 Freeway

Between Sloan Road and Blue Diamond Road, the three-lane (in each direction) mainline freeway would be
widened to provide five general purpose lanes in each direction plus auxiliary lanes from Sloan Road to
Blue Diamond Road in the NB and SB directions (see Figures 10a through 10f), From Blue Diamond
Road to Tropicana Avenue, I-15 would be widened to provide five general purpose lanes and two C-D
ramp lanes in each direction, plus auxiliary lanes from Blue Diamond Road to Tropicana Avenue in the
NB and SB directions (see Figures 10f through 10i). The existing Union Pacific Railroad {UPRR)
crossing would be reconstructed within railroad ROW to accommodate the NB and SB C-D ramp lanes.
A flyover ramp would be added to accommodate eastbound (EB) Blue Diamond Road traffic destined for
NB I-15.

Las Vegas Boulevard South

The two-lane Las Vegas Boulevard South section between Sloan Road and Windmill Lane would be
widened to three lanes in each direction separated by an open median. (see Figure 8). Between Windmill
Lane and George Crockett Road, the SB and NB roadway would be widened to provide a three-lane
roadway in each direction. Near I-215 and north to Sunset Road, Las Vegas Boulevard South would be
widened on the outside to provide a third lane in each direction.

The Build Altematve would accommodate RTC’s proposed Regional Fixed Guideway system. The
system is being planned to utilize the open median in Las Vegas Boulevard South from St. Rose Parkway
to Sunset Road. The 33-mile valley-wide system would link the cities of Henderson, Las Vegas, North
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Las Vegas, and unincorporated Clark County with the Las Vegas Resort Corridor. (See Section 3.3 for
discussion on RTC’s ongeing involvement in planning the I-15 South corridor improvements through
participation in the Technical Advisory Committee.)

Sloan Road Interchange

Prior to construction of the Sloan Road interchange, the City of Henderson would build a new arterial
street — Via Inspirada Boulevard — east of I-15 with connections to Sloan Road and Las Vegas Boulevard
South, Sloan Road and Via Inspirada Boulevard would be realigned and connected, crossing over I-15
250 to 300 feet north of the existing I-15/Sloan Road interchange (see Figure 10a). Las Vegas Boulevard
South would be realigned to the east to provide room for the new interchange. Via Inspirada Boulevard
would be grade separated over the realigned Las Vegas Boulevard South, and a two-way connecting ramp
would be constructed to the east, linking Las Vegas Boulevard South and Via Inspirada Boulevard. The
Sloan Road interchange is approximately 1-mile south of the Bermuda Road interchange.

Bermuda Road Interchange

Bermuda Road, east of the project limits, would be built by the City of Henderson to connect to Las
Vegas Boulevard South. Under the I-15 South Build Alternative, Bermuda Road would be extended to the
west and elevated to pass over I-15, with three lanes in each direction (see Figure 10b). To provide new
freeway access, a new interchange would be constructed. The Las Vegas Boulevard South/Bermuda Road
intersection and adjacent stretches of Las Vegas Boulevard South would be modified as needed. The
Bermuda Road interchange would be located approximately 1-mile between the Sloan Road and St. Rose
Parkway interchanges.

St. Rose Parkway Park-and-Ride Facility

A park-and-nde facility would be constructed as part of the Build Alternative within the existing ROW in
the southwest quadrant of Las Vegas Boulevard South and St. Rose Parkway (see Figure 10c).

Starr Avenue and Cactus Avenue Interchanges

Starr Avenue and Cactus Avenue terminate at Las Vegas Boulevard South east of I-15 and Dean Martin
Drive west of I-15. New interchanges would be constructed at each location. The arterial street
improvements would be completed between Las Vegas Boulevard South and Dean Martin Drive with six-
lane roadways (three lanes in each direction) on Starr Avenue and Cactus Avenue (see Figures 9 and
10d). The Starr Avenue interchange would be located approximately 1-mile between the St. Rose
Parkway interchange to the south and the Cactus Avenue interchange to the north. The Cactus Avenue
interchange would be located approximately 1-mile between the Starr Avenue interchange and the
Silverado Ranch Boulevard interchange.

Overpasses

Pebble Road would be extended over I-15 and would be reconstructed with a six-lane arterial roadway (three
lanes in each direction) without providing freeway access. East of I-15, one-lane one-way frontage roads
would be provided along the through roadway to permit continued access to and from adjacent properties.

The existing two-lane overpass at Warm Springs Road would be reconstructed as a six-lane arterial
roadway (three lanes in each direction) without providing freeway access. This overpass was previously
cleared under the Environmental Assessment for SR 160 Widening and I-15 Interchange Improvements."

'* FHWA and NDOT, 2004, Environmental Assessment for SR 160 Widening & I-15 Interchange Improvements,
I-15 to Rainbow Boulevard, Clark County, Nevada. FWHA-NV-EA 04.03. April.
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Sunset Road would be extended over I-15 and would be constructed with a six-lane arterial roadway
(three lanes in each direction) without providing freeway access from Las Vegas Boulevard South to
Polaris Boulevard.

Project Phasing

1t is anticipated that the project would be constructed in phases. NDOT is currently planning Phase 1 -
Tropicana Avenue to Blue Diamond Road to be design-build construction, with an anticipated award date
in spring 2009. Phase 1 elements are likely to include constructing the NB and SB C-D roads from
Tropicana Avenue to Blue Diamond Road, the Sunset Road and Warm Springs Road overpasses, and
reconstruction of the UPRR overcrossing. Phasing of the other project elements is unknown at this time;
however, those elements would be constructed as outlined in the RTP.
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2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION
2.1  AreasofNo lhlpact

Social and natural elements of the environment that have been evaluated that would not be adversely
affected by the proposed project are summarized below:

e Cultural Resources - No archaeological resources were noted within the project’s Area of
Potential Effects (APE)."*'" A tota) of 753 properties (including vacant parcels) are within the
APE, 9 of which contained buildings, structures or objects that were documented because of their
age. All 9 documented properties were found to be not eligible for the National Register of
Historic Places. Three-hundred sixty-seven (367) properties containing buildings, structures or
objects in the APE were not surveyed and remain unevaluated because they were not 40 years
old. The State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) has concurred with a determination of “No
Historic Properties Affected” (Appendix F). No Native American concerns were identified
regarding the proposed project based on communication with the appropriate tribal
representatives (Appendix F).

e Hazardous Waste/Materials ~ No known hazardous waste/materials sites exist within the project
area.'® Prior to demolition, structures would be assessed for asbestos, and required abatement
measures would be enforced.

e Environmental Justice — Census data indicates that 84 percent of the population within the project
area identifies as White/Caucasian.'” The average income reported was $68,841, compared to the
Clark County average of $44,616. Businesses that may be impacted by the proposed project are
not minority owned or operated. Based on available demographic data, there are no
environmental justice groups within the project arca.

2.2  Biological Resources
2.2.1 Existing Conditions

Lands adjacent to the project corridor have been modified by urban development; consequently, native
desert habitat has been eliminated throughout the area. Frontage roads, local roads, residential
neighborhoods, and retail shopping centers abut the corridor along the 12-mile project area. Land between
Las Vegas Boulevard South and Dean Martin Drive, and near the proposed Sloan Road and Bermuda
Road interchanges where urban developments are not yet fully realized has been altered by paved roads
leading to proposed residential tracts. Additional developments are expected within the adjacent areas.

Prior to conducting surveys, species lists were requested from Nevada Natural Heritage Program and the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Both species lists identified the desert tortoise (Gopherus agassizii) as the
only federally listed threatened species to exist throughout the project area (see Appendix B of the
Biological Resources Report). There is no designated critical habitat for the desert tortoise within the

project area.
The project area contains suitable habitat for desert tortoise near the Sloan Road and Cactus Avenue

interchanges. One burrow was observed near the Sloan Road interchange. During surveys in July 2008,
tortoise scat was observed in a reinforced concrete box culvert near the Sloan Road interchange. This may

% pacific Legacy. 2006. Cultural Resources Inventory — 1-15 South Corridor Improvement Project - Sloan Road to

Tropicana Avenue. May.
17 parsons. 2007. Historical Architecture Report — i-15 South Corridor Improvement Project - Sloan Road to

Tropicana Avenue. February.
18parsons. 2005. Hazardous Waste and Materials Site Assessment Technical Memorandum — I-15 South Corridor

Improvement Project — Sloan Road to Tropicana Avenue, November.
1% US Census. 2000.
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indicate that the tortoise has utilized the structure for movement between the east and west sides of the
highway or simply an individual is using the culvert as temporary shelter %!

Surveys for native vegetation were conducted in 2006 and 2008. The surveys show native vegetation and
sensitive plants present within the project limits, but the density of cacti and yucca throughout the project
area is low.” During the surveys, no noxious weeds were observed onsite; however, the Sahara mustard is
a noxious weed that is known to exist in the project area.

Because federal land would be transferred from BLM for the proposed project and BLM is a cooperating
agency in the development of this environmental document, FHWA has requested that BLM be the lead
agency for the Section 7 consultation requirements under the Endangered Species Act. BLM has agreed to
take the lead in Section 7 consultation and allow the project to be covered under their existing
programmatic biological opinion {1-5-96-F-23R.3). Correspondence between FHWA and BLM regarding
lead agency designation for Section 7 consultation is provided in Appendix D.

2.2.2 Impacts

Proposed improvements on I-15 and Las Vegas Boulevard South would be carried out primarily within
the existing ROW and within areas that have been disturbed by previous highway improvements. Areas of
new ROW at the proposed interchanges are adjacent to the highway where biological resources have been
disturbed and are limited due to urbanization. Due to the sparse distribution of plant species and the
proximity to developed areas, impacts to biological resources, including special-status species and the
desert tortoise, would be minimal.

Approximately 85 acres of land would be acquired for the proposed project. Of the 85 acres, 17.3 acres
are BLM land and 67.7 acres are state or privately owned land. Of the 17.3 acres of BLM land,
approximately 2.3 acres are disturbed and 15 acres would be new disturbance. Of the 67.7 acres of state
or privately owned land, approximately 24 acres are disturbed and 43.7 acres would be new disturbance.

Natural resources in the immediate area would be directly affected by construction activities. The
construction activities would clear undisturbed habitat for the desert tortoise and other resident species
that have small home ranges.

Disturbance of native soils and vegetation allows opportunistic noxious weed species to invade the
disturbed area. If these species are not controlled, they may out compete native species and prevent them
from becoming re-established in the area of disturbance. The likelihood of a noxious weed invasion is
dependent on many factors. For instance, if noxious weed species do not exist on the project site, then the
probability of future establishments may be reduced. The proximity of the project area to an established
seed source may dictate whether the site is likely to become infested.

2.2.3  Mitigation

All terms and conditions of the BLM Programmatic Biological Opinion would be adhered to and would
be specified in the Special Provisions for the project. As specified in the programmatic biological opinion,
remuneration fees for the desert tortoise would be paid into the Desert Tortoise Public Lands
Conservation Fund prior to surface-disturbing activities. Fees would be paid for both Section 7 and
Section 10, due to the presence of both land ownerships in the project area. There are approximately 17.3
acres of BLM land (Section 7) that would be acquired for the project; however, only 15 acres would be
considered new disturbance. The 15 acres would be charged at $753 per acre for a total of $11,295 paid to
the fund. The $753 remuneration fee is indexed for inflation and is increased each year on March 1. If

20 Parsons. 2006. Biological Resources Report — I-15 South Corridor Improvement Project — Sloan Road to
Tropicana Avenue. May
2! Parsons. 2008. Biological Resources Report Technical Memorandum Update — I-15 South Corridor Improvement

Project — Sloan Road to Tropicana Avenue. June.
2 fbid.
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fees are paid after March 1, 2009, the new mitigation fee would apply to the number of acres that are
disturbed. Section 10 funds are for state or private lands and are charged $550 per acre of disturbance.
There are 43.7 acres that would be disturbed, and a total of $24,035 would be paid to the fund.

In compliance with Executive Order 13112 regarding noxious weeds, earth-moving and hauling
equipment would be washed at the contractor’s storage facility prior to arriving onsite to prevent the
introduction of noxious weed seeds. Disturbed areas would be landscaped and/or seeded with certified
weed-free mixes.

A noxious weed management plan would be specified in the Contract Special Provisions, prepared in
accordance with BLM’s Las Vegas Field Office Noxious Weed Plan, and implemented to prevent
noxious weeds from becoming established in the project area during and following construction. Elements
of the plan would include surveying the project area to confirm absence of noxious weeds, verifying that
vehicles and equipment are free of caked mud prior to being used at the construction site, eradication
measures if noxious weeds do become established, and the use of approved BLM seed mixes.

Cacti and yucca species that are present would be salvaged prior to construction activities.
23 Social Considerations
2.3.1 Conformance with Applicable Land Use Plan

The proposed action is in conformance with BLM’s Las Vegas Resource Management Plan (RMP),
which was approved October 5, 1998. The plan has been reviewed, and it has been determined that the
proposed action conforms with land use decision RW-1, which states “Meet public demand and reduce
impacts to sensitive resources by providing an orderly system for transportation, including legal access to
private inholdings, communications, flood control, major utility transmission lines, and related facilities.”

2.3.2 Relationship to Statutes

The proposed action does not conflict with any known local or state law, ordinance, planning, or zoning,
and it is consistent with Title V of the Federal Land Policy & Management Act of October 21, 1976
(United States Code [U.S.C.] 1701 et seq), and the Act of Congress of August 27, 1958 (23 U.S.C.
Section 317 and/or 107).

2.3.3 Existing Conditions
Population

Most of the project area is within the Enterprise Township of Clark County, with the northern portions located
within the Winchester/Paradise Township.?® The U.S. Census 2000 reports the population within the
Enterprise Township is 14,676, while the Nevada 2005 Population Estimates™ indicate the population
increased to 96,404 in 2005. The residential areas are a mix of low-, medium-, and high-density single-family
homes. Several master-planned communities are located west of I-15. Mixed-use and high-density multi-
family development is concentrated east of I-15 along Las Vegas Boulevard South (see Figure 11, Land Use).

Land Use

The Enterprise Land Use Plan includes open space; rural neighborhood preservation; single- and multi-
family residential; commercial, industrial, and business uses; and public facilities. Sixty-three (63)
percent of Enterprise Township is allocated to residential and rural preservation.

BClark County. 2005. Winchester/Paradise Land Use Plan. August.
¥ Clark County. 2005. Comprehensive Plan. May.
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A “Gateway District” has been established along I-15 and Las Vegas Boulevard South from 1-215 to
St. Rose Parkway that is planned for higher density uses.”> High-rise condominium developments and
other high-density residential areas are in the planning stages or under construction. More than 5,000
multi-family residential units are part of this residential development. Single-family residential areas are
also found along Las Vegas Boulevard South and I-15.

234 Impacts

The project corridor is an existing transportation facility and would have minimal direct impacts to land
use or zoning within the corridor. Construction of the proposed project would result in some alteration of
existing land use, with vacant, undeveloped land and residential areas converted to transportation uses.

Construction of the proposed project would result in the acquisition of 85 acres of land. Of the 85 acres,
approximately 3.5 acres would be transferred from BLM for the Sloan Road interchange, 8 acres would
be transferred for the Bermuda Road interchange, and 8 acres would be transferred for the Cactus Avenue
interchange. Table 3 identifies the acreages of land that would be acquired as part of the proposed project
and the number of residential and business relocations.

Table 3
Relocations and Areas of New Right-of-Way
Location of New Right-of-Way Acres Relocations

Sloan Road Interchange 25 1 business (Pottery World)
Bermuda Road Interchange 8 None
Starr Avenue Interchange 16 | 33 single-family residences
Cactus Avenue Interchange 14 | None

2 single-family residences
Pebble Road Overpass 4 8 multi-family residences

1 business (PRE Storage)
Southeast of Blue Diamond Road Interchange 4 20 parking spaces (1 multi-family complex)
Northeast of Blue Diamond Road Interchange 7 None
Northeast of I-215 Interchange 7 Parking (unknown number under construction)

Development in the project area is managed through various land use and transportation plans, and it
would occur whether or not the proposed I-15 improvements are built. Construction of the proposed
project is not anticipated to result in additional unplanned development. The zoning restrictions that are
part of Clark County’s Comprehensive Plan and City of Henderson’s Comprehensive Plan minimize the
potential impacts of these planned developments.

Clark County’s Comprehensive Plan (2005) and the City of Henderson’s Comprehensive Plan (2006)
each include standards for development within their respective jurisdictions. Zoning is the major
implementation tool of each plan. The various zoning districts regulate the type of land use. It is
anticipated that the residential and commercial development planned within the project area would have
the greatest effect on land use. These developments would result in the conversion of previously
undeveloped land to more intensive land uses. These projects are consistent with the desired future
development of the area relative to housing density, intensity of commercial development, and
development of the local transportation network, as described in the planning documents.

»Clark County. 2004. Enterprise Land Use Plan. December.
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Effectiveness of growth management is dependent upon adherence by the local entities to the land use,
zoning, and development ordinances. Overall, the proposed project is consistent with the long-range
transportation and development plans envisioned for the southern area of the Las Vegas Valley.

Relocation Impacts

Construction of the proposed Sloan Road interchange would result in the partial acquisition of the
property located in the northwest quadrant of the interchange. The Pottery World business location would
be impacted by construction of the proposed interchange; however, it appears that the business could be
reconfigured to land remaining within the same parcel (see Figure 10a). There are no permanent
structures at this site because of the nature of the business. At Starr Avenue, construction of the proposed
interchange would result in the relocation of 4 single-family homes within the Bella Terra subdivision in
the northwest quadrant of the interchange. Twenty-nine (29) single-family residences in the Terraza
subdivision would also require relocation for construction of the proposed interchange (sce Figure 10d).
The proposed Pebble Road overpass would result in the relocation of approximately 2 single-family
homes west of I-15 and 8 multi-family units in the Villanova apartment complex located east of I-15.
Relocation of the 43 residences would have a minimal impact on the overall community of Southern
Highlands which has more than 6,700 residences. The Pebble Road overpass would also result in the
acquisition of the PRE Storage facility, which contains 28 spaces for large recreational vehicles (RVs) or
boats (see Figure 10f). Improvements near the Blue Diamond Road interchange would result in a partial
acquisition from the Amalfi apartment complex. Fifteen (15) garage spaces located immediately adjacent
to I-15 and 5 covered parking spaces would be acquired (see Figure 10f). On the northeast quadrant of the
I-215 interchange, construction of the ramps would require a partial acquisition of the Town Square
development. According to recent site plans for the development, only parking spaces would be impacted

(see Figure 10g).
2.3.5 Mitigation

The NDOT ROW Division, under guidance of the Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition
Policy Act of 1970 (Uniform Act), would negotiate with the property owners directly impacted, ensuring
that they receive fair market value for the acquired ROW and appropriate relocation assistance. Legally
permitted property access would be perpetuated in the afier condition.

A detailed traffic plan would be created to maintain traffic circulation and access during construction.
NDOT would coordinate with the existing businesses and residents about the construction schedule. (See
also Section 2.6.3 — Construction for noise mitigation measures in residential areas.}

The proposed project is not expected to result in substantial long-term adverse social or economic
impacts, due to the availability of comparable housing in the vicinity, and because it is consistent with
current land use plans and policies.

2.4 Visual Resources
2.4.1 Existing Conditions

The project area is generally characterized by visual elements associated with commercial, residential,
and transportation development, as well as undeveloped, native desert parcels. Major visual landmarks are
the Spring Mountains and Mt. Charleston to the west of the corridor and the Las Vegas Strip to the north.
1-15 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. The views vary throughout the corridor from residential and commercial development to major
transportation features (e.g., walls, structures, and signage) associated with I-15 and other surface
transportation facilities. In the southem limits of the corridor, the background views consist of mountains
with alluvial fans extending from the mountain base to form the valley floor, with a slight undulating
terrain over several dry washes.
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Viewers are categorized in 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.
Commercial structures, such as office buildings and various retail establishments, and residential areas
east and west of the highway dominate middle-ground views. Manmade structures rise vertically and
horizontally with diverse colors and shades. A concrete median divides the NB and SB lanes for most of
the project area; the median widens in the far southern portion of the project area. Mountains and the
Las Vegas Strip create background views.

Viewers traveling on 1-15 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 throughout the daytime hours. Viewer sensitivity would be characterized
as low due to the high rate of speed and primarily peripheral views along the corridor.

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 and/or work places and their homes.
In areas where soundwalls are proposed to be installed, residential views of the highway would be
shielded. Viewer sensitivity for viewers of the road would be characterized as low.

The BLM uses a Visual Resources Management (VRM) system to identify and manage scenic values on
public lands. The VRM system classifies visual resources on BLM lands in one of four categories: Class
I, 11, 111, or IV—with Class I having the highest visual sensitivity and Class TV being the least sensitive.
The proposed project is located along the existing I-15 corridor and is within both Class III and Class IV
VRM areas. The management objective for VRM Class III areas is to partially retain the existing
character of the landscape. For Class III areas, a moderate level of change is acceptable. The management
objective for VRM Class [V areas is to provide for management activities that require major modification
of the existing character of the landscape. For Class IV areas, a high level of change is acceptable.

2.4.2 Impacts

The proposed additional lanes on I-15 and Las Vegas Boulevard South would minimally alter the near
and middle horizon viewshed from properties along the project corridor. The change in views would
result from having a larger transportation facility (i.e., more lanes) located closer to existing and planned
development. The proposed interchanges at Sloan Road, Bermuda Road, Starr Avenue, and Cactus
Avenue and the overpasses at Pebble Road, Warm Springs Road, and Sunset Road would be
approximately 25 to 35 feet above the existing I-15 lanes. Construction of these new interchanges would
be visually consistent with existing overpasses within the project corridor; however, some existing views
from residential areas along the freeway would be blocked by the new overpasses, soundwalls, and
retaining walls.

High mast lighting would be installed along I-15 as part of the Build Alternative. Lights would be spaced
approximately 330 to 400 feet apart and would be approximately 100 feet above the roadway surface. The
distance from the nearest residential areas to the new high mast lights would be approximately 230 feet.
Along Las Vegas Boulevard South and local cross streets, lighting would be placed on the outside of the
roadway. Typical streetlight spacing would be 150 to 250 feet, and the lights would be 35 to 55 feet above
the roadway surface. Installation of high mast and street lighting would not adversely affect adjacent
residences because of the use of shielding technology for new high mast lighting.

The proposed project is consistent with the VRM management objectives given the ongoing development
in this transportation corridor.

243 Mitigation

Aesthetic treatments to soundwalls and structures within the project area would be in accordance with
NDOT’s Landscape and Aesthetics Master Plan and I-15 Corridor Plan. New freeway and street lighting
would employ shields and luminaries to minimize light and glare impacts on adjacent residences.
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2.4.3 Mitigation

Aesthetic treatments to soundwalls and structures within the project area would be in accordance with
NDOT’s Landscape and Aesthetics Master Plan and I-15 Corridor Plan. New freeway and street lighting
would employ shields and luminaries to minimize light and glare impacts on adjacent restdences.

2.5  Air Quality

In accordance with the federal Clean Air Act, the United States Environmental Protection Agency {EPA)
has established primary and secondary National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for criteria air
poilutants, as listed in Table 4. The Clark County Department of Air Quality and Environmental
Management (CCDAQEM) is the regulatory and enforcement agency in Clark County, Nevada. In
addition, all construction projects equal to or larger than 0.25 acre require a dust control permit obtained

through the CCDAQEM.

Table 4
National Ambient Air Quality Standards
Pollutant Averaging Period | Primary Standards | Secondary Standards
Particulate Matter (PM,) 24 hour 150 pg/m’ 150 pg/m’
9.0 ppm
. 8 hour (10 mg/m’) -
Carbon Monoxide (CO)
1 hour 35 ppm =
(40 mg/m’)
Ozone (05) 8 hour (.08 ppm 0.08 ppm

| The federal air quality standard for PM; 5 was adopted in 1997. Presently, no methodologies for determining impacts relating to
PM, 5 have been developed or adopted by federal, state, or regional agencies. Additionally, no strategies or mitigation
programs for PMz s have been developed or adopted by federal, state, or regional agencies.

mg/m’; milligrams per cubic meter

pg/m’: micrograms per cubic meter

ppm: parts per million

Source: EPA, 2006. hitp:/fwww.epa. govair/criteria fiiml.

2.5.1 Existing Conditions

The proposed project is located entirely within Hydrographic Area (HA) 212, which encompasses the Las
Vegas Valley nonattainment area. The entire state of Nevada is in attainment/unclassifiable status for
PM, s (particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than 2.5 micrometers). Within Clark County,
the cities of Las Vegas, North Las Vegas, and Henderson are collectively designated as nonattainment for
carbon monoxide (CO) and PMj, (particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than 10
micrometers) by EPA.”” EPA has also designated Clark County as an 8-hour ozone (Os) nonattainment
area. Ozone is considered an area-wide pollutant that is assessed in systems-level planning as part of the
development of state implementation plans. In addition, ozone is evaluated as a regional pollutant, using
emissions inventories for its precursors, nitrogen oxide (NOX) and volatile organic compounds (VOCs),
as part of the conformity process by the RTC. Therefore, ozone is not a concern as a hot-spot, project-

level air pollutant,

Yparsons. 2007, Air Quality Assessment Technical Report — I-15 South Corridor Improvement Project — Sloan Road
to Tropicana Avenue. May.
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Project Conformizy

The current transportation plan is the Fiscal Year (FY) 2006-2030 RTP, and the transportation
improvement program is the FY 2006-2008 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). The TIP and
RTP were adopted by RTC on July 13, 2006. The United States Department of Transportation (DOT)
approved the Air Quality Conformity Finding in the RTP in December 2006.

The proposed project elements are included in RTC’s RTP 2006-2030 and the Clark County TIP which
has been approved by FHWA; therefore, pursuant to 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 93, this
project conforms to the State Implementation Plan (SIP). The project would not violate the NAAQS for
the build scenario.

2.5.2 Impacts

A CO micro-scale analysis was performed at five interchange locations using the CAL3QHC air quality
dispersion model to calculate CO concentrations for the No Build Altemative and the Build Altemnative.
In accordance with EPA’s Guideline for Modeling Carbon Monoxide from Roadway Intersections, the
three intersections with the highest traffic volumes and the three intersections with the worst LOS under
the Build Alternative were modeled. Since four of the six intersections are the intersections with the
highest traffic volumes and the worst LOS, this reduced the number of intersections to be analyzed to
three; however, to model areas with sensitive receptors along the entire project corridor, five intersections
were analyzed. As shown in Table 5, the federal 1- and 8-hour standards of 35 parts per million (ppm)
and 9 ppm would not be exceeded at any location.

Table 5§
Year 2030 CO Concentrations

Concentrations 10 Feet from Intersection
1-Hour 8-Hour
Concentration Concentration
(ppm) (ppm)
Intersection No Build | Build | No Build Build
Las Vegas Boulevard South and Tropicana Avenue 93 9.6 54 5.6
Dean Martin Drive and Tropicana Avenue 84 9.2 5.7 5.3
Las Vegas Boulevard South and Blue Diamond Road 9.2 9.7 53 5.6
Dean Martin Drive and Biue Diamond Road 9.8 9.5 5.7 5.5
Las Vegas Boulevard South and Hidden Well Road 8.4 9.2 5.7 53
NAAQS 35 9

Note: CO concentrations include 1-hour and 8-hour concentrations of 5.5 and 2.7 ppm based on 3-year average monitoring data
at Las Vegas Boulevard South monitoring station.

Sources of PM,, during operation of the proposed project include vehicle exhaust and re-entrained road
dust. Typically, PM,, emissions from vehicle exhaust are highest when vehicles are idling. The Build
Alternative would increase capacity along I-15, which would reduce vehicle idling time, thereby reducing
emissions of PM,y. The proposed project is included in the RTP; thus, it is included in Clark County’s air
quality modeling efforts for the region, as provided in the CCDAQEM PM;; Plan.

Given that I-15 is not sanded or salted during the year, the roadway would have very low surface silt
loading. In addition, NDOT complies with Clark County’s enforceable PM,, SIP requirements to control
emissions from paved roads, which include frequent sweeping of all freeways in Clark County using
PM;¢-compliant equipment and stabilization of soil and road shoulders and medians.
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These measures would reduce the PM,o increment associated with operation of the proposed project;
therefore, NDOT qualitatively concludes that there would be no PM,, hot spot violations resulting from
operation of the new freeway lanes and ramps.

Construction

Periodic and localized increases in CO and PM,o levels would occur during construction due to traffic
congestion and equipment operations; however, such increases would be temporary and short term.

2,53 Mobile Source Air Toxics

Introduction

The 1-15 South Corridor Improvement Project is designed to mitigate expected future traffic demand in
the southern Las Vegas Valley. The future traffic demand will be fueled by planned residential and
commercial development along the corridor”® and by regionwide population growth. Improvements to
I-15 would include the addition of general purpose and auxiliary lanes from Sloan Road in the south to
Tropicana Avenue in the north (sce Figure 1). The project would also include construction of new
interchanges and widening of South Las Vegas Boulevard.

The 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments (CAAAs) identified 188 hazardous air pollutants (HAPs). Of the
identified HAPs, EPA identified a group of 21 mobile source air toxics (MSATs). The MSATSs are
considered by EPA to have the potential to cause serious health and environmental impacts, and they are
emitted from a variety of sources, including highway vehicles (i.e., cars, trucks, buses) and non-road
sources such as 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.”’

Traffic volume forecasts, which were modeled using the most recent population growth and land-use
assumptions for the Las Vegas Valley,” indicate that the 2030 ADT along most segments of the I-15
South corridor will exceed 200,000 vehicles per day, with a high of 546,000 vehicles per day adjacent to
the Las Vegas Strip.

The FHWA Interim Guidance set forth a tiered approach for evaluating potential impacts of MSAT
emissions for transportation projects. Because there are capacity improvements planned for the project
corridor, and because the 2030 ADT will exceed 150,000 vehicles per day, FHWA recommends that
MSAT emissions be gquantitatively assessed as part of the NEPA process; therefore, in accordance with
the FHWA Interim Guidance, NDOT performed a quantitative analysis of MSAT emissions for the I-15
South Corridor Improvement Project.

MSAT Analysis Methodology

Air toxics analysis is an ongoing area of research by EPA and FHWA, and they are developing strategies
and procedures for modeling ambient concentrations of MSATS at the project level.*! Acceptable methods
to predict the ambient concentrations of MSATSs 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 predicting
episodic concentrations of CO and compliance with the NAAQS. In addition, project-specific MSAT
background concentrations do not exist.

Bparsons. 2007. I-15 South Traffic Report. January.
BEHWA. 2006. Interim Guidance on Air Toxic Analysis in NEPA Documents.

Wparsons. 2007, I-15 South Traffic Report. January.
IEHWA. 2006. Interim Guidance on Air Toxic Analysis in NEPA Documents.
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These shortcomings prevent predicting meaningful exposure patterns to assess potential health risk.
Deriving useful conclusions regarding project-specific health effects are hindered by current techniques in
exposure assessment and risk analysis. Considering the need of using unsupported assumptions in
exposure patterns, uncertainties associated with estimating MSAT toxicity, and lacking methods to
predict concentrations and dispersion, the calculated health effects between alternatives is likely to be
smaller than the uncertainties involved.

It is possible to evaluate MSAT emission trends over time for larger projects and whether differences in
MSAT emission levels occur over time between the No Build and Build Alternatives.

EPA has established eight priority MSATSs, which are defined as those most likely to present the highest
risks to human health. The priority MSATSs include the following volatile organic compounds (VOCs):
benzene, formaldehyde, acetaldehyde, acrolein, 1,3 butadiene, naphthalene, and polycyclic organic matter
(POM). Diesel particulate matter (DPM), the eighth priority MSAT, is a fine aerosol composed of solid
and liquid particles.

A. Nature of Emissions Analysis

Claggett and Miller? formulated a methodology for use by state DOTs and Metropolitan Planning
Organizations (MPOs) 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 [mg])/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 mg) for each of the pollutants, which are then summed to get the total daily MSAT
emissions for that link or segment.

EPA’s MOBILE6.2 Emission Factor Model has functionality to calculate emission factors for the
eight priority MSATSs, and its use is recommended by FHWA for doing quantitative MSAT
assessments. Emission factors for most MSATs vary as a function of speed, vehicle mix, fuel
composition (1.e., aromatic and sulfur content), and diurnal fluctuations in temperature.

Input parameters specific to Clark County were used to run MOBILE®.2. For the 1-15 South corridor
improvements, and other planned projects in Las Vegas, NDOT consulted modeling experts from
CCDAQEM for their guidance as to what local inputs should be used in MOBILE®.2.3

The emissions analysis for this project includes those freeway (including ramps) and arterial segments
slated for improvement as part of the I-15 South Corridor Improvement Project, plus other segments
within and beyond the project corridor that are not slated for improvement. Road segments beyond
the project corridor are included because MOBILES.2 is a regional-scale model.

NDOT utilized a comprehensive, detailed traffic demand analysis for the I-15 South Corridor
Improvement Project to calculate MOBILE6.2 emission factors.”” Pertinent local transportation
network attributes were also used.”® Detailed traffic demand forecast information correlated to the
specific elements of the 1-15 South Corridor Improvement Project is not available outside the
improvement corridor, and current traffic count information was used to fill in the gaps,37 therefore,

Claggett, M. and T.L. Miller. 2005. 4 Methodology for Evaluating Mobile Source Air Toxic Emissions among
Transportation Project Alternatives. www.fthwa gov/environment/airtoxic/.

BCCDAQEM. 2005. Carbon Monoxide State Implementation Plan Revision: Las Vegas Valley Nonattainment Area,
Clark County, Nevada, Appendix A — Technical Support Document.

*CCDAQEM. 2006. Personal communication with Mr. Zheng Li, CCDAQEM Planning,

¥ Parsons. 2007. /-15 South T raffic Report. January.

¥RTC. 2006. Final Draft, Regional Transportation Plan, FY 2006-2030.

INDOT. 2005. 2005 Annual Traffic Report.
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the affected network for this project encompasses the project corridor itself, plus a 0.5-mile buffer on
each side.

Project-Level MSAT Analysis Burden

This section discusses the results of the MSAT burden analysis for those facilities affected by the
proposed 1-15 South Corridor Improvement Project. The “emissions burden” is defined as the total mass
emissions of an air contaminant, or group of air contaminants, for a specified period of time. In this case,
the poliutants of interest are the priority MSATSs emitted by the assemblage of motor vehicles that will be

using the transportation facilities in question.

MSAT impacts from the proposed project are assessed by comparing the emission rates for the no build
and build conditions for various horizon years. NDOT followed the methodology of Claggett and Miller®
to do the burden analysis.

A. Freeway Mainline MSAT Emissions

Charts showing the relative daily MSAT emissions for the no build and build scenarios are presented
in Figures 12 and 13. The years covered are 2003, 2020 (estimated completion), and 2030 (design

year).
Emissions of MSATs are quite variable along individual segments of I-15 (see Figures 12 and 13).

Segmental MSAT emissions are controlled by congested speeds and VMT, both of which can vary
considerably. Most segments exhibit a decrease of total MSATs from 2003 to 2030 for the build

condition (i.e., 17 to 64 percent decreases).
For both 2020 and 2030, differences between no build and build emissions along each segment are

insignificant (less than 1 pound). However, for the 2030 design year, 10 out of 13 freeway mainline
segments showed either no change or decreases in build emissions relative to the no build condition.

Relative to the 2003 base year, Segments 1 through 7 and 12 through 13 show a decrease in MSAT
emissions for the design year build alternative, while Segments 8, 10, and 11 show no change in
emission levels. Segment 9 exhibited an increase, with both the no build and build design year
emissions increasing by similar proportions.

For the collection of I-15 mainline segments, total MSAT emissions decrease by 32 percent for the
build condition relative to the 2003 base year (see Figure 14), and MSAT emissions show an overall
decrease from 2003 to 2030 for both the no build and build SCEenarios.

B. MSAT Emissions for Arterials

NDOT also evaluated total MSAT emissions for major arterials both within and outside the project
corridor. Figure 15 shows the total MSAT emissions for Las Vegas Boulevard and the collection of
crossing arterials. MSAT emissions decrease by 83 percent for the build condition, with build
emissions significantly less than no build emissions for the 2020 and 2030 analysis years. Capacity
improvements slated for Las Vegas Boulevard contribute significantly to these corridor-scale MSAT

reductions.

Discussion and Conclusions

MSAT emission trends for the I-15 South Corridor Improvement Project show that total emissions are
projected to decrease over time for both the no build and build scenarios. Total MSATSs decrease by
32 percent from 2003 to 2030 along the freeway mainline, and by 83 percent for crossing arterials,
including Las Vegas Boulevard. Differences between no build and build emissions are insignificant for
the 2020 and 2030 analysis years. Comparisons of MSAT emissions between roadway segments exhibit a
high degree of variability, but MSATs generally decrease for those segments with the highest ADT and

VMT.

3 Claggett, M. and T.L. Miller. 2005. 4 Methodology for Evaluating Mobile Source Air Toxic Emissions among
Transportation Project Alternatives. www.fhwa.gov/environment/airtoxic/.
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Segments 7, 9, and 10 show greater increases in traffic demand than other segments for the design year.
Corridor-wide, there is only a 2 percent difference in overall traffic demand between the no build and
build alternatives. Segments 9 and 10 are those that have sensitive receptors (i.e., residential
development) within 600 feet of the mainline. Differences between the build and no build emissions are
less than one pound per day for these segments in the design year and despite the increases in traffic
demand, these differences are insignificant. Local municipalities could also maintain a separation between
sensitive receptors and the ROW by controlling planning, zoning, and type of development along the
mainline and throughout the corridor.

The I-15 South Corridor Improvement Project would relieve traffic congestion along the I-15 corridor,
which would lower emissions of MSATSs and other air pollutants. Since the ambient concentrations of
MSATS, or any air contaminant, 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.

Total MSAT emissions from motor vehicles operating on I-15 are very low. To put this in perspective, the
2001 average dailg' emissions of VOCs from gasoline service stations in Clark County are approximately
5.6 tons per day,” which is expected to be higher in 2003 and subsequent years. By contrast, combined
emissions for MSATs for the freeway mainline and arterials are only 0.10 ton per day (200 pounds).
Given that most MSATSs are VOCs, this example shows that MSAT emissions from vehicles operating on
I-15 are negligible when compared to nonvehicle sources.

Major mitigating factors for reducing future MSAT emissions is implementation of EPA’s diesel
emission control and fuel sulfur standards. Additional MSAT reductions on a regional scale will come
from restrictions on the aromatic content of gasoline, plus reductions in exhaust and evaporative
emissions from gasoline-powered passenger vehicles. These federal standards will provide tangible air
quality benefits for the Las Vegas Valley.

Furthermore, NDOT has provided funding to the Clark County School District to retrofit a portion of their
diesel bus fleet with emissions-reduction technology. NDOT is also implementing a comprehensive idling
reduction outreach program in Clark County during 2007. These NDOT initiatives will achieve additional
MSAT reductions, particularly for DPM, throughout the Las Vegas urbanized area.

For the United States as a whole, MSATs will be reduced by 68 percent between 2000 and 2020 (sce
Figure 16). These projected reductions are a result of newly enacted control programs for MSATSs that
include more stringent heavy-duty diesel engine emission standards and on-highway diesel fuel sulfur
requiremnents.”’ These 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
EPA-mandated restrictions in the aromatic content of gasoline and from standards for portable fuel
containers,*!

2.54 Mitigation

NDOT contract documents would specify that the contractor must implement a dust control program to
minimize impacts. In addition, the contractor must comply with all federal, state, and local laws,
including CCDAQEM regulations governing air pollution control. These regulations require that the
contractor use acceptable methods to prevent fugitive dust emissions. All dust control permit conditions
and stipulations must be in compliance for the duration of the project. With implementation of an
effective dust control program, the increase in PM;, levels would not create adverse effects.

¥ EPA. 2001. National Emissions Inventory (NEf): 2001 VOC Data for Clark County, Nevada.

“ Claggett, M. and T.L. Miller. 2005. 4 Methodology for Evaluating Mobile Source Air Toxic Emissions Among
Transportation Project Alternatives. www.thwa.gov/environment/airtoxic/.

“! EPA. 2007 Conrol of Hazardous Air Pollutants Sfrom Mobile Sources: Final Rule to Reduce Mobile Source Air
Toxics. EQA420-F-07-017. February.
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Figure 12
Total Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSATS)
I-15 Mainline Segments 1 to 6
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Figure 13

Total Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSATSs)

I-15 Mainline Segments 7 to 13

Segment 10: 15 @ St. Rose
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Figure 14

1-15 South Corridor - All Freeway Mainline Segments

Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSATSs)
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Figure 15

I-15 South Project - Arterials in Affected Network
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2.6 Noise

A noise study was prepared for the proposed project in accordance with FHWA Procedures for
Abatement of Highway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise (23 CFR Part 772, 2001) and NDOT
Traffic and Construction Noise Abatement Policy (2003). Table 6 shows the FHWA noise abatement
criteria (NAC). Table 7 shows the corresponding common indoor and cutdoor activity sounds.

Table 6
Noise Abatement Criteria

Activity Noise Abatement Criteria
Category (Liegy dBA) Description of Activity Category

Lands on which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary
. significance and serve an important public need and
A 57 (Exterior) where the preservation of those qualities is essential if

the area is to continue to serve its intended purpose.

Picnic areas, recreation areas, playgrounds, active sports
B 67 (Exterior) areas, parks, residences, motels, hotels, schools,
churches, libraries, and hospitals.

Developed tands, properties, or activities not included in

¢ 72 (Exterior) Categories A or B, above.
D --- Undeveloped lands.

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

Source: 23 CFR Part 772, 2005.

2.6.1 Existing Conditions

Noise-sensitive land uses, called sensitive receptors, in the proposed project area consist of existing and
permitted single-family residences and multi-family housing developments that fall into Category B of
the NAC. Noise was monitored and modeled at various locations along the 1-15 South corridor. Table 8
identifies the noise measurement locations and their respective measured noise levels. Short-term
(20-minute) noise measurements were conducted at 10 residential locations that are representative sites
for the sensitive receptors within the project corridor. Long-term (21- to 43-hour) measurements were

also conducted at 6 receptors.
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TABLE 7
TYPICAL SOUNDS AND THEIR CORRESPONDING NOISE LEVELS
OUTDOOR NOISE LEVEL INDOOR
NOISE LEVELS DECIBELS NOISE LEVELS
JET FLYOVER @ 1000 fi £04.80m) e R o
= &
GAS LAWN MOWER @ 3ft (91m) S S
A INSIDE SUBWAY TRAIN
DIESEL TRUCK @ SOft (15.24m) ‘ (IR LT

GARBAGE DISPOSAL @ 3 ft (. 9lm)

= —t 90 _

NOISY URBAN DAYTIME

SHOUTING @ 3 ft (91m)

GAS LAWN MOWER @100ft (30.48m) v VACUUM CLEANER @ 3 R (91m) (
h e 9

FHWA NOISE IMPACT CRITERIA 66 NDOT TRAFFIC NOISE POLICY (2/14/03)
NORMAL SPEECH @ 3 ft (.91m) H
HEAVY TRAFFIC @ 300ft (91.44m)
R, Tl LARGE BUSINESS OFFICE i g
QUIETURBAN DAYTIME /A K 5 DISHWASHER IN THE NEXT ROOM 5
— L= eg

S T EREAN OO LARGE CONFERENCE ROOM
aailbll (BACKGROUND) »

e
QUIET SUBURBAN NIGHTTIME LIBRARY ﬁ'

QUIET RURAL NIGHTTIME

BEDROOM AT NIGHT

RUSTLING LEAVES CONCERT HALL (BACKGROUND) %
’; ¢ — 5

BROADCAST / RECORDING STUDIO

MOSQUITO @ 3 ft (.91M) E%E e (BACKGROUND)

THRESHOLD OF HEARING THRESHOLD OF HEARING
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Table 8
Noise Measurements
Noise Levels, dBA
Site Number Address Leq
ST1 2815 Villanova Court, Building 35, Unit 1015 63.0'
ST2? 8080 Giles Street 64.0'
ST3? 8445 Las Vegas Boulevard South, Building 24, Unit 1002/1003 70.0"
ST4 Scalise Court cul-de-sac 60.0/61.0’
STS 7181 Dean Martin Drive 75.0'
ST6 9604 Gary Avenue 68.0'
ST7 2850 Silverado Ranch Boulevard 66.0'
ST8 52 Saddle Avenue 57.0'
ST9 2711 W. Windmill Lane 68.0'
STI10 2815 Villanova Court 64.0'
LT1? 9000 Las Vegas Boulevard South, Building 38, Unit 1035 66.3
LT2 13 Bellcrest Court 64.9
LT3 6055 Pyle Avenue 60.8
LT4 1197 Dale Avenue 61.5
LT5 3239 Rapale Lane 543
LTé6 1671 W. Neal 60.7
| Noise levels adjusted to reflect peak traffic noise hours.
? Measurement sites along Las Vegas Boulevard South.
dBA — A-weighted decibel
L., -- equivalent sound level

Source: Parsons, 2006. Noise Study and Barrier Analysis Report — I-15 South Corridor Improvement Project - Sloan Read to
Tropicana Avenue. May.

2.6.2 Impacts

A traffic noise analysis was completed to identify impacts and evaluate mitigation measures. A traffic
noise impact occurs when predicted traffic noise levels “approach or exceed” the NAC or when the
predicted noise levels “substantially exceed” the existing noise levels (23 CFR 722.5, g). NDOT defines
“approach” as 1 A-weighted decibel (dBA) less than the FHWA impact criteria listed in Table 6 and
“substantially greater” as a predicted noise increase equal to or greater than 15 dBA. Table 9 sumrmarizes
the results of the modeling. Figures 10a through 10i show the location of the noise receivers and

monitoring locations listed in Table 9.
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Table 9
Predicted Noise Levels and Soundwall Recommendations
Existing | Predicted | Mitigated Wall Type/ Wall
Noise Noise Noise Location/Number Dimensions’
Levels, Levels, Levels, or
Receiver | Land | dBA, dBA, dBA, Reason Wall Not | Height | Length
Number | Use | L.(h) Leg(h) Leg(h) Recommended (feet) | (feet)
Las Vegas Boulevard
LVB RI.1 SFR 51 55 No impact
LVB R1.2 SFR 53 57 No impact
LVBR1.3 SFR 53 57 No impact
LVB R1.4 SFR 50 53 No impact
LVBR2.1 SFR 55 59 No impact
LVB R2.2 SFR 56 60 No impact
LVB R2.3 SFR 59 63 No impact
LVBR24 SFR 58 62 No impact
LVB R2.5 SFR 37 60 No impact
LVB R2.6 SFR 56 60 No impact
LVB R3.1 SFR 46 50 No impact
LVBR3.2 SFR 57 54 No impact
LVB R3.3 SFR 47 51 No impact
LVBR3.4 SFR 46 50 No impact
LVB R3.5 SFR 47 51 No impact
LVB R3.6 SFR 47 51 No impact
LVB R3.7 SFR 50 55 No impact
LVB R3.8 SFR 56 63 No impact
LVB R4.1 SFR 54 57 No impact
LVB R4.2 SFR 55 58 No impact
LVB R4.3 SFR 55 59 No impact
New/Prope
LVBRS.I | MFR | 68 72 I 8 392
New/Prope
LVBRS2 |MFR| 67 71 UM b rid 10 | 299
LVB R5.3 SFR 47 51 No impact
LVBR5.4 SFR 46 49 No impact
LVB R5.5 SFR 50 53 No impact
LVB R5.6 SFR 51 55 No impact
LVBR5.7 | HOT 65 63 No impact
LVBR5.8 | MFR 67 65 No impact
LVB R5.9 SFR 66 65 No impact

'For the range of soundwall heights that were modeled, see the Noise Study and Barrier Analysis Report (Parsons, May 2006).
ZWhen not an NDOT facility, listed soundwalls are only for illustration. NDOT does not propose to construct these

soundwalls.
HOT - Hotel

MFR — Multi-family residential
SFR — Single-family residential
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Table 9
Predicted Noise Levels and Soundwall Recommendations
Existing | Predicted | Mitigated Wall Type/ Wall
Noise Noise Noise Location/Number Dimensions’
Levels, Levels, Levels, or
Receiver | Land [ dBA, dBA, dBA, Reason Wall Not Height | Length
Number Use | Leg(h) Leg(h) Leg(h) Recommended (feet) | (feet)
LVB R5.10 | SFR 61 64 No impact
New/Prope 12 267
LVBRS.IL | SFR | 65 68 6 | Lmessret 10 | 319
LVBR5.12 | SFR 64 67 60
LVBR5.13 | SFR 63 67 61
LVB R5.14 | MFR 62 66 58 or 59 | New/Right-of-Way/ 10 613
LVBRS5.15 | MFR | 63 66 58 or 59 | S386° 14 360
LVBR5.16 | MFR 66 64 No impact
LVB R5.17 | MFR 65 63 No impact
LVB R5.18 | MFR 68 67 Soundwall not feasible’
LVBR5.19 | MFR 60 61 No impact
LVB R6.1 SFR 52 53 No impact
LVB R6.2 SFR 43 43 No impact
New/Prope
LVB R6.3 MFR 70 70 60 Line/S5 41;2“3{ 10 423
New/Prope
LVBR64 | MFR| 70 70 60 | i 10 | 294
LVB R6.5 SFR 54 59 No impact
LVB R6.6 SFR 53 53 No impact
LVBR6.7 SFR 52 53 No impact
LVB R6.8 SFR 51 51 No impact
LVB R6.9 SFR 50 50 No impact
LVBR6.10 [ SFR 46 46 No impact
LVBR7.1 SFR 64 53 No impact
LVB R7.2 SFR 51 51 No impact
LVB R7.3 SFR 33 53 No impact
LVB R8.1 HOT 61 61 No impact
I-15
Rl1.1 SFR 57 65 No impact
R2.1 MH 33 63 No impact
R2.2 MH 53 63 No impact
R2.3 MH 51 60 No impact
R2.4 SFR 63 56 No impact

!For the range of soundwall heights that were modeled, see the Noise Study and Barrier Analysis Report (Parsons, May 2006).
2When not an NDOT facility, listed soundwalls are only for illustration. NDOT does not propose to construct these

soundwalls.

3N ot feasible means a minimum 5-dBA noise reduction cannot be achieved with a practical height soundwall, determined to
be a soundwall higher than 22 feet.

HOT - Hotel

MFR -~ Mult-family residential
MH — Mobile home
SFR — Single-family residential
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Table 9
Predicted Noise Levels and Soundwall Recommendations
Existing | Predicted | Mitigated Wall Type/ Wall
Noise Noise Noise Location/Number Dimensions'
Levels, Levels, Levels, or

Receiver | Land | dBA, dBA, dBA, Reason Wall Not Height | Length

Number Use | L.(h) Ley(h) Leg(h) Recommended (feet) | (feet)
R2.5 SFR 62 55 No impact
R3.1 SFR 34 60 No impact
R3.2 SFR 64 71 64
R3.3 SFR 64 72 66
R3.4 SFR 64 73 66 18 1.400
R3.5 SFR 63 71 63 New/Shoulder/S305 14 633
R3.6 SFR 64 72 65
R3.7 SFR 54 61
R3.8 SFR 59 65
R3.9 SFR 56 63 No impact
R3.10 SFR 61 72 Not cost effective
R3.10A SFR 61 71 Not cost effective
R4.1 SFR 55 60 No impact
R4.1A SFR 67 62 60
R4.2 SFR 54 59
R4.2A SFR 68 65 61
R4.2B SFR 68 66 61
R4.3 SFR 61 68 60
R4.3A SFR 62 70 62
R4.4 SFR 61 71 63
R4.5 SFR 63 72 66
R4.5A SFR | 63 72 65 :2 f‘;g
i:g A :E: g; 3? 22 New/Shoulder/S347 %(8) i;g
R4.7 SFR 62 70 61 16 3,144
R4.8 SFR 62 69 62
R4.9 SFR 52 59 55
R4.10 SFR 52 59 55
R4.11 SFR 55 60 60
R4.12 SFR 68 71 65
R4.13 SFR 71 73 66
R4.14 SFR 70 73 66
R4.15 SFR 66 69 63
RS.1 SFR 65 73 Not cost effective
R5.2 SFR 57 66 Not cost effective
R5.3 SFR 61 69 Not cost effective
R5.4 SFR 58 67 Not cost effective

'For the range of soundwall heights that were modeled, see the Noise Study and Barrier Analysis Report (Parsons, May 2006).

SFR - Single-family residential
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Table 9
Predicted Noise Levels and Soundwall Recommendations
Existing | Predicted | Mitigated Wall Type/ Wall
Noise Noise Noise Location/Number Dimensions’
Levels, Levels, Levels, or
Receiver | Land | dBA, dBA, dBA, Reason Wall Not Height | Length
Number Use | Le(h) Ley(h) Leg(h) Recommended (feet) | (feet)

R5.5 SFR 61 69 Not cost effective

R5.6 SFR 58 66 Not cost effective

R5.7 SFR 65 73 Not cost effective

R5.8 SFR 58 66 Not cost effective

R5.9 SFR 61 68 Not cost effective

R5.10 SFR 51 59 No impact

R5.11 SFR 51 59 No impact

R5.12 SFR 53 66 No impact - structure
demolished

R5.13 SFR 58 66 Not cost effective

R6.1 SFR 70 62 No impact - structure
demolished

R6.2 SFR 68 64 No impact - structure
demolished

R63 SFR 67 65 No impact — structure
demolished

R6.4 SFR 54 60 No impact

R6.5 SFR 70 70 No impact - structure
demolished

SFR No impact — structure

R6.6 67 7 demolished

R6.7 SFR 67 72 Not cost effective

R6.8 SFR 68 73 Not cost effective

R6.9 SFR 55 60 No impact

R6.10 SFR 55 60 No impact

R6.11 SFR 64 69 Not cost effective

R6.12 SFR 64 69 Not cost effective

R6.13 SFR 59 64 No impact

R6.14 SFR 61 69 Not cost effective

R6.15 SFR 59 64 No impact

R6.16 SFR 58 63 No impact

R6.17 SFR 58 65 Not cost effective

R6.18 SFR 59 66 Not cost effective

R6.19 SFR 58 62 No impact

R6.20 SFR 55 59 No impact

R6.21 SFR 67 78 Not cost effective

R6.22 MFR 66 61 No impact

R6.23 MFR 65 64 No impact

R6.24 SFR 62 65 No impact

!For the range of soundwall heights that were modeled, see the Noise Study and Barrier Analysis Report (Parsons, May 2006).

MFR - Multi-family residential
SFR - Single-family residential
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Table 9
Predicted Noise Levels and Soundwall Recommendations
Existing | Predicted | Mitigated Wall Type/ Wall
Noise Noise Noise Location/Number Dimensions’
Levels, Levels, Levels, or
Receiver | Land | dBA, dBA, dBA, Reason Wall Not Height | Length
Number Use | L,(h) Leq(h) Leg(h) Recommended (feet) | (feet)
R6.25 SFR 62 66 59
R6.26 SFR 62 67 62 18 1382
R6.27 SFR 62 67 60 16 200
R6.28 MFR 65 70 65 New/Shoulder/S280 14 200
R6.29 MFR 66 71 64 12 600
R6.30 MFR | 66 69 63 14 498
R6.31 MFR 68 66 61
R6.32 MFR. 60 65 No impact
R6.33 MFR 61 65 No impact
R7.1 SFR 63 69 Not cost effective
R7.1A SFR 55 60 No impact
R7.2 SFR 54 58 No impact
R7.3 SFR 65 70 Not cost effective
R7.4A MFR 64 69 64
R7.4 MFR 64 69 63
R7.5 MFR 63 69 64
R76 MFR 62 70 63
12 2,653
;;; ;gg 22 ;g g: New/Shoulder/S484 }(2) Zgg
R7.9 MFR 70 75 66
R7.10 MFR 66 73 66
R7.11 MH 66 71 65
R7.12 MH 68 73 65
R7.13 MH 69 65
R7.14 MH 68 61
R7.15 MH | 63 58 New/Shoulder/sags® | 0 | 377
R7.16 MH 59 58
R7.17 MH 60 59
R8.1 SFR 50 52 No impact
R8.2 SFR 50 53 No impact
R8.3 SFR 50 53 No impact
R8.4 SFR 52 55 No impact
R8.5 SFR 75 60 No impact
R8.6 SFR 61 63 No impact
R8.7 SFR 61 64 No impact

'For the range of soundwall heights that were modeled, see the Noise Study and Barrier Analysis Report (Parsons, May 2006).
?Not feasible means a minimum 5-dBA noise reduction cannot be achieved with a practical height soundwall, determined to
be a soundwall higher than 22 feet.
*Soundwall not required for noise abatement but replaces existing wall that would be removed by the project.
MFR — Multi-family residential

MH — Mobile home

SFR - Single-family residential
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Construction

Noise during construction would be intermittent and intensity would vary. The degree of construction
noise impacts would vary for different areas of the project and depending on the construction activities.

2.6.3 Mitigation

Noise abatement measures were evaluated by modeling a soundwall shielding the sensitive receivers.
Soundwalls were determined to be the most reasonable and feasible mitigation option to reduce the long-
term traffic noise impacts. Soundwalls would be constructed early in the project, as feasible, to mitigate

construction noise.

For a barrier to be considered effective, it must be physically “feasible” and economically “reasonable.”
A barrier is considered “feasible” when it provides a minimum 5-dBA reduction for the first row of
residents. In agreement with NDOT Environmental Services, $15,000 per resident was used to reflect the
increase in construction costs as a guideline for determining if a barrier is considered economically
“reasonable” and uses the Nevada demographics average of 2.6 residents per dwelling. The estimated cost
of soundwalls was based on the current Clark County unit cost for a standard soundwall of $24 per square
foot. The following summarizes the soundwalls that would provide adequate mitigation but are not cost
effective, and therefore, are not recommended.

e Receivers 3.10 and 3.10A (Soundwall $318) — A soundwall along the NB I-15 ROW line would
benefit 2 single-family residential units and would be 18 feet high. The cost effectiveness
allowance for this soundwall is $78,000, and the estimated cost is $597,924.

¢ Receivers 5.1 through 5.9 (Soundwall $411) — A soundwall along the SB I-15 shoulder would
benefit 8 single-family residential units and would range in height from 16 fect to 20 feet. The
cost effectiveness allowance for this soundwall is $312,000, and the estimated cost is $1,232,092.

e Receiver 5.13 (Soundwall S414) — A soundwall along the NB I-15 shoulder would benefit
1 single-family residential unit and would range in height from 14 feet to 16 feet. The cost
effectiveness allowance for this soundwall is $39,000, and the estimated cost is $870,400.

e Receivers 6.7, 6.8, 6.11, 6.12, 6.14, 6.17, 6.18, and 6.21 (Soundwall S285) — A soundwall along
the SB I-15 ROW line would benefit 8 single-family residential units and would be 16 feet high.
The cost effectiveness allowance for this soundwall is $312,000, and the estimated cost is

$2,418,624,

o Receiver 7.1 (Soundwall §313) — A soundwall along the SB I-15 ROW would benefit 1 single-
family residential unit and would be 16 feet high. The cost effectiveness allowance for this
soundwall is $39,000, and the estimated cost is $399,840.

» Receiver 7.3 (Soundwall $337) — A soundwall along the SB I-15 ROW would benefit 1 single-
family residential unit and would be 16 feet high. The cost effective allowance for this soundwall

is $39,000, and the estimated cost is $651,712.

The recommended soundwalls are designed to reduce traffic noise levels by a minimum of 5 dBA,
intercept the line-of-sight to truck exhaust stacks, and achieve an abatement level of 66 dBA. For the
range of soundwall heights that were modeled, see the Noise Study and Barrier Analysis Report (Parsons,
May 2006). See Figure 10a through 10i for locations of the recommended soundwalls. The following
summarizes the recommended soundwalls as identified in Table 9. Soundwall height, length, and location
would be determined during final design in coordination with NDOT Environmental Services Division.

e  Soundwall S305 — This soundwall on the shoulder of I-15 would benefit 14 single-family
residential units and would range in height from 14 feet to 18 feet (see Figure 10c).
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e Soundwall S347 — This soundwall along the Starr Avenue SB off-ramp would benefit 50 single-
family residential units and would range in height from 12 feet to 20 feet (see Figure 10d).

s Soundwall $280 — This soundwall along the NB I-15 shoulder would beﬁeﬁt 39 single- and
multi-family residential units and would range in height from 12 feet to 18 feet (see Figure 10e)

s  Soundwall S484 — This soundwall along the NB I-15 shoulder would benefit 80 single- and
multi-family residential units and would range in height from 10 feet to 12 feet. In addition,
receivers represented by R7.13 through R7.17 would not be impacted, but the soundwall is
proposed to be extended in this area to replace the existing property wall (see Figure 10f).

When soundwalls are not for an NDOT facility, they are described for illustrative purposes only. NDOT
does not propose to construct the following soundwalls.

e Soundwalls S567 and S571 — These soundwalls are at the property line along SB Las Vegas
Boulevard South and are separated to allow access into the apartment complex. These soundwalls
would benefit 12 multi-family residential units and would be 8 feet and 10 feet high, respectively
(see Figure 10e).

e Soundwall S 576 — This soundwall at the property line along NB Las Vegas Boulevard South
would replace the existing private property wall with a higher wall adjacent to the roadway. The
soundwall would benefit 13 single-family residential units and would range in height from 10 feet
to 12 feet (see Figure 10e).

e Soundwall S586 — This soundwall along the ROW line along NB Las Vegas Boulevard would
benefit 23 multi-family residential units and range in height from 10 feet to 14 feet (see
Figure 10¢).

¢ Soundwalls 8547 and S551 — These soundwalls at the property line along SB Las Vegas
Boulevard South are separated to allow access into the apartment complex. These soundwalls
would benefit 10 multi-family residential units and would be 10 feet high (see Figure 10f).

Construction

Mitigation measures for construction noise would be addressed in the contract documents, which would
require the contractor to submit a noise control plan for review and approval by NDOT. The plan would
specify how noise mitigation measures would be implemented during construction that occurs near
residences. Contract specifications would address hours of operation and noise-level limits. Construction
specifications would require performance of proper maintenance on construction equipment and that
stationary equipment be placed as far away from homes as feasible.

2.7  Floodplain and Hydrologic Assessment"’
2.7.1 Existing Conditions

The Clark County Regional Flood Control District (CCRFCD) has developed a drainage master plan that
includes a series of storm drainage systems west of 1-15. The agency has constructed several storm
drainage systems, including channels, box culverts, storm drains, and retention basins, that are designed
to hold and control the flow of surface waters, thus reducing the poteritial for flooding.

The watersheds in the area are Tropicana Wash, Blue Diamond Wash, and Duck Creeck Wash. Offsite
runoff flows easterly toward I-15 along the entire length of the project area.

*'VTN. 2006. Conceptual Offsite Hydrology and Conceptual Drainage Design Report. June,
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Runoff crosses I-15 and Las Vegas Boulevard through a series of cross-culverts, entering pipelines and
box culverts that convey flows to the east (see Figure 17). Federal Emergency Management
Administration (FEMA) mapping indicates that several areas are designated as Zone A (i.e., within a 100-
year floodplain). These include areas around Tropicana Avenue (near the northerly limit) and Cactus
Avenue (near the southerly limit), which are designated as Zone A because of the ponding of offsite flows
against the 1-15 roadway embankment. In addition, Zone A delineations follow natural washes (i.e.,
crossing both the 1-15 and Las Vegas Boulevard alignments) where planned flood control facilities have
not been completed.

Four regulatory floodways where development and/or improvement must not raise the base flood
elevations by more than 1-foot occur in the project area at Blue Diamond Wash (between Windmill Lane
and Shelbourne), Duck Creek/Blue Diamond Wash (between Windmill Lane and Wigwam), Duck Creek
Wash — Tributary 4 (between LeBaron and Pyle), and Duck Creek Wash — Main Branch (between
LeBaron and Cactus Avenue).

2.7.2 Impacts

Overall Flow Increases: Construction of additional lanes on I-15, widening Las Vegas Boulevard, and
interchange construction/modification would not increase peak runoff to adjacent and downstream
properties. A small increase in runoff may occur because of the additional paving and the resulting
increase in impermeable area along the corridor. Given the large basin areas tributary to the drainage
crossings and the large time-to-peak differences between onsite and offsite drainage areas, this increase in
runoff would not affect peak offsite runoff.

I-15: Overtopping of the 1-15 roadway occurs during high-intensity rainfall events near Cactus Avenue,
Pyle Avenue, and Blue Diamond Road. Proposed interchange ramps at Cactus Avenue, along with
overpass approaches at Cactus Avenue and Pebble Road, would impact the existing northerly conveyance
of these overtopping flows.

Las Vegas Boulevard Widening: South of Sunset Road, the Las Vegas Boulevard South widening would
overlay some minor offsite washes paralleling the roadway.

2.7.3 Mitigation

I-15: New offsite conveyance systems would be required in these locations to keep ponding limits from
exceeding those under existing conditions under the Build Alternative. The I-15/Cactus Avenue
interchange (centered on Duck Creek Wash) would require offsite drainage improvements. The CCRFCD
Master Plan shows that approximately 2,900 cubic feet per second (cfs) (100-year storm flow) are
directed to this location. To perpetuate drainage patterns, a portion of this flow (1,600 cfs) would be
directed north, along the west edge of I-15 (crossing the Cactus Avenue roadway embankment). The
remaining flow would be directed across I-15 back to Duck Creek Wash. Grading would be required east
of I-15 to maintain drainage patterns and return flows to their natural water courses without adversely

impacting upstream watercourse hydraulics.

Las Vegas Boulevard Widening: To accommodate anticipated development, these flows would be
conveyed along realigned ditches or via storm drain systems below the roadway prism to the largest

extent possible.

Floodplain impacts would be minimized by improving the offsite drainage system of the highway, by
designing drainage systems in consultation with CCRFCD, and by incorporating designs that perpctuate
existing flow patterns without increasing upstream water levels.

Drainage and flood control systems would be designed in consultation with CCRFCD and in accordance
with the CCRFCD Flood Control Master Plan for the Las Vegas Valley.
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2.8 Water Resources
2.8.1 Existing Conditions

Surface Water: The project area is located within the sub-watersheds for the Tropicana, Blue Diamond,
and Duck Creek Washes within the Las Vegas Wash Watershed (Hydrologic Unit Code 15010015). The
sub-watersheds are characterized by steep mountain washes in the upper reaches (west of 1-15),
discharging to broad alluvial valleys (east of I-15) in a general southwest to northeast direction.

Perennial waterways are not present within the project limits; however, several potential jurisdictional
ephemeral drainages, which convey water only during storm events, cross I-15 and Las Vegas Boulevard
South within the project limits and potentially discharge into the Las Vegas Wash. Many of the culverts
perpetuate urban stormwater runoff with flows dissipating across downstream landscapes. The overall
lack of annual streamflow is evidenced by the establishment of mature, upland vegetation within many of
the stream channels.

The historical flow paths of the ephemeral drainages have been altered by urbanization and regional flood
control projects. Wetlands or other special aquatic sites are not present within the project limits. Aquatic
life is not supported within any of the impacted waterways.

Groundwater. Static water levels obtained from the Nevada Division of Water Resources indicate initial
groundwater depths in the project vicinity of 85 to 100 feet below the ground surface. The groundwater
regime is identified as the “Principal Aquifer,” which is used for a portion of the drinking water supply in
the Las Vegas area. The surficial soils vary throughout the project area, but they are dominated by fine
sandy loams in hydrologic soil group D with more gravelly loams in the streambed areas, which are
characterized as hydrologic soil group A. The Type D soils, which dominate the area, exhibit low
infiltration rates.

Water Quality: Due to the ephemeral nature of the drainages within the project limits, precipitation events
more than likely result in pulses (load and/or concentration) of sediment, in addition to typical urban
highway pollutant constituents (e.g., heavy metals, hydrocarbons, pesticides, debris) conveyed
downstream. The final discharge point of the larger ephemeral drainages is the Las Vegas Wash, which is
located 12 miles northeast of the project area. The Las Vegas Wash is currently listed on Nevada’s 303(d)
Impaired Waters list. Total maximum daily loads for total ammonia and total phosphorus are established
for each reach of the Las Vegas Wash between Telephone Line Road and Lake Mead with iron and total
dissolved solids listed as pollutants of concern. The Nevada Division of Environmental Protection
(NDEP), who retains statutory authority for water quality, does not classify specific water quality
standards for ephemeral washes due to strcamflow conveyance times of one day or less in direct response
to precipitation events.

2.8.2 Impacts

Surface Water: Several drainage structures (e.g., culverts and reinforced concrete boxes) would be
extended as part of the I-15 widening. The extension of these drainage structures would result in a
discharge of fill material within 0.24-acre of ephemeral stream channel. A jurisdictional determination
would be required to determine if the ephemeral drainages fall under the jurisdiction of the United States
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). If any drainage is deemed a jurisdictional Waters of the United
States, impacts would qualify for the Section 404 Nationwide Permit issued by USACE. The extension of
the drainage structures would not alter flow capacity.

During precipitation events, it is expected that a lag time would occur for peak runoff between offsite
flows and runoff associated with I-15. The increase in impervious surface, in conjunction with the peak
runoff lag time, should result in only minor increases in peak flows downstream of the project area,
therefore, impacts at the watershed level should be low.
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Groundwater: Excavation for the proposed project would not exceed 2 to 3 feet, with the exception that
spot excavations of 25 to 30 feet may be required for the installation of drainage facilities, structural
foundations, and signs. Due to limited excavation depths, impacts to groundwater are not expected. The
potential impact to groundwater is minimal due to the low infiltration rates of area soils, coupled with the
large depth to groundwater in the project area.

Water Quality: Nonstabilized fill material and the inadvertent discharge of equipment fluids could enter
the ephemeral drainage channels during construction. The increases in stormwater flows resulting from
the increased impervious surface area could lead to increases in highway pollutant loading into the
cphemeral drainages during the precipitation events (e.g., sediment, nutrients, heavy metals). Several
regional flood control structures are present downstream of the project limits to capture stream flow
conveyed within the larger ephemeral drainages, allowing for sediment deposition and nutrient
attenuation prior to discharge into Las Vegas Wash.

2.8.3 Mitigation
Surface Water

Surface Water: Because the increase of impervious surface in the area would be minimal, mitigation
measures for flow reduction are unnecessary. If any of the ephemeral drainages potentially impacted by
the proposed project are determined to be jurisdictional waters of the U.S., the project would comply with
all of the conditions and stipulations stated in the Section 404 Nationwide Permit.

Groundwater: No impacts to groundwater are expected; thercfore, mitigation measures would not be
necessary. If previously unidentified wells are encountered during project construction, the contractor is
responsible for notifying the Nevada Department of Water Resources and for retaining a Nevada-licensed
driller to properly abandon the well, if necessary.

Water Quality: In addition to securing a Section 404 Permit for the discharge of fill material into a Waters
of the United States, Section 401 Water Quality Certification issued by NDEP, Bureau of Water Quality
Planning, would also 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 for water quality
assurances as well.

As part of the freeway design, erosion control measures would be incorporated for site stabilization. The
contractor would obtain a construction stormwater permit issued by NDEP, Bureau of Water Pollution
Control. To secure coverage under this permit, the contractor would file a Notice of Intent (NOI) and
develop a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) identifying sources of onsite stormwater
discharge into adjacent surface waters and describing the implementation of best management practices
(BMPs) to prevent or reduce to the maximum extent possible said discharges.

2.9  Cumulative Impact Analysis
2.9.1 Intreduction

Purpose and Regulatory Basis

This proposed project is in response to the growth planned in the southern Las Vegas Valley, which will
require 1-15 to be a major transportation corridor to serve a predicted increase in average annual daily
traffic as planned developments build out to capacity in the next 20 years.

NEPA requires that the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of a federal-funded or approved
project be identified and evaluated. Within the context of NEPA, indirect effects are defined by the CEQ
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as impacts that are “caused by an action and are later in time or farther removed in distance but are still
reasonably foreseeable” (40 CFR 1508.8). Cumulative impacts are defined as “the impact on the
environment which results from the incremental impacts of the action when added to other past, present,
and reasonable foreseeable future actions...” (40 CFR 1508.7). Logically, if a given project does not
directly or indirectly impact a particular environmental resource, that project would not contribute to a
cumulative impact on the resource.

FHWA and CEQ Guidance

This analysis is conducted in accordance with FHWA and CEQ regulations and guidance documents,
including the January 1997 CEQ handbook entitled Considering Cumulative Effects under the National
Environmental Policy Act (1997) and the April 1992 FHWA position paper entitled Secondary and
Cumulative Impact Assessment in the Highway Project Development Process.

Methodology

Cumulative impacts associated with the proposed project are limited to unincorporated areas of Clark
County and the City of Henderson. The 2030 design year was used as a future projection, consistent with
the 2030 RTP, as described in Section 1, with a past time limit of 1990. Although growth in Clark County
has been substantial in every decade since 1940, 1990 benchmarks the beginning of unprecedented
population and job growth in the region, with the population increasing from 764,464 in 1990 to
1,752,240 in 2005.*

2.9.2 Overview of Past and Present Conditions
Land Use

The Las Vegas Valley environment has been impacted by a variety of development activities, including
construction of highways, secondary roads, residential, and commercial development. The extent of past
development activities has resulted in the loss of natural resources and an increase in urbanization.
Residential and commercial development within the I-15 corridor has been ongoing since the late 1970s,
with the rate of development increasing since that time.

Under the Southern Nevada Public Lands Management Act (SNPLMA), BLM has the authority to
dispose of lands within Clark County that are under their jurisdiction, As such, beginning in the 1990s,
land has been sold and became available for development. The Southern Highlands master-planned
community, which is located in the southern portion of the corridor west of 1-15, is a major development
that resulted from the sale of land. See Figure 10 for the location of master-planned communities within
the project study area.

Local Transportation Development Projects

Over the past 5 years, NDOT and Clark County have made improvements to the I-15 South corridor. Both
the St. Rose Parkway and Blue Diamond Road interchanges with I-15 are under construction to improve
the operational characteristics of each interchange in response to the rapid growth within the Las Vegas
Valley. Construction began on the Silverado Ranch Boulevard interchange with I-15 in summer 2006 and
will be completed in fall 2007. NDOT is also making improvements to NB I-15 from Primm, at the
Nevada-California border, to Sloan Road.

NDOT, Clark County, and the City of Henderson have made improvements to several arterial streets
within the 1-15 South comridor, including St. Rose Parkway, Silverado Ranch Boulevard, and Blue
Diamond Road. In the northern portion of the project area, Clark County constructed Frank Sinatra Drive,
which serves as an alternative trave! route to the Resort Corridor, in the early 2000s.

“ Clark County. 2005, Comprehensive Plan May.
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Clark County Public Works completed construction on the initial facilities of the Bruce Woodbury
Beltway, which forms a C-shaped loop around most of the Las Vegas Valley, in 2003. Within the I-15
corridor, construction of the ultimate facility was completed in 2000.

2.9.3 Other Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions
Land Development

Due to the availability of land and the high in-migration rate that is creating demand for housing,
businesses, and public services, developments are being planned and approved that will convert
undeveloped land to residential, commercial, recreational, and urban open-space uses.

BLM recently sold approximately 2,300 acres, which were nominated by the City of Henderson as part of
the Inspirada master-planned community. Growth in these outlying communities will increase demand on
the I-15 South corridor.

Hotel, casino, and retail developments are in the planning phases along Las Vegas Boulevard South.
These developments include the proposed M Resort in the southeast quadrant of Las Vegas Boulevard
South and St. Rose Parkway, the Southern Highlands Resort and Casino in the northwest quadrant of Las
Vegas Boulevard South and St. Rose Parkway, and a mixed-use retail development in the southwest
quadrant of Las Vegas Boulevard South and Cactus Avenue.

Local Transportation Development Projects

Improvements to I-15 from Tropicana Avenue to Spring Mountain Road began in summer 2006. These
improvements will add additional capacity to the freeway without major reconstruction. Additionally, the
1-15 Express Lanes project will reconfigure the width of 1-15 to include two express lanes in the median
area in addition to the three and four through lanes in each direction from just north of I-215 to south of
Sahara Avenue. Clark County and the City of Henderson will continue to improve local streets in
accordance with their Master Plan of Streets and Highways. Clark County is proposing to extend Frank
Sinatra Drive from St. Rose Parkway to Silverado Ranch Boulevard, adjacent to the I-15 ROW, as
development occurs. A direct connection is planned between the I-15 NB off-ramp and Frank Sinatra
Drive at St. Rose Parkway in the future.

NDOT has prepared a valleywide HOV system plan. This plan will result in additional HOV facilities
throughout the I-15 corridor that would complement the HOV lanes recently constructed along United
States Highway 95 (US 95) north of the I-15/US 95 interchange. The HOV plan identifies two HOV lanes
in each direction from the I-15/US 95 interchange south to the I-15/1-215 interchange, and one HOV lane
in each direction from the I-15/1-215 interchange south to the I-15/Sloan Road interchange. The Build
Alternative would not preclude implementation of the HOV plan.*

RTC is proposing a 33-mile Regional Fixed Guideway system that would link the cities of Henderson,
Las Vegas, North Las Vegas, and unincorporated Clark County with the Las Vegas Resort Corridor. One
of the corridors under study is Las Vegas Boulevard South from Sloan to downtown Las Vegas.
Additionally, RTC anticipates express bus routes to utilize HOV lanes after the HOV system has been
developed throughout the cormdor.

FAA is in the process of preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to evaluate the proposed
Southern Nevada Supplemental Airport. The airport is anticipated to be located 20 miles south of Las
Vegas between Jean and Primm on 6,500 acres of land that was recently acquired from BLM. The
Southern Nevada Supplemental Airport project could include dedicated lanes in the median of I-15 for
direct access to the airport.

“ Parsons. 2007. I-15 South Traffic Re-evaluation of Design Modifications to Implement the Southern Nevada HOV
Plan. May.
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The Federal Railroad Administration is analyzing a potential high-speed magnetic levitation train system
linking Las Vegas to southern California along 270 miles of the I-15 corridor. The project is in the early
phases of preparing a programmatic EIS. The Desert Xpress, which is a privately funded passenger
railroad, is proposing to provide passenger rail service from Victorville, California, to Las Vegas utilizing
I-15 ROW.

2.9.4 Analysis of Potential Cumulative Impacts

Based on the analysis of potential direct and indirect impacts that may result from the proposed I-15
South Corridor Improvement Project (Section 1.3) the Build Alternative is not anticipated to pose any
cumulative impacts to the following resources:

Cultural Resources
Hazardous Waste/Matenals
Environmental Justice

Air Quality

Noise

Floodplains

The proposed I-15 South Corridor Improvement Project may contribute to cumulative impacts to the
following resources:

e Biological Resources
¢  Water Quality

As described in Section 2.9.2, the extent of past development activities has resulted in the loss of natural
resources and an increase in urbanization. Residential and commercial development within the I-15
corridor has been ongoing since the 1970s, with the rate of development increasing since that time.
Relative to the development that is ongoing and planned within the project area and in adjacent Clark
County planning areas, the incremental cumulative impact of the proposed project on biological resources
(tortoise habitat) is negligible. Mitigation measures identified in the Programmatic Biological Opinion
between U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and BLM and as part of the Clark County Desert Conservation
Program and Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan address the valley-wide habitat impacts to the
desert tortoise.
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3. AGENCY COORDINATION AND PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

31 Intent-to-Study Letter

An Intent-to-Study letter and list of agencies and individuals it was sent to can be found in Appendix A.
This correspondence notified the recipients of NDOT’s intention to study the proposed project, invited
comments, and advised interested parties of the scheduled Public Information Meeting. Responses were
received from various government agencies and members of the general public. Copies of comments are

in Appendix B, followed by responses.
3.2  Information Meeting

An Information Meeting was held on May 5, 2005, from 4:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. at the Enterprise Library,
25 E. Shelbourne Avenue, Las Vegas, Nevada. Representatives from FHWA and NDOT and the
consultant team explained the proposed project and were available to receive comments and answer
questions. A court reporter was present to transcribe comments from attendees who preferred to make a
verbal statement, which became part of the administrative record. Thirty-three (33) people attended the
meeting, and four people provided statements to the court reporter.

Written and verbal comments and responses are presented in Appendix B.

3.3  Technical Advisory Committee

As part of the project development process, 2 TAC was formed. The TAC was comprised of
representatives from NDOT, FHWA, BLM, RTC, Clark County Public Works, Clark County Department
of Aviation, and City of Henderson. The TAC met monthly from February 2005 through November 2006
to develop and evaluate alternatives, and serve as technical advisors to the project team.

34 BLM Coordination

BLM was invited to participate in the project development process as a Cooperating Agency via letter
dated March 9, 2005, and accepted Cooperating Agency status via letter dated January 31, 2006. A
coordination meeting was held on June 21, 2006. NDOT and FHWA briefed BLM staff on the project
description and status. BLM was an active participant in the project TAC throughout the project

development process.
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RECEIVED 8Y
STATE OF NEVADA PARSONS
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION '
1263 S. Stewart Strest APR 12 2005
Carson City, Nevada 89712 LAS VEGAS, NV

KENNY C. GUINN JEFFREY FONTAINE, PE., Director

Govamor
In Reply Refer to:

Intent-to-Study
Interstate 15 South
Las Vegas, NV
EA 73215

April 6, 2005

To Whom It May Concemn:

The Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT), in cooperation with the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA), is studying potential transportation improvements to the Interstate 15 comdor
from Tropicana Avenue to the Sloan interchange.

The proposed improvements include but are not limited to:

I-15 freeway improvements, including widening and reconstruction

Las Vegas Boulevard improvements
New interchanges at Sloan Road, Bermuda Road, Starr Avenue, Cactus Avenue, and Pebble Road

Frontage Roads
1-15/1-215 System Interchange Improvements

In compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), NDOT is conducting an
assessment of the proposed project’s impacts. This letter is to inform you of the current study and solicit
your comments concerning the project. Areas of potential impact could include, but are not limited to, the

following:
1. Access 9. Public Parks & Recreation Areas
2. Aesthetics 10. Safety
3. Air Quality 11. Social Considerations
4. Archaeological 12. Vegetation
5. Geology 13. Water Quality and Hydrology
6. Historic Buildings 14. Wildlife and Wildlife Refuges
7. Land Use 15. Hazardous Waste

8. Noise Levels

We would appreciate receiving any response you may have by 5 p.m., Friday, May 20, 2005. If no
response is received, the Department will assume you foresee no potential impacts in your particular area

of responsibility or interest.

An Informational Meeting to brief interested individuals, groups and agencies on the project and to
receive comments and suggestions from them will be held on Thursday, May 5, 2005 from 4:00 p.m. to
7:00 p.m. at the Enterprise Library, 25 E. Shelbourne Avenue, Las Vegas, Nevada. A copy of the meeting

notice is attached.
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Comments or questions regarding the proposed project may be addressed to Daryl N. James, P.E., Chief,
Environmental Services Division, Nevada Departiment of Transportation, 1263 South Stewart Street,

Carson City, Nevada 89712, phone (775) 888-7013.
Sincerel
Q‘Xé Mg

Daryl N, James, P.E., Chief
Environmental Services Division



l Assemblyman Wendell Williams

3701 Fortune Ave.
Las Vegas, NV 89107-2147

l Assemblyman David Goldwater

2701 Miraflores Ave.
Las Vegas, NV 89102-4260

Senator Valerie Wiener
3540 W. Sahara
#352
Las Vegas, NV 89102-5816

Senator Michael Schneider
6381 Sandpiper Way
Las Vegas, NV 89103-2110

Building and Safety
Development Services Center
Paul Wilkins
731 South Fourth Street
Las Vegas, NV 89101

Finance and Business Services
Mark Vincent
400 Stewart Ave
6™ Floor
Las Vegas, NV 89101

Neighborhood Services
Faye Johnson
400 Stewart Ave
2nd Floor
Las Vegas, NV 85101

Office of Business Development
Lesa Coder
400 Stewart Ave
Las Vegas, NV 89101

Deputy Chief Greg Gammon
Las Vegas Fire & Rescue
500 N. Casino Center Blvd.
Las Vegas, NV 89101

Sunrise Hospital
Cheryl Smith
3186 S. Maryland Pkwy.
Las Vegas, NV 89109

Assemblyman Morse Arberry Jr.
2551 South Fort Apache Road
Suite 102
Las Vegas, NV 89117-8700

Assemblyman Bob McCleary
2205 Flower Avenue
North Las Vegas, NV 89030

Senator Terry Care
4371 Woodcrest Road
Las Vegas, NV 89121-4946

City Attorney Brad Jerbic
City Hall
400 Stewart Ave
9% Floor
Las Vegas, NV 89101

Field Operations
Larry Haugsness
400 Stewart Ave
4™ Floor
Las Vegas, NV 89101

Fire Services
Timothy Szymanski
500 N. Casino Center Blvd.
Las Vegas, NV 89101

Neighborhood Planning & Support

Division
Stephen Harsin
400 Stewart Ave
Las Vegas, NV 85101

Planning and Development
Robert Genzer
400 Stewart Ave
Las Vegas, NV 89101

Las Vegas Metropolitan Police
Public Information Officer
Jose Montoya
3141 E. Sunnse Avenue
Las Vegas, NV 89101

Traffic Management Division
Bobby Shelton
500 S. Grand Central Parkway
Las Vegas, NV 89155

Assemblyman Chris Giunchigliani
706 Bracken Avenue
Las Vegas, NV 89104-1644

Senator Joseph Neal
304 Lance Avenue
North Las Vegas, NV 89030

Senator Bob Coffin
1139 5™ Place
Las Vegas, NV 89104-1413

Greg Gammon, Deputy Chief
Las Vegas Fire & Rescue
500 N. Casino Center
Las Vegas, NV 89101

City Manager
Douglas Selby
400 Stewart Ave
8" Floor
Las Vegas, NV 89101

Information Technologies
Joseph Marcella
400 Stewart Ave
5™ Floor
Las Vegas, NV 89101
Neighborhood Response Division
David Semenza
400 Stewart Ave
2nd Floor
Las Vegas, NV 85101

Public Works
Richard Goecke
400 Stewart Ave

4™ floor
Las Vegas, NV 89101

Clark County Fire Department
Chief Earl Greene
575 E. Flamingo
Las Vegas, NV 89119

University Medical Center
Cheryl Persinger
1800 W. Charleston Blvd.
Las Vegas, NV 89102



Susan Klekar

Division Administrator

Federal Highway Administration
705 North Plaza Street, Suite 220
Carson City, Nevada 89701

U.S. Department of Agriculture

Natural Resource Conservation Service

5820 S Pecos Road, Suite 400
Las Vegas, Nevada 89120-5432

U.S. Department of Agriculture
Regional Forester

Forest Service, Region 4

324 25th Street

Ogden, Utah 84401

U.S. Department of Agriculture
Forest Service

1200 Franklin Way

Sparks, Nevada 89431

U.S. Department of the Interior
Bureau of Indian Affairs

P. O. Box 10

Phoenix, Anzona 85001

Michael, Jochnson, Environmental
Coordinator

U.S. Department of the Interior
Bureau of Land Management
4701 N. Torrey Pines

Las Vegas, Nevada 89130-2301

U.S. Department of the Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service

4701 N. Torrey Pines

Las Vegas, Nevada 89130

Director, Ecology & Conservation Ofc.
14" and Constitution Ave., N.W.
HCHB SP, Room 6117, ATTN: Donna
Wieting

Washington, DC 20230

Central Telephone
330 S. Valley View Bivd.
Las Vegas, NV 89152

Mr. Frank Luchetti
Sierra Pacific Power Co.
P.O. Box 10100

Reno, NV 89510

Robert V. Abbey, Director

U.S. Department of the Interior
Bureau of Land Management
P.O. Box 12000

Reno, NV 89520

John Jamrog, Asst. FM, Renewable
Resources

U.S. Deparment of the Interior
Bureau of Land Management

4701 N. Torrey Pines

Las Vegas, NV 89130-2301

A-95 Clearinghouse
Heather Elliott

209 E. Musser #200
Carson City, NV 89710

D. Bradford Hardenbrook

Regional Supervisory Biologist, Habitat
Nevada Department of Wildlife

110 Valley Road

Reno, NV 89512

Leanne Miller, Project Manager
Southemn Nevada Water Authority
1900 E. Flamingo Road

Las Vegas, NV 89119

Richard Gebhart, Chief

US Army Corps of Engineers
300 Booth St, Room 2120
Reno, NV 89509

US Dept. of the Interior
National Park Service

1111 Jackson Street, Suite 700
Oakland, CA 94607-4807

U. S. Department of the Interior
Bureau of Reclamation

P. O. Box 61470

Boulder City, Nevada 89006-1470

U.S. Department of the interior
Regional Environmental Officer
Pacific Southwest Region
1111 Jackson Street #735
Oakland, CA 84607-4807

U.S. Depariment of the Interior
Regional Director, Region 1
Fish and Wildlife Service

911 N.E. 11th Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97232-4181

Jeff Steinmetz, Environ. Coord.
U.S. Department of the Interior
Bureau of Land Management
4701 N. Torrey Pines

Las Vegas, NV 89130-2301

Director

Division of NEPA Affairs
Department of Energy
Mail Station E-201, GTN
Washington, DC 20545

Cheryl Blumstrom

Associated General Contractors
PO Box 7578

Reno, NV 89510-7578

James D. Morefield

Nevada State Heritage

Department of Conservation and Natural
Resources

1550 E. College Parkway, Ste. 145
Carson City, NV 89706-7921

Alfreda Mitre, Chairwoman
Las Vegas Paiute Tribe
One Paiute Drive

| as Vegas, NV 89106

U.S. Department of Transportation
Chief, Airport District Office SSO-600
Federal Aviation Administration

831 Mitten Road

Buringame, Califonia 94010

Regional Director

Federal Emergency Management
Agency

1111 Broadway, Suite 1200
Qakland, CA 94607-4052

Regional Transportation
Commission

600 S. Grand Central Parkway
Las Vegas, Nevada 89106-4512

Sierra Club
P. O. Box 19777
Las Vegas, Nevada 89132

Nevada Power Company
P. O. Box 230
Las Vegas, Nevada 89151-0001




' Southwest Gas
P. O. Box 98510

l Las Vegas, Nevada 89193-8510

U.S. Department of the Interior
U.S. Geclogical Survey

Water Resources Division

333 W. Nye Lane

.Carson City, Nevada 89706

Commissioner Rory Reid
. 500 S. Grand Central Parkway
Las Vegas, NV 89155

Mr. Bruce Mackey
Department of Motor Vehicles
Office of Traffic Safety

555 Wright Way

Carson City, Nevada 89711-0999

State NFIP Coordinator
Nevada Division of Water Planning

123 W. Nye Lane, Suite 142

Carson City, Nevada 89706-0896

Robert W. Hall (Las Vegas Projects)
Nevada Environmental Coalition Inc.

10720 Button Willow Drive
Las Vegas, Nevada 89134

City Engineer, City of Las Vegas

400 Stewart Ave.
Las Vegas, NV 89101

Mayor Oscar Goodman

City of Las Vegas

400 Stewart Ave., 10th Floor
Las Vegas, NV 89101

City Manager

Dougtas Selby

400 Stewart Ave., 8" Floor
Las Vegas, NV 89101

Councilman Gary Reese
City of Las Vegas

400 Stewart Ave., 10th Floor
Las Vegas, NV 89101

Councilman Lawrence Weekly
City of Las Vegas

400 Stewart Ave., 10th Floor
Las Vegas, NV 89101

Councilwoman Lois Tarkanian
City of Las Vegas

400 Stewart Ave.,10th Floor
Las Vegas, NV 89101

Councilman Michael Mack
City of Las Vegas

400 Stewart Ave.,10th Floor
Las Vegas, NV 89101

Councilman Larry Brown
City of Las Vegas

400 Stewart Ave., 10" Floor
Las Vegas, NV 89101

Counciiman Steve Wolfson
City of Las Vegas

400 Stewart Ave., 10" Fioor
Las Vegas, NV 89101

Yvonne Atkinson Gates
Clark County Commissioner
500 S. Grand Central Pkwy.
Las Vegas, NV 89155

Myrna Wiliiams

Clark County Commissioner
500 S. Grand Central Pkwy.
Las Vegas, NV 89155

Bruce L. Woodbury

Clark County Commissioner
500 S. Grand Central Pkwy.
Las Vegas, NV 89155

Commissioner Chip Maxfield
Clark County Commissioner
500 S. Grand Central Pkwy
Las Vegas, NV 89155

Commissioner Lynette Boggs McDonal
Clark County Commissioner

500 S. Grand Central Pkwy.

Las Vegas, NV 89155

Phil Swain

Moapa Business Council
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COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

A public information meeting was held on May 5, 2005. Comments and responses are summarized for
this meeting, followed by verbatim copies of the comments and letters received.

Public Comments

A-1  William Bagley
A-2  Sallie Clinard
A-3  Judith Gray

A-4  Bonnie Kopf

A-5 EdKopf

A-6  Randy Kopf

A-7  George A. Olcott
A-8  Theresa Poirier
A-9  Shirley Ryan
A-10 David S. Sharpe
A-11  Lillian Silverstein
A-12  Steve Small

A-13  Charles D. Troiano

Agency Comments

B-1 U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Aviation Administration
B-2 U.S. Department of Homeland Security, (FEMA)
B-3 Southern Nevada Water Authority

B-1



Table B-1
Response to Comments
Comment '
Number Comment Response
A-l Mr. Bagley represents the property owner | As described in Section 2.3.4, ROW would not
at Dean Martin Drive (formerly Industrial | be needed at this location.
Road) and Russell Road. The property
owner is concerned about potential right-
of-way (ROW) impacts.
A-2 Ms. Chinard expressed concerns regarding | The Nevada Department of Transportation
Blue Diamond Road and Dean Martin (NDOT) is constructing a new interchange at
Drive, extending Decatur Boulevard over | Blue Diamond Road and Interstate Highway 15
the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) (I-15). As part of this project, improvements
tracks, and adding a lefi-turn signal at would be made to the Blue Diamond
Warm Springs Road and Dean Martin Road/Dean Martin Drive intersection, and the
Drive. Warm Springs Road/Dean Martin Drive
intersection. Clark County is planning
improvements to Decatur Boulevard at the
UPRR crossing.
A-3 Ms. Gray expressed support for the Thank you for your support.
proposed interchanges as part of the
project.
A-4 - A-6 | The Kopf family expressed concern about | Pebble Road is proposed as an overpass instead
the Pebble Road interchange. The area is | of an interchange (see Section 1.3.1).
a rural residential area, and an interchange
would harm their neighborhood.
A-7 Mr. Olcott expressed concerns regarding | Construction is underway for the I-15/Blue
construction delays for the Blue Diamond | Diamond Road interchange and related
Road and Silverado Ranch Boulevard improvements. Construction of the Silverado
projects. Mr. Olcott also expressed his Ranch Boulevard interchange began in summer
opinion that an interchange is not needed | 2006. Previous planning documents identified
at Pebble Road, construction would be the need for a potential interchange at Pebble
limited to daytime hours, impacts to air Road; however, after further analysis, an
quality and noise, Southern Nevada overpass is now proposed (see Section 1.3.1),
Supplemental Airport, improvements to 1f this project is approved, mitigation measures
Las Vegas Boulevard, and crime. for construction noise will be addressed in the
) contract documents, which will require the
contractor to submit a noise control plan (see
Section 2.5.3). Air quality hot spot and mobile
source analyses were prepared indicating no
exceedances of air quality standards (see
Sections 2.4.2 and 2.4.3). The Southern Nevada
Supplemental Airport is under separate
environmental review by Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) and will address surface
transportation needs of the facility.
A-8 Ms. Poirier requested that a traffic signal | A traffic signal would be installed at Las Vegas

be installed at Wigwam Avenue and Las
Vegas Boulevard South due to safety
CONCELNS.

Boulevard South and Wigwam Avenue as part
of the proposed project.

B-2



Table B-1
Response to Comments
Comment
Number Comment Response

A9 Ms. Ryan requested that a traffic signal be | A traffic signal would be installed at Las Vegas
installed at Wigwam Avenue and Las Boulevard South and Wigwam Avenue as part
Vegas Boulevard South due to safety of the proposed project.

CONCeIms.

A-10 Mr. Sharpe stated that Silverado Ranch Construction on the Silverado Ranch
Boulevard, Pebble Road, Spencer Street, | Boulevard interchange began in summer 2006.
and Maryland Parkway should be Clark County will continue to improve local
completed before new projects are started. | streets in accordance with their master plan.

A-11 Ms. Silverstein requested that a traffic A traffic signal would be installed at Las Vegas
signal be installed at Wigwam Avenue Boulevard South and Wigwam Avenue as part
and Las Vegas Boulevard South due to of the proposed project.
safety concems.

A-12 Mr. Small commented on McCarran and | See Section 2.9.3 for information regarding the
the proposed Ivanpah airports in regards | proposed Southem Nevada Supplemental
to air quality attainment standards. Airport.

A-13 Mr. Troiano stated his preference for a The Regional Transportation Commission of
mass transit system instead of roadway Southern Nevada (RTC) is analyzing a
improvements to [-15 and concerns about | proposed mass transit system within the Las
interchange spacing. Vegas Valley (see Section 2.9.3). The proposed

interchanges meet FHWA’s interchange
spacing criteria for urban freeways. The reason
a potential Pebble Road interchange was
eliminated from further consideration was
because of inadequate interchange spacing (sce
Section 1.3.1).

B-1 U.S. Federal Aviation Administration NDOT will notify FAA of future surface
(FAA) stated no comments regarding transportation projects potentially affecting
impacts to Las Vegas McCarran their facilities.

International Airport and would like to
continue correspondence regarding
proposed surface transportation
improvements.

B-2 The Federal Emergency Management NDOT will comply with all federal
Agency (FEMA) stated that any requirements regarding protection of
development must comply with the designated floodway and floodplain areas.
requirements of their respective Flood
Damage Prevention Ordinances.

B-4 Southern Nevada Water Authority NDOT will comply with all local requirements

(SNWA) requested that plans be
submitted to SNWA Development Plan
Review office for review to determine any
relocation requirements needed for
SNWA facilities.

regarding water utilities. Plans will be
submitted to SNWA as requested.




w N =

10

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

William H. Bagley
Redneck Enterprises, LLC
7361 Prairie Falcon Road
Suite 110

Las Vegas, NV 89128

MR. BAGLEY: I'm William Bagley,
representing Redneck Enterprises, LLC, who is
representing Tharaldson Development Company out of
Fargo, North Dakota. They have a project at
I-15/Russell Road interchange and their concern is
that when NDOT is working with their environmental
study and future development for obtaining 14 lanes
of travel on I-15, that it will not impact their
property, which is west of Industrial Road and south
of Russell Road centerline.

They want to make sure that they will
not lose any of their property to either the state
or the county. Their concern represents the fact
that they have major development south of Russell
Road centerline, being the Holiday Inn, the Express,
the other hotels that are presently there. They're
in the process of a timeshare project and they want
to make sure there are no major impacts.

My telephone number is local,

CSR ASSOCIATES OF NEVADA, LLC
Las Vegas, Nevada (702)382-5015
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228-0037, and I can certainly give

Tharaldson's telephone number in Fargo if necessary

to make contact with me. I am representing them.

CSR ASSQOCIATES OF NEVADA,

Las Vegas, Nevada (702)382-5015
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Comment Form

Potential Transportation Improvements
I-15 Corridor from Tropicana Avenue to Sloan Road

S allie Cl:\mu&
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Please identify any construction or corridor improvement issues you feel

have not been adequately addressed.
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Judith Gray
Enterprise Library
25 East Shelbourne Avenue
Las Vegas, Nevada

MS. GRAY: You can either give the
library as my address, because I'm the branch
manager. And I've heard of the overpass down, you

know, giving access back and forth from

Southern Highlands and I had heard Silverado Ranch,
but I'm gratified to see that there's going to be
even more overpasses and access to give people
access to both sides of I-15.

And looking forward to Blue Diamond Road
getting re-routed and widened. I've been stuck in
traffic going across the bridge before, and it will
be wonderful not to be -- well, I guess there always
would be a chance you'll be stuck in traffic, but
it's really good.

Windmill. The intersection at Windmill
and Las Vegas Boulevard, I love the way the turn
lanes are set so that you can see traffic oncoming,
you know, regardless of which lane you're in. And
the only thing is, is if a car goes too far or

doesn't go far enough, you don't get the left turn

CSR ASSOCIATES OF NEVADA, LLC
Las Vegas, Nevada (702)38B2-5015
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signal, and then you have to sit and wait and wait
and wait maybe through a couple of lights if there's
a lot of people waiting to turn. Can scmething
about that be done so that regardless of whether the
car comes -- stops in exactly the right place or has
gone beyond the right place, you'll still get the
left turn signal?

17/

CSR ASSOCIATES OF NEVADA, LLC
Las Vegas, Nevada (702)382-5015
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Bonnie Kopf
8979 South Industrial Road

Las Vegas, Nevada

M5. KOPF: I'm Bonnie Kopf, their
daughter-in-law. And I just don't think it's a
really great location for an interchange because it
would harm our neighborhood, I think. And I just
don't think the traffic is going to that location.
There are only a few houses there. The traffic is
really going to Southern Highlands. And if we could
get those people who are going to Southern Highlands
to exit further down, it would definitely help our
rural neighborhood in that area. And that's a more
direct route for the Southern Highlands people
anyway.

Iy

CSR ASSOQOCIATES OF NEVADA, LLC
Las Vegas, Nevada (702)382-5015
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Ed Kopf
8945 South Industrial

Las Vegas, Nevada

MR. KOPF: Our family owns eight houses
in the area. There's no way my mom and dad can come
because they are both elderly and sick. And none of

the family really thinks that an off-ramp there is a

good idea because of the rural setting. There's
houses right there. It would cost the county a lot
of money to buy up the houses. There's already

speculators there trying to get the houses, thinking
they're going to make a lot of money selling them to
the county. And it's just a big expense to the
taxpayers to put that there for the amount of
traffic that would be in the area, especially after
other cff-ramps are put in down south further to
alleviate a lot of the traffic. So we just don't
think it's a good idea.

I think that's all. Thank you.
/77

CSR ASSOCIATES OF NEVADA, LLC
Las Vegas, Nevada (702)382-5015
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Randy Kopf
8945 South Industrial

Las Vegas, Nevada

MS. KOPF: I would like to say that the
potential Pebble Road off-ramp, I would be against

it. The area is very rural and I don't think the

traffic would demand it, an off-ramp at Pebble Road.

I'm all for the off-ramp at Silverado Ranch, but I

really feel that the Pebble Road and Industrial

area, I don't think it -- or I-15 area, doesn't
qualify for an off-ramp at that area. It's too
rural. That's my comment.

/77

CSR ASSOCIATES OF NEVADA, LLC
Las Vegas, Nevada (702)382-5015
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To: Daryl N. James, P.E.

Chief Environmental Services Division
Nevada Dept. of Transportation

1263 S., Stewart St.

Carson City, NV

89712

Reference: Intent to study
Interstate 15 South
Las Vegas, NV

EA 73215
Dear Sir and interested parties:

It is unfortunate that I was unable to attend the public presentation at the Enterprise Library
on 5 May, 2005 regarding this issue. I'm sure many of my questions would have been
answered. This on-going study is obviously complex, and some outside observations may be
in order. My residence is about 400 ft. West from the center of I-15, 1.5 mi. South of Blue
Diamond Rd. (Hwy 160) so knowledge of the I-15 South corridor is by personal observation
over an 11 year period, 1994 to present. There are weekly newspaper and TV news articles
Alluding to this or that road or elevated guide rail projects that might be built with
suggestions of routes, etc.

In 2 radius of 2 miles, the most important short time impact issues affect my immediate
neighborhood. Current construction and follow-thru for various on-going related projects
seem well behind schedule.

The I-15/Windmill interchange upgrade seems stalled and the I-15/SilveradoRanch (Gomer
Ave.) interchange is still barely started. Earlier suggestions were that the Silverado Ranch
interchange construction was to be completed in March-April 2005 ahead of the Windmill
interchange. Various sources suggest NDOT delayed making necessary decisions regarding
the state highway 160 Blue Diamond Road improvements. These decisions supposedly must
be in place before any interchange is to be constructed. Some parties claim it is the result of
funding shortages, with the Feds delaying the release of funds. Others cite technical and right
of way problems.

One interesting injection into this process is the repeated need in various land use plans and
Clark Couaty RTC documents is the near time need for a Pebble Ave. freeway interchange
at I-15. It is a possible that a future 100 ft. right-of-way section line thoroughfare, passing
thru quiet neighborhoods with low density housing, and ending at Biue Diamond Rd. to the
west maybe very premature. Maybe later in the overall development plan, it may be
appropriate. The priority at the present need seems to be low. The Pebble interchange, if
built will be located very close to the on/off ramps of the Windmill Rd. I-15 interchange.
Sofar, the 30 year life of dwellings in a low density housing area seems to be holding, with
newer properties, mostly up-scale being built in the area. into low density zoned housing in &



Rural Neighborhood Preservation (RNP)‘ area. Zoning seems to be changing at every 5 year
land plan update in the local township. The push to develop property in the vicinity of Valley
View Blvd. is obviously in these plans to assure that land will be developed for highest

density commercial use and tax exploitation. The Pebble Rd -I-15 interchange would fit into
that scenario.

The short range implications of more construction on I-15 will be unsettling for homeowners
here on both sides . The noise of construction vebicles all night again will be anticipated. I

hope that widening or re-construction be done only in daylight hours, between 7:00
AM and 3:30PM.

The increase of traffic noise on I-15 in our arca may have to be mitigated with sound walls.
We are in an area where Clark County is very concerned with aircrafi landing/take-off zones
and accompanying noise levels, Even the zoning is skewed towards enforcing homeowners
to conform to a 65 decibel limit on audible aircraft noise, and that’s inside a dwelling. I-15
traffic is increasing by the month here. I would suggest an immediate audio level survey
of adjacent areas within the expected corridor protective area be instituted.

In my 5 mile radius area, which contains Industrial Rd.(shortly to be known as Dean Martin
Dr.) a ‘frontage road,” is an over utilized patch of asphalt 24 ft. wide serving thousands of
daily commuters (mostly to/from the Southern Highlands Master Planned Community) that
will have 18,000 residents at full build-out. Heavy North-South traffic parallel to I-15 on
Industrial Rd. connects to I-15 via Blue Diamond Rd(State route 160) The Clark County
Commission would like this present “frontage road” to be widened to 100 ft. There will be
chaos immediately on this route if 100 ft. widening occurs. The actual right-of-way width
is barely 70 ft. wide in some places. A number of custom homes, with at least a 30 year life
left will have to be razed or moved.. An alternative to this situation, is to pave Valley View
Blvd. and connect it to Blue Diamond Rd. at the North end for the time being, and Cactus
Ave.at the South end. In the 30 year future, where Industrial Rd./Dean Martin Dr. would
eventually become a full service frontage road as Dean Martin Dr. then the legitimate

expansion for Tourist Commercial zoning, serving hotel properties on the South strip will be
more of a reality.

The present apparent intention of up-grading the Industrial Rd. intersection with Blue
Diamond Rd. and the I-15/Windmill Rd. freeway interchange seems to be a band-aid. The
intersection up-grade will be very close to the Valley View Blvd. intersection there which
will be needed to connect North-South traffic that will be coming in large numbers over the
I-215 viaduct when the up-grade on Valley View Blvd. will require an open right-of-way as
straight as possible, North-South.

As far as I-15 is concemed, it seems that widening projects have been on-going for years. As
of five years ago, I-15 was at times already incapable of handling peak tourist traffic going
southbound from the I-215 interchange south to the present Sloan Interchange. This is
because of several reasons. The first is that peak traffic occurs mainly on holiday weekends,
especially on Sundays. On ordinary weekends, southbound lanes are very busy, but seem
adequate for typical heavy flow as of now. As new mega-hotel casino properties come on
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line in the “commercial tourist” development corridor, then it will be holiday weekend like
traffic every day, at least during normal commuting hours. Another significant problem is
that when a vehicle accident occurs, especially a major one, emergency vehicles are impeded,
causing probable time delays and loss of life. Air evac Medical ambulances can’t always fly,
and many places have no landing sites.

Right now, there seems to be very little local traffic between the I-15/Blue Diamond Rd.
interchange and the I-15 / state route 146 (St. Rose Parkway)interchange. There are no exits
or entrances on I-15 for a 5 mile stretch along Industrial Rd.. Locals mostly use Las Vegas
Bivd and Industrial Rd./Dean Martin Dr. as alternates. I-15 South has inadequate safety
gituation capability to the California state line on certain days, but mainly weekends. I-15
inside the “Titus ring” presently has only one new lane space available in each direction for
expansion in the present right-of-way. Providing those 2 new lanes will help, but it is not a
fong term solution.

Limiting private vehicles to certain lanes because of preferential occupancy doesn’t seem
anything but convenience for those willing to pay extra for toll lanes. If lane space was
unlimited, good idea, but having a toll lane where there should be free flow traffic doesn’t
solve the density problem satisfactorily. I’ve seen them in L.A. (one of 5 areas that have
them in the U.S.) They are mostly empty even during peak traffic density times.—-As far as
trucks go, there are so many now, that there is insufficient total capacity on I-15 to provide 8
“trucks only” lane.

This I-15 South study has to address another issue. In 10 years, there will be an airport in
Ivanpah Valley. I recommend consideration of up-grading Las Vegas Blvd. South, state
route 604, to provide alternate long term traffic access to/from Las Vegas to the new airport.
Also, the new airport should serve as an important south terminus for & guided rail system
with Las Vegas Blvd. being part of the right-of-way for that project. The guided rail systemn
could be located in the middle of the right-of-way on Las Vegas Blvd. A connect to Primm

on the state line could be connected using an extension of its guided rail system. Inside the
"Titus ring” in the Las Vegas valley--the Ivanpah airport access would have to eventually
connect to whatever guided rail system is needed to interconnect with the Strip properties and
perhaps McCarran Airport. Looking further ahead, a right of way and inter-connect should be
planned at the Nevada-California state line to accommodate the future guided rail system to
serve yet unknown locations in Southern California

There is potential bottleneck problem incoming and exiting ground traffic to/from the Las
Vegas Valley within the Titus ring. If Las Vegas Blvd. route 604 is used as a corridor to the
new airport at Ivanpah Valley, then a split of traffic would be required at the entrance to Las
Vegas Valley at the “Gateway.” Presently there is lots of room at both ends of the route, but
private developers have gobbled up property for speculation near and around the new
proposed St. Rose Parkway/ Starr Ave. interchanges. To avoid this may require up-grading
the Sloan interchange to help divert/accept the new airport traffic so that tourist traffic may
bypass directly to the present Las Vegas Strip area North of Russell Rd.. Right now, the
surrounding properties at the Sloan interchange seem to be in a holding pattern, with no
visible up-scale development underway.



A guided railway as it enters the Las Vegas valley near/on route 604 should be planned
ahead to serve as many persons as possible. The current projection shows as many as 13
hotel] casinos with 3000 rooms each could be constructed in the resort corridor South of 1-215
to the Enterprise township border at the Titus ring. This new anticipated traffic is estimated
roughly at 17,000 cars at build-out. This doesn’t include potential construction and traffic
resulting of high-rise condominium projects that may be built also.

The population of my township of Enterprise had 6600 residents when we moved here in
1994. We’re now approaching 80,000. This indicates the magnitude of growth and traffic
here. Whatever growth is ahead will be affected by freeway and major interconnecting
Highways and streets

More consideration of resort property development and access on Las Vegas Bivd South as
it rapidly develops needs to be addressed. Tum-outs and adequate driveways to large
properties needs to be enforced. So many exceptions bave been allowed because they have
been overlooked, or deliberately avoided in design reviews that soon, Las Vegas Blvd. South
will be bogged down with cross traffic tie-ups, much like it is on the present Las Vegas strip.
The integration of ground vehicle traffic and a guided railway system should be planned
now. Each hotel-casino property should be given the responsibility of accommodating guided
rail loading stations for the future. Taxi-cabs won’t be able to handle our tourist movement
problem, nor will our air standards be in compliance.

The I-15/1-215 South interchange vacinity has no provisions for guided rail ingress-egress.
That is, to accommodate guided rail traffic, it would have to go over existing interchange and
cross -215 with a specialized bridge.

The need for an on/off ramp at Bermuda Rd. on 1-215 could be a problem if one wants to

provide an Eastbound on ramp on I-215 that goes beyond the airport tunnel access. This need
sounds like it’s developer driven.

As regards a 2™ beltway in addition to 1-215, I can only address the problem at the South end
of the Las Vegas Valley. The Starr Ave.interchange might be part of this project. A study of
open land in the Southem Highlands development will reveal a build able corridor thru that
area. As to the Western access, merging with I-215 on/near Durango Rd. may be the most
useful route. An Eastern inter-connect will be a major problem. Land acquisitions on this
project East of Starr Ave. and the highway 146 interchange would have to be negotiated with
the City of Henderson as to possible routes, if any exist.

As for human environmental considerations, the major environmental hazards in our area
seem to be dust, but the auto emissions situation is potentially serious. Those of us living
near the I-15 freeway certainly have increased risks for various carcinomas and airborne lung
diseases. As traffic increases, these risks increase, even with increased reductions of air
pollution abatement measures.—Other facets as high injurious noise levels, suggested earlier

at 65 decibels or greater, may be more harmfu! than revealed now, depending on what
medical authority is consulted..
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Almost immediately, I predict a large increase in home break-ins in the 2 and 5 miles radius
areas adjacent. Bars on our doors and windows will appear soon after the deployment of the
Silverado/I-15 interchange. The incursion of convenience stores and other low end
businesses will creep across the freeway, with the problems of non-resident persons and their
unpredictable behavior. Our theft and property damage increases will be un-preventable and
reflected in higher insurance rates. Our whole zip code area will be downgraded as a
desirable place to live. A talk with any reliable mortgage company will confirm this. A new
high profile police patrol routine and perhaps a substation will be need to cope with this
problem. It is also likely that there will be crimes against persons with injuries and worse,
requiring additional emergency vehicle traffic and possibly a need for a local medical facility
to handie the additional human misery. There will also be a likely degradation of the quality
of life and the gradual loss of property values as a semi-rural living area becomes an un-
regulated property use neighborhood. Violations of zoning laws, such as high density rental
of single family homes without supervision are the first steps of decay to an uitimate blighted
area.

These are some thoughts pertinent to the I-15 South up-grades and possible action. It seems
we citizens don’t really have a single planning agency available for such projects that has
representative ombudsmen. Sometimes, it seems that just laying the roads down and building
the connecting bridges looks easy, but integrating that with all the other inter-related needs.is
more than engineering science, it is a masterful art. S

Thank you...

MQ.M

George A Olcott
3145 W. Serene Ave.
Las Vegas, NV
$9139-8122



Improvement @ WW & LV BI
Nevada Department of Transportation:

Regarding your notice of April 6th and the improvements and interchanges
being considered for the area along Las Vegas Bivd. South between Sloan

Road and Frontage Road I have some reservations as the new interchanges
planned will cause a serious impact to the traffic on Las Vegas Bivd. South.
I am a resident at Paradise Trails on W. Wigwam Ave and we already have
a serious traffic problem getting on to Las Vegas Bivd, especially if we

are making a left turn to go North on L.V. Blvd. There have been numerous
accidents at the intersection of W, Wigwam & L.V. Blvd, ore as recent as

last night. We desperately need a light signal at this intersection. There
are several apartment buildings on this Street (W. Wigwam). There are
many school children getting on school buses and trying to cross over to
the east side of the boulevard. I, myself have had several near misses as
cars going south on LV Bivd do NOT EVEN SLOW DOWN even though
there is a large flashing yellow light in front of one apartment building.
That light does not cause people to slow down in fact, many of them speed
up. It's a horendous place to try to go across. I have a friend in the Meg, ¢
%ﬁr‘k that was a victim of a careless driver trying to pass her on
the right. She was in a coma for 5 days at UMC and no one even knew she
was injured. The hospital called her home & left messages on her answering

machine to no avail as she lives alone. It was only when she came out of the
Page 1
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coma and called that anyone was even aware of the situation. There are
numerous children in this area with 3 Apartment buildings and 2 Resort

Builings ard someone needs to take notice of how dangerous it is at this
interection and if you add more interchanges, things wiil get worse unless a

working signal light is put in at this corner. PLEASE, someone take notice
BEFORE A CHILD IS KILLED.
G IoArcee
Theresa Poirier
2485 W. Wigwam Ave.

Unit#73
Las Vegas, NV, 89123

S5-05
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Shirley Ryan

2485 West Wigwam, Unit 91

Las Vegas, Nevada 89123
and

Theresa Poirier

2485 West Wigwam, Unit 73

Las Vegas, Nevada 89123

MS. RYAN: Okay. I'm very concerned
about the traffic on Las Vegas Boulevard at Wigwam.
We cannot get off of our street at times. I travel
15 miles to go to work, and it takes me longer to
gét off my street than it does to travel the
15 miles going to work.

And what can we do about a light? 1In
1995, when the flashing yellow light was up, I was
T-boned by a car that was supposedly making a right
turn and ended up in intensive care for five days --
for ten days and in a coma for five of those ten
days. Now, I just =-- I'm getting tired of it.

MS. POIRIER: And my concern 1is
basically the same thing, okay, that we get a
traffic light installed at West Wigwam and Las Vegas
Boulevard due to the fact that there are at least

one accident a week, if not more, on that corner.

CSR ASSOCIATES OF NEVADA, LLC
Las Vegas, Nevada (702)382-5015
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There was one last night, and a pretty bad one,
about 10:30.

MS. RYAN: And one three days before
that.

MS. POIRIER: And, I mean, they have
sand all over the right side of the road. The
accident was pretty.bad, from what I heard. My son
came by. He said, "I never saw S0 many cars. I
didn't think there were that many in Vegas." But
anyway, that was just last night. But there are
numerous accidents there.

And we have a lot of school children
between the three apartment complexes that are
there. Our mobile home park, there are a lot of
elderly that have to get out and go across. Well,
without the help of a light, okay, it's practically
impossible to get out of there, and in a reasonable
length of time. At least with a red light, you
know, two minutes, tops, you know, that you are
going to sit there. I'mean, we sit there five, ten,
fifteen minutes because the traffic just doesn't
slow.

So I'm more concerned about the impact
that all these extra things coming onto

Las Vegas Boulevard is going to create.

CSR ASSOCIATES OF NEVADA, LLC
Las Vegas, Nevada (702)382-5015




w N

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

MS. RYAN: Extra off-ramps.

MS. POIRIER: Right. And it's going to
make the traffic even that much heavier. And
they're trying to claim that the light at
Warm Springs and the light at Pebble is enough, that
we should be able to get a clearance when those
lights are in. Well, you know what? It doesn't
happen, because you got cars pulling out here, you
got cars pulling out one, two, three different
spots, and they're still headed for you.

The normal flow of traffic that comes
down lLas Vegas Boulevard right at that big flashing
yellow -- it's a four-thing that turns yellow,
flashes constantly -- they don't even slow down. 5o
the yellow light is useless. You know, if they put
a cop out there, trust me, that wants to write
tickets -~

MS. RYAN: They say Metro or
Las Vegas -- Las Vegas police can't do anything
about it because it's a state highway,

Las Vegas Boulevard.

MS. POIRIER: It belongs to the state.

MS. RYAN: Put some Nevada, NHP, a
couple of them, they could be -- this state would be

the richest state in the union with the tickets

CSR ASSOCIATES OF NEVADA, LLC
Las Vegas, Nevada (702)382-5015
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6
they'd give out just at that light. Nobody ever
slows down there, Nobody. I mean, 15 miles an
hour, if you're lucky.

MS. POIRIER: And when I slow -—- because

when I come down that way and I slow down, cars
behind me are beeping at me because I've slowed
down. The drivers are horrendous.

MS. RYAN: Yéah, this is a city that you
can't drive thé speed limit in because so many
obnoxious drivers would just as socon point a gun at
you and shoot you with all these -- with this road
rage because you're holding them up.

MS. POIRIER: It's a bad situation, and
I don't want to see it get worse. That's my only
thing. I have no objection to what they want to do,
but in the process, we definitely, in our spot,
should get a light. And I don't know about other
areas. I'm sure there's other areas that suffer the
same thing that we do. But with the number of
people that are coming out of there -- between three
apartment buildings, our mobile home park, and two
resort complexes on either side -- there are a lot
of people that use that street and there should be a
light there.

MS. RYAN: Yeah. We're not being

CSR ASSOCIATES OF NEVADA, LLC
Las Vegas, Nevada (702)382-5015
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unreasonable asking for either that or a -- see,
when I complained, when I called Carson City and
told them about the -- to give us a four-way stop,
they said it's not going to stop them, it's not
going to help them. The only thing that would help
them would be a light. BAnd you know what he told
me? "Unfortunately, I hate to say this, but it
probably would take a young child to get killed
before they hopped on it."

MS. POIRIER: That's sickening, isn't
it?

/17

CSR ASSOCIATES OF NEVADA, LLC
Las Vegas, Nevada (702)382-5015
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Comments or questions regarding the proposed project may be addressed to Daryl N. James, P.E., Chief,
Environmental Services Division, Nevada Department of Transportation, 1263 South Stewart Street,
Carson City, Nevada 89712, phone (775) 888-7013.

Sincerel
RECEIVED BY Q«BQ mér»q

PARSONS Daryl N. James, P.E., Chief
APR % 9 2005 Environmental Services Division
LAS VEGAS, NV
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Lyllian Silverstein
2485 West Wigwam Avenue, No. 92

lL.as Vegas, Nevada 89123

MS. SILVERSTEIN: My biggest concern is

the safety of the intersection of Wigwam and

Las Vegas Boulevard. It 1is a horrendous
situation -~ traffic situation there, causing many
accidents. It is a school crossing corner. There's

an amber flashing light there which no driver pays

any attention to. If a cop sat there, they could
make a fortune with the speeders. I'm going to tell
you something. The school buses speed. Everybody

speeds there.

Now, in front of the Desert Sands
apartment house, the road veers off a little bit and
says "Right Turn Only," which gives us access into
Wigwam, a right turn, bﬁt it also gives access into
Desert Sands apartment complex. However, most
people don't realize what it says, so they take that

lane where I would be turning right and they go

straight. So if I'm coming out at Wigwam, they're
coming right into my car. I mean, thank God, touch
wood, it hasn't happened. But because the street

going south says "Right Turn Only," so they don't

CSR ASSOCIATES OF NEVADA, LLC
Las Vegas, Nevada (702)382-5015
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make that right turn, they go straight.

So coming out of Wigwam, there have been
terrible accidents. Now, I just heard there was a
terrible accident last night or the night before. I
don't remember now. So that's my biggest complaint.

When Paradise Road was first built,
there was nothing out here: No Cancun, no Trend
West, no Desert Sands. Desert Sands was a ballpark,
a baseball park, and we were sitting there by
ourselves and it was fine. But at the intersection
they did put in ~-- what do you call them? -- the
posts or the bases for streetlights, but they never
installed the streetlights. They said that it
wasn't warranted. Well, maybe it wasn't warranted
then -- I'm giving you a page and a half -- but it's
over-warranted now. That's my biggest complaint.

I mean, I can't -- I can hardly make a
left-hand turn on Las Vegas Boulevard. Now, to
protect my safety, I make a right-hand turn on
Las Vegas Boulevard, and right down about a block or
two there's a lane that says "Left Turn Only." So I
make that U-turn/left-turn-only and then I go north
on Las Vegas Boulevard. I don't go across anymore,
and I don't advise anybody to.

/77

CSR ASSOCIATES OF NEVADA, LLC
Las Vegas, Nevada (702)382-5015
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Steve Small
8565 South Warbonnet Way

Las Vegas, Nevada 88113

MR. SMALL: Comment: Seeing as how the
airport, McCarran, is designed to hit the 51 million
passenger miles maximum build-out and that the new
Ivanpah airport starts with a minimum design of
51 million passenger miles and goes up to over 100
before they need to split regional airport planning,
that when -- if it starts at 51 and goes up instead
of from zero as an adjunct to McCarran, it must be
the planning that they are going to can McCarran
because of the cost of the properties and in a
nonattainment area of the Las Vegas valley --
nonattainment area, or EPA, or dust, NOS, and ozone,
nitrous oxides and dust, PM10, 2.5, PM10 of
particulate matter at 10 micron and particulate
matter at 2.5, the new standard.

When they move that and they start with
the new Ivanpah airport, that throws a big hand
grenade in all of this planning because McCarran,
with 30 million passenger miles, will be cancelled.
The only airport, based on a nonattainment area, to

meet attainment is going to be the Ivanpah, and,

CSR ASSOCIATES OF NEVADA, LLC
Las Vegas, Nevada (702)382-5015
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therefore,

13

all of the transportation planning

pertaining to the maximum loading of the existing

McCarran when Ivanpah opens ruins all this master

plan.

/17

Thank you.

CSR ASSOCIATES OF NEVADA, LLC
Las Vegas, Nevada (702)382-5015




P e

Copy o dekf H "y

w ms'g“ m LLC. 5575 San Palazzo court

Las Vegas, Nevada 89141 s

April 30, 2005

1263 South Stewart Street
Carson City, Nevada 89712

Dear Mf. James:

| am writing with regard to the “Potential Transportation Improvements to the | — 15 Corridor from
Tropicana to Sloan Road”.

| am a new resident o Las Vegas, purchasing a home 3 years ago in the Southern Hightands Master
Ptan Community. | had been a life long resident (56 years) of New York City and believe | can provide
objective feedback on the proposed transportation improvements. | lived along the route. of the
infamous Long Island Expressway, often referred to, justifiably so, as the worlds longest parking lot. |
endured 30 years of constant construction conslsting of but not limited to , widening, HOV, longer on
merge enfrances, new overpasses, efc. The net result of these “improvements®, which continue to this
day, have been nothing, nada, bubkus. Regardiess of how many fanes are added , traffic crawls along
for hours each moming and evening. The conditions are even worse during inclement weather or
traffic accidents and breakdowns. Billlons of dollars have been spent to speed traffic to no avall. This
is the result of monies spent in an area that has essentially lost population over the last 20 years.

I have always considered Las Vegas and extraordinary place and after being a visitor for over 30 years
decided to make it my home after retirement. | am concemed that | am seeing the same ineffective
answers to transportation needs that in my view added detrimentally to the quality of life in New York.
New York has spent way too much money on reads and not enough on public transportation. 1 was a
life long user of public transportation and it works. With the annual growth rate being experienced in
Las Vegas there is not enough concrete in the world to build the roads to accommodate traffic. You
need to develop effective mass transit to move people from the suburbs to their jobs. You need to
move the airport out of the city ta an outlying tocation and use fight rail to transport tourists and visitors
in a safe and efficient manner. You need to complete the beltway system before building new
interchanges.

| will make one observation regarding the proposed interchanges at Sloan, Bermuda, Starr, Cactus and
Pebble. In New York highway entrances and exits have been expanded so that in some cases not
even a mile separates them. More interchanges slow traffic because of the constant jockeying for
position to get on and off a highway. Certainly, the quality of life due to added traffic, noise, pollution,
and safety will be adversely impacted.

{ will give you an unbiased opinion of fraffic from a person who uses Las Vegas roads throughout the
day. After you eliminate traffic accidents, breakdowns, construction, and general driver stupidity, traffic
is not all that bad. if you consider al} of the high-rise communities planned on and off the strip, 1 would
say you future problem is to move people around in a high density population area similar to
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MmWn. The subways although the topic of homor stories about crime (overstated) and cleantiness
{cotrect, it can be filthy at times) is an efficient way to get around town.

| am sure there are intelligent and thoughtful opinions that shoot my positian full of holes but take it from
a person who lived in a city where all the money spent on new roads and interchanges would have
been more wisely spent on maintenance and mass transit. Most important, do not be lulled to sleep by
all manner of experts on transportation, their solutions are developed in a vacuum. | always wondered,
while wasting away in what seem to be a never ending traffic jam, that the genius who had developed
the traffic solution probably was never going to use the roadway in question and in fact probably did not
Own acar.

Thank you,

Sincerely,

Orn, ) Fome>—

Charles D. Troiano
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May 12, 2005

Mr. Daryl N. James, P.E.

Chief, Environmental Services Division
Nevada Department of Transportation
1263 South Stewart Street

Carson City, NV 89712

Dear Mr. James:

RE: Proposead I-15.Intarchanga Improvements, Public Information Meeting
Notice dated April 6, 2005

Thank you for notifying our office of the proposed improvements for
I-15 widening and interchange improvement projects. We have reviewed
the project location for impacts to Federal Aviation Administration
{FAL) programs related to aviation safety and efficiency for the Clark
County Department of Aviation system of airports. We have no comments
regarding impacts to the Las Vegas McCarran International Airport,
Henderson Executive Airport, North Las Vegas Airport, or the Jean
Alrport at this time.

The FAA will continue to provide funding under the Airport Improvement
Program (AIP) during the planning peried covering calendar years 2005
through 2010. We ask that your cffice keep us on a mailing liat to
provide us with inforwmation for any proposed surface transportation
improvements.

If you have any questions you may contact me at (650) 876-2778,
extension 610.

Sincerely,

upervisor, Environmental Planning and Compliance Section



1111 Broadway, Suite 1200
Qzkland, CA 94607-4052

%\a“ U.S. Department of Homeland Security

June 7, 2005

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

Carson City, NV 89712

Dear Mr. James:
Re: Intent-to-Study, Interstate 15 South, Las Vegas, Nevada. EA 73215

This letter responds to your notice of Intent-to-Study the Interstate 15 corridor, in and around
Las Vegas and Clark County, Nevada. Las Vegas and Clark County participate in the National
Flood Insurance. Program (NFIP). Any development within these two jurisdictions must comply
with the requirements of their respectivé Flood Damage Prevention Ordinances. These
ordinances regulate development within the hlgh risk Speclal Flood Hazard Area {SFHA) and
meet the. minimum Federal requnrements established in Volume 44, Code of Federal
Regulations. (44(:FR)

Development is defined as, “any man-made change to improved or unimproved real estate,
including but not limited to dredging, filling, grading, paving, excavation, or driiling operations or
storage of equipment or materials.” (44CFR, § 59)

The SFHA is shown on the Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) and are available at:

The City of Las Vegas Clark County:

Land Development, Flood Control Community Development

731 8. Fourth Street 500 S. Grand Central Parkway
- Las Vegas, NV 89101 Las Vegas, NV 89155

(702) 229-5266 _ (702) 455-4600

The proposed project must be reviewed determine: :
1. If any part of the proposed project’s elements are in an SFHA, as shown on the current
.. FIRM. If so, then it must comply with the requirements of 44 CFR 60.3, and the
.. *,.applicable local floodplain ordinance. .
[ 2.7 fany part of the proposed prolect s elements are located w1thm a dellneated regulatory
* U floodway.’ ‘A hydraulic analysis must show that the prolect wnll not produce any rise to
o the exlstlng Base Flood Etevatlon (BFE) R .

www.fema.gov
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United States Department of the Interior E : 2
] P
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT ' e
Las Vegas Field Office —‘“
4701 North Torrey Pines Dr TAKE PRIDE'
Las Vegas NV 89130 INAMERICA
www.nv.blm.gov

In Reply Refer to: AUG -0 72008

Abdelmoez A. Abdalla
Environmental Program Manager
U.S. Department of Transportation
Federal Highway Administration
Nevada Division

705 North Plaza Street, Suite 220
Carson City, Nevada 89170

Mr. Abdalla,

I agree that our office should take the lead in the section 7 consultation requirements per the
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, on the I-15 South Corridor Improvement from
Sloan Road to Tropicana Avenue. It makes sense to cover the project under our programmatic
biological opinion (1-5-96-F-23R.3) in order to streamline the consultation process. Mr. Michael
Burroughs of the Las Vegas Field Office of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has also

concurred with this.

A determination on the terms and conditions necessary for the project will be made and provided
t0 Julia Ervin-Holoubek of the Nevada Department of Transportation to include in the
Environmental Assessment. Due to the federal nexus, this will include the collection of
remuneration fees for all surface disturbances associated with the project on all lands. The fee is
currently $753.00 per acre if paid before March 1, 2009. If you have any questions concerning
this process, please contact Mark Slaughter at 702-515-5195

f look forward to our continued cooperation.

Sincerely,

AV

Field Manager



APPENDIX E

PROCEDURES FOR ABATEMENT OF HIGHWAY TRAFFIC NOISE
AND CONSTRUCTION NOISE



EVADA DEPARTMES'?‘T(E)(I)’F’;E;RDI:ISPORTATION
Da T Environmental Services Division

TRAFFIC and CONSTRUCTION NOISE
ABATEMENT POLICY

The Federal Highway Administration’s noise standard is outlined in the Code of Federal Regulations
23 CFR 772 "Procedures for Abatement of Highway Traffic and Construction Noise" as adopted on
July 8, 1982. Highway projects developed in conformance with this regulation shall be deemed to be
in conformance with the Federal Highway Administration's (FHWA) noise standard. The definitions

used in this Noise Abatement Policy are the same as those found in the noise standard 23 CFR 772 at
www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/23¢fr772 htm. -

NDOT has adhered to the noise standard since February 1973 and the following reflects revisions to
the policy which have been observed by the Department since April 1, 1996.

1. Under the guidelines of the noise standard, a traffic noise analysis is performed for Type [ highway
projects on a new alignment, or the physical alteration of an existing highway which significantly
changes either the horizontal or vertical alignment, or increases the number of through traffic lanes.
The analysis is performed for developed lands and undeveloped lands when development is
planned, designed, and programmed. Development will be deemed to be planned, designed, and
programmed if a noise sensitive land, such as a residence, school, church, hospital, library, etc., has
received a building permit from the local agency with jurisdiction at the time of the noise analysis,

A traffic noise analysis may be required by the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA).
This can occur when a project is not a Type I project but does, in itself, create a traffic noise impact.
Such projects must be dealt with on a case-by-case basis in accordance with NEPA.

2. Local officials will be informed of potential traffic noise impacts to land adjacent to a proposed
highway project early in the planning process to protect future noise sensitive land development
from becoming incompatible with traffic noise levels. This will be accomplished through
environmental documents, noise study reports, correspondence including traffic noise contours, and
public meetings.

The "date of public knowledge" is when the public is officially notified of the adoption of the
location of a proposed highway project. The date of public knowledge shall be the date a project's
environmental analysis and documentation is approved, i.e., the date of approval of Categorical
Exclusions (CEs), Finding Of No Significant Impacts (FONSIs), or Record Of Decisions (RODs).
After this date, NDOT is responsible for analyzing changes in traffic noise impacts, when
appropriate, but NDOT is no longer responsible for providing noise abatement for new development

which occurs adjacent to the highway. Provision for such noise abatement becomes the
responsibility of local communities and private developers.

3. Traffic noise abatement measures are considered when the predicted traffic noise levels for the
Design Year approach or exceed the Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) as identified in the noise
standard, 23 CFR Part 772. NDOT defines the term "approach™ as 1 dBA less than the NAC.

Mitigation measures to reduce traffic noise impacts will also be considered when the predicted
traffic noise levels substantially exceed the existing noise levels. NDOT has defined the term
"substantially exceed" as 15 dBA. The absolute noise level and predicted change will be considered
in the reasonableness evaluation, as discussed below.

Page 1 of 2
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4. A wide range of criteria is used to determine the overall reasonableness of mitigation being
considered, such as: (1) the noise reduction provided, (2) the number of people benefitted, (3) the
cost of the abatement, (4) the opinions of the impacted residents, (5) the absolute noise levels, (6)
the change in noise levels, (7) other noise sources; and (8) the timing and consideration of
development along the highway; and the feasibility (engineering factors). FHWA directs that noise
abatement measures must achieve a substantial noise reduction. NDOT considers a barrier that

mitigates at least 5 dBA for the first row of residents, and 3 dBA for the second row of residents as
a substantial noise reduction,

A cost analysis will be prepared to evaluate the cost/benefit ratio of different abatement measures.
NDOT uses the 2000 national acceptable amount of $12,000 per resident and the current Nevada

demographics average of residents per residence or 2 minimum of 2.6 residents per dwelling, to
assess barrier economics.

In determining the reasonableness and feasibility of noise abatement; NDOT will meet with the
impacted residents and present a brief program on highway traffic noise to explain and demonstrate
the characteristics of highway traffic noise, the effects of noise barriers in attenuating traffic noise,
and the types of noise barriers that may be considered. Specific details, location, length, height,
aesthetic treatment, landscaping, maintenance, drainage, safety, etc. of noise barriers being studied
will also be provided as available in addition to a discussion of alternatives to barrier construction.
NDOT will then solicit the opinions of the impacted residents and make a preliminary determination
on the reasonableness and feasibility of noise abatement. After completion of final design, NDOT
will meet again with the impacted residents to present final barrier design details and solicit the
residents’ final views and opinions on barrier construction. NDOT will then make a final
determination on the reasonableness and feasibility of noise abatement.

5. Procedures to minimize construction noise impacts, while considering traffic impacts, will continue
to be addressed on a project-by-project basis.

6. There may be extenuating circumstances where unique or unusual conditions warrant special
consideration of highway traffic noise impacts and/or implementation of noise abatement measures.
These circumstances could involve areas, such as: (1) those that are extremely noise-sensitive, (2)
those where severe traffic noise impacts are anticipated, or (3) those containing Section 4(f)
resources. Extenuating circumstances will be considered on an individual project basis.

7. The Department has established a matching program to retrofit existing impacted locations with
noise mitigation. Prioritization of impacts includes: (1) the number of people affected, (2) severity
of impact, (3) duration of impact, (4) whether residences were built before or after the roadway was
planned, (5) cost benefit derived from mitigation, (6) and availability of any local matching funds.

The funding for this program will be limited to an annual appropriation of state highway funds as
approved by the State Transportation Board.

This policy is consistent with all current federal regulations.

DEPUTY DIRECTOR

2- 103

date

Fontaine, P.E.
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23 CFR PART 772--PROCEDURES FOR ABATEMENT OF
HIGHWAY TRAFFIC NOISE AND CONSTRUCTION NOISE

Sec.

772.1 Purpose.

772.3 Noise standards.

772.5 Definitions.

772.7 Applicamlity.

772.9 Analysis of traffic noise impacts and abatement measures.
772.11 Noise abatement.

772.13 Federal participation.

772.15 Information for local officials.

772.17 Traffic noise prediction.

772.19 Construction noise.

Table 1 to Part 772--Noise Abatement Criteria

Appendix A to Part 772--National Reference Energy Mean Emission Levels as a Function of Speed

AUTHORITY: 23 U.S.C. 109(h), 109(i); 42 U.S.C. 4331, 4332; sec. 339(b), Pub. L. 104-59, 109 Stat.
568, 605; 49 CFR 1.48(b).

(Source: 47 FR 29654, July 8, 1982; 47 FR 33956, Aug. 5, 1982, and 62 FR 42903, August 11, 1997)
Sec. 772.1 Purpose.

To provide procedures for noise studies and noise abatement measures to help protect the public health
and welfare, to supply noise abatement criteria, and to establish requirements for information to be

given to local officials for use in the planning and design of highways approved pursuant to Title 23,
United States Code (U.S.C.).

Sec. 772.3 Noise standards.
The highway traffic noise prediction requirements, noise analyses, noise abatement criteria, and
requirements for informing local officials in this regulation constitute the noise standards mandated by

23 U.S.C. 109(i). All highway projects which are developed in conformance with this regulation shall
be deemed to be in conformance with the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) noise standards.

Sec. 772.5 Definitions.

(a) Design year. The future year used to estimate the probable traffic volume for which a highway is
designed. A time, 10 to 20 years, from the start of construction is usually used.

(b) Existing noise levels. The noise, resulting from the natural and mechanical sources and human
activity, considered to be usually present in a particular area.

(c) L10. The sound level that is exceeded 10 percent of the time (the 90th percentile) for the period
under consideration.

ftm: iy FBwa Ant anv/enraranment /2 2~f+7T727 hitm T L20NS
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(d) L10(h). The hourly value of L10.

(e) Leq. The equivalent steady-state sound level which in a stated period of time contains the same
acoustic energy as the time-varying sound level during the same time period.

(f) Leg(h). The hourly value of Leq.

(g) Traffic noise impacts. Impacts which occur when the predicted traffic noise levels approach or
exceed the noise abatement criteria (Table 1), or when the predicted traffic noise levels substantially
exceed the existing noise levels.

(h) Type I projects. A proposed Federal or Federal-aid highway project for the construction of a
highway on new location or the physical alteration of an existing highway which significantly changes
either the horizonal or vertical alignment or increases the number of through-traffic lanes.

(1) Type II projects. A proposed Federal or Federal-aid highway project for noise abatement on an
existing highway.

Sec. 772.7 Applicability.

(a) Type I projects. This regulation applies to all Type I projects unless it is specifically indicated that a
section applies only to Type II projects.

(b) Type Il projects. The development and implementation of Type I projects are not mandatory
requirements of 23 U.S.C. 109(i) and are, therefore, not required by this regulation. When Type II
projects are proposed for Federal-aid highway participation at the option of the highway agency, the
provisions of Subsec. 772.9(c), 772.13, and 772.19 of this regulation shall apply.

Sec. 772.9 Analysis of traffic noise impacts and abatement measures.

(2) The highway agency shall determine and analyze expected traffic noise impacts and alternative
noise abatement measures to mitigate these impacts, giving weight to the benefits and cost of
abatement, and to the overall social, economic and environmental effects.

(b) The traffic noise analysis shall include the following for each alternative under detailed study:

1. Identification of existing activities, developed lands, and undeveloped lands for which
development is planned, designed and programmed, which may be affected by noise from the
highway;

2. Prediction of traffic noise levels;

3. Determination of existing noise levels;

4. Determination of traffic noise impacts; and

5. Examination and evaluation of alternative noise abatement measures for reducing or eliminating
the noise impacts.

(c) Highway agencies proposing to use Federal-aid highway funds for Type II projects shall perform a
noise analysis of sufficient scope to provide information needed to make the determination required by

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/23¢fr772.htm 7/15/2005
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Sec. 772.13(a) of this chapter.
Sec. 772.11 Noise abatement.

(a) In determining and abating traffic noise impacts, primary consideration is to be given to exterior
areas. Abatement will usually be necessary only where frequent human use occurs and a lowered noise
level would be of benefit.

(b) In those situations where there are no exterior activities to be affected by the traffic noise, or where
the exterior activities are far from or physically shielded from the roadway in a manner that prevents
an impact on exterior activities, the interior criterion shall be used as the basis of determining noise
impacts.

(c) If a noise impact is identified, the abatement measures listed in Sec. 772.13(c) of this chapter must
be considered.

(d) When noise abatement measures are being considered, every reasonable effort shall be made to
obtain substantial noise reductions.

(¢) Before adoption of a final environmental impact statement or finding of no significant impact, the
highway agency shall identify:

1. Noise abatement measures which are reasonable and feasible and which are likely to be

l incorporated in the project, and
' 2. Notse impacts for which no apparent solution is available.

(f) The views of the impacted residents will be a major consideration in reaching a decision on the
reasonableness of abatement measures to be provided.

(g) The plans and specifications will not be approved by FHWA unless those noise abatement
measures which are reasonable and feasible are incorporated into the plans and specifications to reduce
or eliminate the noise impact on existing activities, developed lands, or undeveloped lands for which
development is planned, designed, and programmed.
Sec. 772.13 Federal participation.
(a) Federal funds may be used for noise abatement measures where:

1. A traffic noise impact has been identified,

2. The noise abatement measures will reduce the traffic noise impact, and

3. The overall noise abatement benefits are determined to outweigh the overall adverse social,
economic, and environmental effects and the costs of the noise abatement measures.

(b} For Type II projects, noise abatement measures will only be approved for projects that were
approved before November 28, 1995, or are proposed along lands where land development or
substantial construction predated the existence of any highway. The granting of a building permit
filing of a plat plan, or a similar action must have occurred prior to right-of-way acquisition or

>
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construction approval for the original highway. Noise abatement measures will not be approved at
locations where such measures were previously determined not to be reasonable and feasible for a
Type 1 project.

(c) The noise abatement measures listed below may be incorporated in Type I and Type II projects to
reduce traffic noise impacts. The costs of such measures may be included in Federal-aid participating
project costs with the Federal share being the same as that for the system on which the project is
located, except that Interstate construction funds may only participate in Type 1 projects.

1. Traffic management measures (e.g., traffic control devices and signing for prohibition of certain -
vehicle types, time-use restrictions for certain vehicle types, modified speed limits, and
exclusive land designations).

2. Alteration of horizontal and vertical alignments.

3. Acquisition of property rights (either in fee or lesser interest) for construction of noise barriers.

4. Construction of noise barriers (including landscaping for aesthetic purposes) whether within or
outside the highway right-of-way. Interstate construction funds may not participate in
landscaping.

5. Acquisition of real property or interests therein (predominantly unimproved property) to serve as
a buffer zone to preempt development which would be adversely impacted by traffic noise. This
measure may be included in Type I projects only.

6. Noise insulation of public use or nonprofit institutional structures.
(d) There may be situations where (1) severe traffic noise impacts exist or are expected, and (2) the
abatement measures listed above are physically infeasible or economically unreasonable. In these
instances, noise abatement measures other than those listed in Sec. 772.13(c) of this chapter may be

proposed for Types I and II projects by the highway agency and approved by the Regional Federal

Highway Administrator on a case-by-case basis when the conditions of Sec. 772.13(a) of this chapter
have been met.

Sec. 772.15 Information for local officials.

In an effort to prevent future traffic noise impacts on currently undeveloped lands, highway agencies
shall inform local officials within whose jurisdiction the highway project is located of the following:

(a) The best estimation of future noise levels (for various distances from the highway improvement)
for both developed and undeveloped lands or properties in the immediate vicinity of the project,

(b) Information that may be useful to local communities to protect future land development from
becoming incompatible with anticipated highway noise levels, and

(c) Eligibility for Federal-aid participation for Type II projects as described in Sec. 772.13(b) of this
chapter.

Sec. 772.17 Traffic noise prediction.

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/23cfr772.htm 7/15/2005
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(a) Any traffic noise prediction method is approved for use in any noise analysis required by this
regulation if it generally meets the following two conditions:

1. The methodology is consistent with the methodology in the FHWA Highway Traffic Noise
Prediction Model (Report No.FHWA-RD-77-108)*

* These documents are available for inspection and copying as prescribed in 49 CFR Part
7, Appendix D.

2. The prediction method uses noise emission levels obtained from one of the following:
(i) National Reference Energy Mean Emission Levels as a Function of Speed (Appendix
A).
(ii) Determination of reference energy mean emission levels in Sound Procedures for
Measuring Highway Noise: Final Report, DP-45-1R.*

(b) In predicting noise levels and assessing noise impacts, traffic characteristics which will yield the
worst hourly traffic noise impact on a regular basis for the design year shall be used.

Sec. 772.19 Construction noise.
The following general steps are to be performed for all Types I and If projects:

(2) Identify land uses or activities which may be affected by noise from construction of the project.
The identification is to be performed during the project development studies.

(b) Determine the measures which are needed in the plans and specifications to minimize or eliminate
adverse construction noise impacts to the community. This determination shall include a weighing of

the benefits achieved and the overall adverse social, economic and environmental effects and the costs
of the abatement measures.

(c) Incorporate the needed abatement measures in the plans and specifications.

Table 1: Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) Hourly A-Weighted Sound Level - decibels (dBA)*

IIActivity Category Leq(h) ‘Ll 0(h) E:f:;)prgon of Activity

S
r f'Lands on which serenity
I and quiet are of

extraordinary significance

and serve an important

A 57 (Exterior) 60 (Exterior) lpublic need and where the
{ ll preservation of those
qualities is essential if the
area is to continue to serve
L IL _ its intended purpose. |

| —|| L .
Picnic areas, recreation
) . areas, playgrounds, active
F(B 67 (Exterior) 70 (Exterior) sports areas, parks,
' residences, motels, hotels,
schools, churches, libraries,

I I XN o YaTaY~
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”_él ____ Jlgd hospitals. |

Developed lands, properties,
or activities not included in
Categories A or B above.

- [l-- I Undeveloped lands. '

[ B ll:esidences, motels, hotels,

. . ublic meeting rooms,
32 (Interior) 33 (Interior) schools, churches, libraries,

hospitals, and auditoriums.

72 {Exterior) 75 (Exterior)

mre—

* Either L10(h) or Leq(h) (but not both) may be used on a project.

Appendix A
National Reference Energy Mean Emmission Levels as a Function of Speed
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1. Automobiles: all vehicles with two axles and four wheels.
2. Medium Trucks: all vehicles with two axles and six wheels.
3. Heavy Trucks: all vehicles with three or more axles.
FHWA Home | HEP Home | Feedback
@ FHWA
United States Department of Transportation - Federa! Highway Adminlstration
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If you are in concurrence with this process, please let me know via written response. If you have
any questions, please contact Julia Ervin-Holoubek of NDOT at (775) 888-7689 or me at
(775) 687-1231, | appreciate your assistance with this matter and look forward to hearing from

you.
Sincerely yours, Z
Abdelmoez A. Abdalla
Environmental Program Manager
Enclosures

cc: U
Jutia Ervin-Holoubek, NDOT
Mark Slaughter, BLM Las Vegas Office

ecc: Becky Bennett, FHWA
Hannah Visser, FHWA
Iyad Alattar, FHWA
Terry Philipin, FHWA



705 North Plaza St. Suite 220

e Carson City, NV 89701
{JS Deportment

of Bansporiation July 28, 2008

Federol Highwoay '

Administration

In Reply Refer To:
Nevada Diviston HENV-NV

Subject: 1-15 South Corridor Improvement from Sloan Road to Tropicana Avenue,
Clark County, Nevada-Transfer of Section 7 Consultation Lead from FHWA to BLM

Ms. Mary Jo Rugwell
District Manager

Las Vegas Field Office
Bureau of L.and Management
4701 N. Torrey Pines Drive
Las Vegas, NV 89130

Dear Ms. Rugwell:

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) in cooperation with the Nevada Department of
Transportation (NDOT) is proposing to improve 12 miles of the I-15 South Corridor from Sloan
Road to Tropicana Avenue including Las Vegas Boulevard South between Sloan Road and
Sunset Road in Clark County, Nevada. In a letter dated January 31, 2006, the Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) has agreed to be a cooperating agency with FHWA and NDOT for this
project. The project will need to acquire 17.3 acres of BLM land as illustrated in the enclosed
figures. As part of the project planning phase, an environmental assessment is being developed
for the project and a preliminary draft of the document will be shared with you when it is
completed. One of the issues to be addressed is Section 7 consultation of the Endangered Species
Act. As you are aware, the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) currently has a United States
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Biological Opinion (BO) dated December 20, 2004
covering the project area.

The Federal Highway Administration is hereby requesting that BLM assume the Federal lead for
Section 7 consultation for the project under the stipulations of the Biological Opinion issued by
USFWS on December 20, 2004 (File No. 1-5-96-F-23R.3). Use of the existing BO will
streamline the Section 7 consultation process and will satisfy the Section 7 consultation

requirement for the project.

AMERICAN
ECONOMY
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SECTION 7 CONSULTATION CORRESPONDENCE
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&%, United States Department of the Interior . ==

——p o

Las Vegas Field Office
4701 N. Torrey Pines Drive (A

January 31, 2006

Ms. Susan Klekar
Division Administrator
Nevada Division

705 N. Plaza, Suite 220
Carson City, NV 89701

Dear Ms. Klekar:

~Fie BLM is pleased to accept cooperating agency status for the HI-15 Corridor from Tropicana
Avenue to the Sloan Road Interchange in the City of Henderson and Clark County, Nevada,
primarily for our jurisdiction over issuance of rights-of-way. Staff has numerous other

commitments and although it will be difficult to fully participate I can provide the following:

e One staff member to attend meetings as the BLM representative

o Other staff specialists to participate in meetings based on need identified in previous
meetings

e Review of preliminary draft and final documents by BLM staff

We look forward to working with you this project. Please contact Frederick Marcell, Acting
Supervisory Reality Specialist, 702-515-5 164, or Jeffrey G. Steinmetz, Las Vegas Field Office,
Planning and Environmental Coordinator, at 702-515-5097, regarding this project.

Sincerély,

Juan Palma -
Field Manager
X TRANSMITTAL [#otpages> /
(] —Fom — .
[T red #/ £2
Dopifaeney Z?:?S? LY 1532
2,0 | 435 F4IL1"

NSN 7640-01-317-7368 soRg-101 GENERAL BERVICES ADMIMISTRATION

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT ‘ > Taxs PrIoE
_— INAMERICA

FEB -6 2006

Las Vegas, Nevada 89130-2301
In Reply Refer to:
1792 (NV-050)
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i
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¢ Include information in the project environmental document that Cooperating Agencies
may need to discharge their National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) responsibilities
and any other requirements regarding jurisdictional approvals, permits, licenses, and/or
clearances.

You have the right to expect that the environmental document will enable you to discharge your
jurisdictional responsibilities. Likewise, you have the obligation to tell us if, at any point in the
process, your needs are not being met. We expect that at the end of the process, the
environmental document will satisfy your NEPA requirements including those related to project
alternatives, environmental consequences and mitigation.

An interagency Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) was formed to guide our project
development process. Agencies represented on the TAC may want to designate their members as
our point of contact.

We look forward to your response for participating as a Cooperating Agency.” We ask that you
please respond in writing with your agency’s commitment as a Cooperating Agency, specific
issues, relevant information, and review requirements by April 1, 2005. If you have any questions
or need additional information, you may contact Mr. Ted P. Bendure, Environmental Program

Manager, 705 N. Plaza, Suite 220, Carson City, Nevada 89701, telephone: (775) 687-5322, email:
ted bendure@fhwa.dot.gov.

Sincerely yours,

o S

Susan Klekar
Division Administrator
Nevada Division

Enclosure

cc: Agency Distribution (attached)

Ted Bendure, FHWA

Jeff Hale, NDOT

Daniel Noilsch, NDOT

Jeff Steinmetz, BLM

Chad Anson, Parsons

Andrea Sloter, Parsons

Jeff Bingham, Parsons



705 North Plaza St. Suite 220

e Carson City, NV 89701
e
Fedorat Highway March 9, 2005
Administration

in Reply Refer To:

Nevada Division

HDA-NV
NH-015-1(130)

Subject: Interstate 15 South Environmental Document
Request for Cooperating Agency Participation

RECEIVED gy
P

Juan Palma PARSONS
Field Director, Las Vegas Field Office MAR ¥ 1 2005
Bureau of Land Management
4701 N. Torrey Pines Drive LAS VEGAS, Ny
Las Vegas, NV 89130
Dear Mr. Palma:

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) in cooperation with the Nevada Department of
Transportation (NDOT) is initiating an environmental document for a portion of the Interstate 15
(I-15) Corridor from Tropicana Avenue to the Sloan Road interchange in the City of Henderson
and Clark County, Nevada.

The project is proposed to enhance the I-15 Corridor for interstate travel through southern Las
Vegas and for improved local circulation and access. Both existing congestion and projected
increases in traffic necessitate consideration of the proposed improvements. The envisioned
project includes several major components, including I-15 freeway improvements; Las Vegas
Boulevard South improvements; potential interchanges at Sloan Road, Bermuda Road, Starr
Avenue, Cactus Avenue, and Pebble Road,; collector-distributor roads; frontage roads; and I-
15/1-215 system interchange improvements. The No Action altemnative will also be considered.

Your agency’s involvement should entail those areas under its jurisdiction or expertise and no
direct writing or analysis will be necessary for preparation of the document. Enclosed is a copy
of the FHWA “Guidance on Cooperating Agencies,” which outlines the responsibilities of
FHWA (as lead agency) and of Cooperating Agencies. The following are activities we will take
to maximize interagency cooperation:

Invite you to coordination meetings

Consult with you on any relevant technical studies that will be required for the project
Organize joint field reviews

Provide you with project information, including study results

Encourage your agency to use the process to express your views on subjects within your
jurisdiction or expertise
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SOUTHERN NEVADA WATER AUTHORITY
Development Plan Review

PLEASE ADD THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION
TO YOUR DRAWINGS IF CHECKED:

SNWA CONSTRUCTION NOTES: o

Xi Contractor shall fleld locate and protect all SNWA/SNWS appurtenances
including, but not limited to AV/AR, access manways and cathodic protection
systems. All above ground structures and at grade structures must be adjusted
to new grade at .contractor's expense. ~ Cathodic protection test stations,
rectifiers, and AV/IAR's must be relocated to the sidewalk per SNWA standards
and at the contractor’s expense. Contractor to notify Southern Nevada Water
Authority, Development Plan Review, at (702) 862-3444 at least 48 hours
PRIOR to construction activity .

[0 - No buildings, structures, fences or trees shall be placed upon, over or under the
SNWA easement except that said parce! may be improved and used for street,
road or driveway purposes and for other utilities, insofar as such use does not
interfere with its use by SNWA for the purposes for which it is granted.

Southemn Nevada Water Authority Date

SNWA approvali is valid for one (1) year from the signature date. If construction

within the easement or restricted ?Ipe safety zone is not complete, plans must be
resubmitted to SNWA for approval.

Project Name:
SNWA DPR NO.:



isting SNW A Facilities Located Along South I-15 Corridor

ki
i

el 1 ]

Tropicana Ave, I-:P




May 2, 2005 _ v &/6ps

Nevada Department of Transportation PnS_)ed' 9,
1263 S. Stewart St.
Carson City, NV 89712

Development Plan Review
Southern Nevada Water Authority
1900 E. Flamingo Rd.

Las Vegas, NV 89119

Re: Intent-to-Study Interstate 15 South, EA 73215
To Whom it May Concern:

In response to the letter dated April 6, 2005, the Southemn Nevada
Water Authority (SNWA) foresees potential impacts on our facilities.
SNWA would prefer to have the following concerns addressed:

¢ At each impact location, show and label the SNWA pipeline and
each appurtenance.

« Should any appurtenance require relocation as a result of your
work, provide details of where the item will be relocated and the
method by which it will be relocated.

+ On each sheet that SNWA facilities are located, inciude enclosed
SNWA construction note and signature block.

Dependent upon the type of work taking place in the vicinity of SNWA's
facilities, further action may be required. Please submit the plans to the
SNWA Development Pian Review office for review. Upon receiving the
plans for this project it will be determined the exient of protection
needed for SNWA facllities.

Enclosed are record drawings and a vicinity map of the potential impact
areas for your use and information. Should you have any questions or
concerns, please feel free to contact our Development Plan Review
office at 862-3400.

Sincerely,

< 151192,
ichdel Dishari
cting Sr. Civil Engineer

cc. Dianja White



3. if the project results in any rise to the BFE or changes the boundaries of the floodplain,
then the FIRM must be revised. Requirements for revising the FIRM are found at

44CFR § 65.12. These regulations include
a. Obtaining a Conditional Letter of Map Revision (CLOMR) from FEMA prior to the

start of any development that will cause any change to the floodplain boundaries,
or any increase to the BFE within a floodway, or any alteration or relocation of a

watercourse.
b. A request for afinal Letter of Map Revision (LOMR) must be submitted to FEMA

as soon as practicable, but no later than six months after the project's
completion.

To obtain copies of FEMA’s Flood Map Revision Application Packages, please refer to the
FEMA website at httg:llwww.fema.govlmitftsd!d! mt-2.htm

The full text of 44 CFR may be found on the Internet at: http:l!www.fema.govllibrary!lib10.htm.

if you have any questions or if | can be of further assistance you may reach me by telephone at
(510) 627-7284, or you may contact the Region 1X flood planner for Nevada, Ms. Sarah Owen

at (510) 627-7050 or by e-mail at sarah.owen@dhs.gov.

Singerely,

‘Alessandro Amaglio
‘Environmental Officer
AA/gpb /
Cc:.  Robert Thompson
Development Services

500 S. Grand Central Parkway
Las Vegas, NV 89155

Peter Jackson

Senior Engineering Associate
731 S. Fourth Street

Las Vegas, NV 89101

Kim Groenewold,

Nevada Dept. of Water Resources
123 Nye Lane

Carson City, NV 89704
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STATE OF NEVADA
DEPARTMENT OF CULTURAL AFFAIRS
State Histarlc Preservation Office
100 N. Stewart Street
Carson City, Nevada 89701
(775) 684-3448 « Fax (775) 684-3442

www.nvshpo.org RONALD M. JAMES
Stato Histric Presarvation Oficer

May 31, 2007

Abdelmoez Abdalla

Enviromnental Program Manager

Federal Highway Administration FHWA) - Nevada Division

705 North Plaza Strect, Suitc 220

Carson City, NV 89701

Re: 1-15 South Corridor (Sloan Rd. to Tropicana Ave.) and Report Titled ‘Historic Architectural
Survey Report 1-15 South Corridor Improvements Las Vegas (February 2007) (EA: 7321)

Dear Mr. Abdalla:

The Nevada State Historic Preservation Office (SHPOQ) has reviewed the subject undertaking for
compliance with Section 106 of thc National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, as amended.
The SHPO offers the following comments:

Area of Potential Effect (APL)
Previously concurred with APE on December 15, 2006.

Archeological Resources
None appear to have been noted within the APE.

Architectural Resources
The SHPO reviewed the subject report and concluded that there ware a total of seven-hundred-and

fifty—three (753) properties within the APE. Of that pumber, nine (9) were documented using the
Nevada Historic Resources Inventory Form (HIRF).

At this time, the SHPO concurs with FHWA that the following nine (9) properties are ‘not cligible’ to
the National Register of Historic Places:

Property Address APN Built
1 | 8982DeanMartinDr. | _ . 177-20-104006 1966
2| 8700 Lag Vegas Blvd,, South | 177-16:301-029 . 1938
3 | 9457 Las Vegas Blvd, South - _ 177-21-301-001 ] 1966
4 | %9457 Las Vegas Blvd,, South_ |177-21:310-000thm 177-21-311-084) _ 1966
S 1671 Neal Ave.,, West | 191-05-601-002 o 1954
6 | 2885PcbbleRd, West 177-20-501-001 | 1936
7 | 2625RobindaleRd, West | 177-08-601-006 1937
8_| 2626 Robindale Rd., West 1 177-08-701-004 1956
9 2776 Warm Springs Rd,, West 177-05-801-029 1956

a*&wmu‘n ' L e
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A. Abdalla
May 31, 2007
Page 2
(*) This address is for a condominium complex and acoounts for the increase in pumber (377) of
properties within the APE,
Additionally, the SHPO acknowledges that the following three-hundred I-gixty-seven  (367)
pmpetﬁeswerenmmweyedusingtheﬂiswﬁckcsowwhvmw:yFm(HRE)andmain

unevaluated. Thaywc:ccithsrvacamornotyetforty(%)yearsofagewbensmvcyedian?.

# Address APN Built
[ 1 _2884 Agate Ave., West _ 177-20-511-087 | 2001
[ 2 2891 Agate Ave, West [ 177-20-610-001 1999
3] 3276 AlcudiaBay Ave. | ] 191-05-114-079 2004
A | 3012 AmariAve. 177-32-417-014 __ | 2004 |
5 W3 AmadAve. | 177-32417-013 | 2004 _
6 11280 Andreola Ct. 177-32-418-039 2003 |
7 11281 Andreola Ct. 177-32-418-038 2003
| 8 11282 AndreolaCr. | 177-32-418-030_ | 2003
9 11283 Andreols Ct. __177-32418-029 | 2003
10 | 3220 Arby Ave., West _177-05-307-016 1988
AL 3240ArbyAve,West |  177-05-307-021 1989 _|
12 | 3275 Atcata Point Ave. __191-05-114-062 | 2004
| 13 | 3290 Arcata Point Ave. 191-05-114-061 | 2004 |
14 3306 Arcata Point Ave. 191-05-114-060 2004
15 3322 ArcataPoint Ave. | 191-05-114.059_ 2004
18 | 3338 ArcataPoint Ave. | 191-05-114-058__ | 2004
17 | 3354 Arcata Point Ave. __191-05-114-057 | 2004 |
18 . 3370 Arcatg Point Ave. 191-05-114-056 2004
19 . 3386 Arcata Point Ave, 191-05-114-055 2004 |
20 3402 ArcataPoint Ave. |  191-05-114-054 2004 _
20 | 3436 Arcam Point Ave. .191-05-114-053 | 2004
22 3452 Arcata Point Ave. 191-05-114-052 2004
23 | __3468 ArcamaPointAve. | 191-05-114-051 2004
26 | 14425 Agville St. _191-19-301-010 Vacant
25 .. 3245 Badura Ave., West . __177-05-307-003 1989 |
26 . 3047 Bella Verona Ave. | " 177-32.419-004 Vacant |
[ 27 3061 Bella Verona Ave, _171-32-419-005 Vacant _
281  _3075Bolla Verona Ave, _ | 17732415006 Vacant |
29 3089 Bella Verona Ave. 177-32-419007_ | Vacant _
30 3103 Bella Verona Ave, 5 177-32-419-008 _ | Vacant
L3l . 3117 Bella Verona Ave. . 177-32-419-009 Vacant
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Page 3

' # Address APN Built
[32 ] 3131 Bella Verona Ave. | 177-32-419-010 | Vacant |

l 33 3145 Bella Verona Ave. 17732419011 | Vacant |
34 | 3159 Bella VeronaAve, | 177-32-419-012__ | Vacant

l 35| 7 12BelleCrestCt. _17721415-027 2000
36 13 Belle Crest Ct. 177-21-412-036 2000
| 37 13 Belle Crest Ct._ 177-21-412-036__ | 2000

' 38 | 13 Belle Essence Ave, _177-21-415-020 2000
39 -.... .14 Belle Eggence Ave. 177-21-415-010 _ | 2000
40 14 Belle La Blanc Ave, 177-21-412-008 2000

' 41 | 15 Bello La Blanc Ave. 177-21-415-011 2000
42 | 3004 Binaggio Ct. 177-32-317-010 2004
43 _ 3005 Binaggio Ct  177-32-317-009 2004 _

l 44 3333 Bluc Diamond Rd. 177-17-105-001 1994
45| 3225 Caotus Ave., West __ 177-32-101-095 1994
46 3255 Cactus Ave., West ... 177-32-101-004 1995

l- 47 3353 Cactus Ave., West 177-32-101-020 1998 |
48 | 3373 Cacms Ave,, West 177-32-101-021 | 1983
49 | 3010 CantabriaCt. 177-32:417-036 | 2004

l so |~ 3011 Cantabria Ct. 177-32-417-035 | 2004
51 3008 Cerone Ct. 177-32-417-058 2004 _ |

I 52| 3009 Cerome Ct. _ 177-32.417-057 2004 |
53 ...3065 Cori Rosso Ln. __ 191-05-317-039 2005
54 | 3012CostaMicle Dr. __ 191-05-216-007 | 2005

' 55 | 3015CostaMioleDr. | 191-05-216-006 2005
56 2863 Cougar Ave., West | _ 177-17-701-010 | Vacont |
57| 7140 Dean Martin Dr. _177-05-404-020 | 2000

l 58 7350 Dean Martin Dr. 177-08-102-002 | 1999
59 7440 Dean Martin Dr. _ 177-08-102-003 1998
60 8835 Dean Martin Dr. 177-17-407-006 1984 |

| (61 | 8938 DeanMartinDr. | 177-20.104003 | 1996
62 | _ _8979DesnMattinDr. | 177-20-103-013 1987
63 | 9010 Dean Martin Dr. _177-20-104-008 | 1990

l 64 9020 Dean Martin Dr. 17720-104-009 | 1998 |
65 9060 Dean Martin Dr. 177-20-104-012 1985

l 66 9080 Dean Mxtin Dr. 177-20-104013 1994 |
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|67 | 9160 Dean MartinDr, _ . 177-20-204-004 1979
68 | _ __ 9180 Dean Martig Dr, i ._177-20-204-005 1979
69 ..11330 Dean Martin Dr. ..191-05-101-015 2005
| 70 2825 Eldorado Ln., West 177-08-601-001 2002
M | 6333 Ensworth St 162-32-810-007 1996
.72 | 6334 Ensworth St. 162-32-810006 | 1996
13 6405 Brgwartast, ] . 162-32.810.005 | 1983 _
74 __?5(}6,_Eig$wmth St. . 17720311017 | 1999
75 9510 Ensworth St. _177-20-811-016 1999
76 9516 Ensworth St. 177-20-811-015 1999
| 77 9522 Bngworth St_ 177-20-811-014 1999
| 78 _ 9528 Ensworth St. | 17720811-013 | 1999
79 ._.9534 Ensworth St. _ 177-20-811-012 | 1999 |
80, 10053 Ensworth St. 177-29-601-004 Vacant
81 12085 Ensworth st | _191-05-801-014 | Vacant
| 82 _ 2815 Ford Ave., West . 177-17-801-013 | 2003
83 | . _2875Ford Ave., West 177-17-801-00 | Vacant |
o . 3032 Ford Ave., West 177- 17-308-99_3 ) 2000
85 | 3033 Ford Ave ve, West .| ..177-17404-014 | 1991
.86 | 3070 Ford Ave., West . 177-17-308-002 | 1994
87_| ... 13375 Gebriel St. 191-17-701-004 1989
| 88 | . _.13395GabrelSt, | 191 17-701:006 | 1989
89 | 8461 GilesSt, __177-16:201-009 | 2002
| 90 | 10700 Giles St sSt. . . 1.__177-33-201-001_ 2002
91 _.3065 Halch Ave., West | . 177-29301-015 | 1992
92 . 3075 Haleh Ave. j_fest _177-29-301-017 1994
93 3085 Haleh Ave., West 177-29-301-016 1993
| 94 | ___3095 Haleh Ave, West 177-29-301-014 1994
95 ... .2886 Hedge Creek Avc _.177-20-61 0-024 2000
96 .. 2887 Hedge Creek Ave. 177-20-610-025 | 2000
.97 | 14044 Hinson St. 191-19401-002 | 1988
| 98 | __ 5726 Las Vegas) Blvd. Southl  162-32-501-006 | Vacant
.99 . ___6601 Las Vegas Blvd., South| _ 177-05-501-003 Vacant
100} 7303 Las Vegas Blvd, South| 1 77-08-501-001 | Vacant .
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| 101 8440 Las Vegas Blvd., South 177-16-201-004 2001
102| 8445 Las Vegas Bivd,, South | 177-17-602-009 1995
103 | 8801 Las Vegas Bivd, South | _177-17-802-002 1986
104 | 8925 Las Vegas Blvd., South 177-20-501-025 1997
105 | 8945 Las Vegas Blvd., South 177-20-501-026 1998
106 9110 Las Vegas Bivd., South | 177-21-201-009 1998
107 | ___9175 Las Vegay Blvd,, South 177-20-602-009 1992 |
108| 779440 Las Vegan Blvd, South | 177-29-605-012_ | 2004
109 9655 Las Vegas Blvd., South | 177-20-803-003 1997
110 10160 Las Vegas Blvd., South 177-28-301-007 1984
11 10471 Las Vegas Blvd. South | _177-29-801-019 | Vacanmt
112 10803 Las Vegas Bivd.. South | . 177-32-601-005 _ | Vacent
113 13050 Las Vegas Blvd., South |  191-17-801-005 | Vacant |
l1a] 13962 LnsVegas Blvd., South | 191-20-201-002 Vacant
115 15000 Las Vegas Blvd., Scuth | _ 191-30-601-001 1994
| 116 | ____,___3002 Leonetti Ct. __177-32-317-016 | 2002
117 | _ __ 3003 Lecnetti Ct. '177-32-317-015 2002
118| 3176 Martin Ave., West 177-05-103-040 1998
119 3301 Martin Ave., West _177-05-202-017 2006
| 120 3120 Meranto Ave., West 177-20-302-009 | 1994 |
(121 3140 Meranto Ave., West 177-20-302007 _ | 1994 |
122 _2600 Moberly Ave., West 177-08-701-007 | Vacant |
123 | 2826 Moberly Ave., West 177-08-701-001 _ | Vacant |
124 750 Neal Ave., West 191:03-502001 | 1984 _|
125 1101 Neal Ave., West 191-05-601-003 1968
1261 1375 Neal Avc,, West__ 191-05-601-004 1985
_ _1_2__7__ ‘No # listed No name listed 162-32-701-002 | Vacam
| 128 | No # listed No name listed 177-08-601-003 Vacant _
129| No#lised Nonamelisted | _ 177-08-601-004 | Vacamt
130 | No#listed Nonamelisted | _177-08- 177-08-601-005 Vacant
| 1311 No#listedNonamelisted = __|[ 177-08-601-008 | Vacant
132 No#listed Nopamelisted | * 177:08-701002 | Vacans _
133 | No#listed Noamelisted |  177-08-701-006 | Vacant
134 | No # listed No name listed _177-08-701-008 __ | Vacant |
| 135 | No#listed Nonamelisted | _ 177-08-701-009 | Vacant |
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136 | No # listed No name listed | | ___177-08-701-010 _ | Vacant
137 | _No # listed No name listed 177-08-701-012 2002 '
138 | No # listed No name listed 177-08-803-0t1 Vacaut
139 | No # listed No name Jisted 177-16-10-1021 Vacam _
| 140 | No # listed No name listed 177-16-301-028 | Vacant | l
| 141 No#lised Noname listed | * 177.17-206-003 | Vacant
142 | No # Listed No name listed _177-17-206-005 | Vacant
143 | ‘No # listed No name listed | 177.17.04-002 | Vacant | |
144 | No BligtedNopame fisted | . 177-17-304-003 | Vacant | :
145 No # listed No name listed ] 17717404007 | Vacam
146 | No# listed Nopame listed | ™" 17717404016 | Vacam_ |
147 | No# listed Noname listed |~ "177-17407-011 | "Vacant |
148 | No # listed No name listed _ . AT7-17-407-012 | Vacent | '
| 149 | No # listed No pame listad 177-17-601-002 _‘{acg_:t . l
| 150 | No # listed No name listed 177-17-601-008 Vacant
151 | No # listed No name listed 177-17-701-001 | Vacant | .
152 | No#listed No name listed | _ 177-17-701-006 Vacant
153 | No # listed No name hstad - 177-17-701-011 Vacant |
154 | _No # listed No name listed — 4. 177-17-701-012 Vacant .
155 | No # listed No name listed 177-17-701-013 | Vacant
156| No#listedNonamelisted |  177-17-801-009 Vacant |
157 | No # listed No name listed [ ..177-17-801-010 | Vacant .
158 | No # listed No name Jisted __177-20-104-007 Vacant _
159 | No # listed No name listed L 177—20—104-010 Vacant
160 | No # listed No name listed 177-20-104-015 | Vacant i
161 | No # listed No name listed 177-20—204-003 L Vacant
| 162 | No # listed No o pame listed | . 177-20-204-010 Vagcant
163 | No# listed No name listed | | __177-20-302-003 Vacant '
| 164 | No # listed No No name listed 177-20-302-014 Vacant
| 165 | No # listed No ; Damc llsted 177-20-396-002 Vacant |
166 | No # listed No name listed 177-20-501-004 Vacant l
167 | No#listedNopamelisted | 177-20-501-024 11997
168 | No # listed No name listed | __1"17-20-801-001 Vacant
169 | No #listed No name listed 177-21-201-010 Vacant _ .
170 | No # listed No name listed | 177-28-301-002 | Vacant |
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171 [ No#listedNonamelisted |  177-29-301-030 | Vacamt
172 | No # listed No name listed _ 177-29-402-001 | Vacant
173 | No# listed No name listed 177-29-402-002 Vacant
174 | No # listed No name listad 177-29-402-003 _ | Vacant
175 | No # listed No name listed 1 _177-29-402-004 | Vacant
176 | No # listed No name listed —177-29-402-006_ | Vacant |
177 | No # listed No name listad 177-29-601-003 _ | Vacant
| 178 | No#listed No namelisted 177-29-701-001 Vacant
179 | No#listed Nonsmelisted |  177-29-701-009 Vacant
180 | No#listed Nopamelisted |  177-29-701-021 Vacant
181 | No# ligted No name listed 177-29-801 -005 Vacant
182 | No # listed No name listed 177-29-801-014 Vacant
183 | No ¢ listed No name listed 177-29-801-015 | Vacant
[ 184 | No # listed No name listod 177-29-801-016 | Vacant
185 | No#listed Nomamelisted |~ 177-29-801:017 | Vacant |
186 | No # listed No name listed 177-29-801-018 | Vacant
187 | No # listed No name listed 177-29-801-020 _ | Vacant |
| 188 | No # listed No name listed __ 177-29-801-022 | Vacant |
| 189 [ No # listed No name listed o 177-29-801-024 Vacant
190 | No# listed No name listed _177-29-801-026 2005 _
191 | No # listed No name listed 177-32-101-001 Vacant
192 | No# listed No name listed 177-32-101-011 Vacant |
193 | No # listed No name listed 177-32-501-001 | Vacamt
194 | No# listedNonamelisted | 177-32-501:002 | Vecamt
| 195 . No # listed No name listed _177-32-502-001 Vacant
196 | No # listed No name lxsted e . 177-32-502-002 Vacant
197 |_No # listed No pame listed [ 177-32-502-003 | Vacant
198 | No # l.isl:ad ted Nonamelisted = | 177-32-601-002 Vacant
199 | No # listed No name listed | __177-32:601-003__ | Vacant
200 | No#listedNopamelisted | = 177-32-601-004 | Vacant
201 | No # listed No pame listed | 177-32-701-002 | Vacent |
202 | No # listed No name fisted .. 177-32-701-003 | Vacapt
| 203 | No # listed No name listed _177-32-701-004 | Vacant .
204 | No # listed No name ligted. i 177-32:801-001 | Vacant |

p-B8
PAGE B7/12



Jun D4 07 10:51a Nevada DOT (7751 888-7504
86/81/2087 15:30 7756843442 NV SHPO
A. Abdalla
May 31, 2007
Page 8
# Address APN Buil¢
205 | No# listed No name listed 177-33-101-013 Vacant |
206 | No # listed No name listed 191-05-101-008 Vacant
| 207 | No # listed No pame listed 191-05-101-017 Vacant
208 | No # listed No name listed 191-05-201-002 | Vacant
209 | No # listed No name listed 191-05-201-012 Vacant |
210 | No # listed No name listed 191-05-501-001 | Vacant |
211 ] No#listed Noname listed | 191-05-501-006  _| Vacamt _
212 | No # listed No name listed 191-05-501-007 Vacant |
213 | No#listed Nopamelisted |  191-08-50i-012 | Vacent
214 ] No#listed Nonamefisted | ] 191-17-101001 _ | Vacant
215| No#listed Nonamelisted | 191-17-301-001 | Vacant
216 | No# listed No name listed 191-17-301-002 | Vacant
217 | No # listed No pame listed 191-17-302-001 Vacant
218 | No # listed No name listed 191-17-401-001 Vacant
219 No o#lisled Nomame listed | 191-17-401-002 Vacant
220 | No # listed No name listed - 191-17-402-001 Vacant
21| No#listsd Nomemelisted |  191-17-402-002 | Vacant
222 | No# listed Nonamelisted | _ 191-17-402-003 | Vacant
223 | No#listed Nopamelisted | 191 -17-402-005 _ | Vacant
224 | No # listed No pame listed . l9l 17-402-006 | Vacant
225 | No # listed No name listed 191-17-601-007 | Vagant |
226 | No # listed No name listed . 191-17-601-010 Vacant
| 227 | No # listed No name listed . 191-17-701-003 Vacant |
' 228 | No # listed No name Listed .. 191-17-801-001 Vacaut
229 | No # listed No name listed 191-17-801-009 | Vacant |
230 | No#listedNopamelisted |  191-19-601-008 1 _Vacant |
| 231 | No # listed No pame listcd .1 191-19-601-009 Vacant
232 | No#] listed No name listed . __191-19-701-004 Vacant
233 | No # listed No name listed 191-19-701-005 Vacant
234 | No # listed No name hsted ] 191-19-801-003 | Vacamt
235 | No#listed No name listed | 191-20-101-008 | Vacant
236 | No # listed No namelisted =~ | 191-20-201.001 Vacant
237 | No# listed No name Listed 191-20-201-003 | Vacant
.Qs-ﬁﬂiﬂg.ﬁs.mew . 191-20.-201-004 Vacaut
239 | No # listed No name Listed 191-20-301-002 | Vacant
240 | No # listed No name listed 191:20-301-005 __ | Vacant
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' 241 | No # listed No name listed _ 191-20-301-006 | Vacant
242 No# lisedNonamelisted | 191-20-301:008 | Vacant ]
243 | No. # liswd No name hsted 1 191-30-501-002 Vacant

l 244| 4015 Paplinski Parkway 191-19-701-002 2003
245| 8347 Parvin St 177-17-601-003 | Vocant
246 3073 Pawtucket Lo, 191-05-317-024 2005

' 247 3074 PawtucketLn. | 191.05-317-025 | 2005

_ | 248 2870 Pebble Rd., West 177-17-801-008 | 2004_

249 3085 Pebble Rd,, West _ 177-20-104-004 1978

l 250 3131 Pebble Rd,, West 177-20-104-002 1995
251 3175 Pebble Rd,, West 177-20-104-001 1987
252 3200 Pebble Rd., West 177-20-104-005__ | 1956

' (253 3255 Pebble Rd., West 177-20-103-004 1987
(2541 " "3370 Pebble Rd, West _ | __177-17-407-009 | 1988

' 255 3284 Pebble Rd., West 177-17-407-008 | 1997
256 | " 3285 Pebble R, West 177-20103:003 [ " 1986
257 3325 Pebble Rd., West_ 177-20-103-002 _ | 1986

l 258 3378 Pcbble Rd., West 177-17407-007___|_ 1975
259 3385 Pebble Rd., West _ 177-20-103-001 | 2002
260 | §945 Pcbble Rd,, West | 177-20-103-007 1978 |

l 261 | No # listed Pebble R4, West 177-20-512-000 2006
262 11208 Pierre Milano St 177-32:419-034 | Vacant |
263 11214 Pierrc Milano St. 177-32-419-035 | Vacant

' 264 | 11220 Pierre Milano $t. "~ 177-32-419-036__| Vacant |
(265 11226 Pleme Milano St. | 177-32419.037 __| Vacant
266 | 11232 Pierre Milano St, _ 177-32419-038 | Vacant

i 267 11238 Pierre Milano St. 177.32-419-039 | Vacaat |
| 268 | 11244 Pierre Milano St. 177-32-419-040 Vacamt
269 |~ T 11250 PiemcMilanoSt | __177-32419-041 | Vacam

' | 270 11256 Pierre MilanoSt. |  177-32-419-042 | Vacant
271 | 11262 Picrre Milano St. _177-32419-043 _ | Vacant
272 _ 11268 PieneMilano§t. | _177-324419-044 = | Vacamt

' 2731 11274 Pierre Mileno St | 177-32-419-045 | Vacant |
274 .11280 Pierre Milano St. A77-32-419-000 | Vacant

l 275 | . 11286 Pierre Milano St._ | 177-32-419-002 [ Vacamt
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276 11292 Pierre Milano St. 177-32-419-003__ | Vacant |
277| 6940 Polaris Ave, 177-05-303-003 2002
278 6960PolarisAve. |  177-05-303-011 1976
279] 6976 Roiscisave. " [" 177705303007 | 197
2801  _69%0PolarisAve. [  177-05-303-008 | 1976
281 9001 Purplc Leaf St. | 177-20-511-001 | 2002
282| 9007 Puple Leaf St. 17720511002 [ 2002
283 ..—J013 Purple LeafSt. 177-20-511-003 [ 2002
284 9019 Purple LeafSt. __ __ | __ 177-20-511-004 2003
| 285 9025 Purple Leaf S, . 172-:20-511-005 2003
286 . 9031 Purple Leaf St. 177-20-511-006 2003
287 9037 Puple LeafSt. | 177-20-511-007 2003
288 9043 PupleLeafSt. |  177-20-511-008 2003
289 _9049PurpleLeafSt. | _ 177-20-511-009 2003 _
290 9055 Purple Leaf St _ 177-20-511-010_ | 2003
291 . _9061 Purplo LeafSt |  177.20-511.011 2003 _
2921 " 79067 Purple Leafst. . A77:20511-012 | 2003
293 $073 Purple Leaf St. _ 17720-511-013 2004
294 9079 Purple Leaf St. 177-20-511-014 2004
295 | 3045 Pyle Ave., West 177-29-301-007 1994
296| . 3055PyleAve,West | 177-29301-009 | 1993
297 3065PyleAve, West | "17729-301-008 | 1954
298  _ _3075Pyle Ave., West 177-29-301-006 1998
(299| 3170 Pyle Ave, West 177-29-207-004 1990
300 3068 RabitoCt 191-05-317-032__ | 2005 _
301 _3069Rabitto Ct. | 191.05-317-031 2005
302|  30BSRavenAve. | 177-20-104-014 | 2001
303| 3210 Raven Ave. 177-20-103.012 1982
304| 11738 Raveno Bianco PL. _191-05-317-041 | 2005
305 11748 Raveno Bianco PL, _ 191-05-317-040_ | 2005
| 306 | 2887RedCt. 177-20-610-017 | 2000
307 2888 Red Ct. 177-20-610-016_ __ | 2000
308 | . .. _2889 Red Rooster Ct. 177-20-610-008 | 2000
(309 |~ " "2890 Red Rooster Ct, . 177:20:610-008 | 1999
3101 . 2700Richmar Ave, West | 177-20701005 | 1998
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311 _3040 Richmar Ave., West ___ | 177-20-302-013 | 1984 |
3121 _ _ __3045 Richmar Ave., West 177-20-403-002 | 1985 |
313 . 3080 Richmar Ave., West | 177-20-302-012 1984
| 314 | 3197 Richmar Ave., West 177-20-403-003 | Vacant
315 __2700 Richmar Ave., West #87 177-20-701-008 | Vacant
316 { 8OO Roban Ave., West 191-17-601-011 | 1999
317 [ 825 Roban Ave, West 191-17-701-001 | 2002
318 ._845 Roban Ave., West 191-17-701-002 1976
319 2695 Robindale Rd., West 177-08-701-003 | 1970 _
3201 __ 2828 RobindaleRd., West | 177-08-601-004 | Vacant |
321 3014 Saffredi Ln. _ | 191-05-216-001 | 2005
322 3043 Saffredi Ln. 191-05-317-043 | 2005
323 3006 Scalise Ct. ~177-32-317-004 2004
324 3007 ScaliseCt. 177-32-317-003 | 2003
325 13940 Schuster St,_ o] 191-19-501-005 | 2003 |
326 14126 Schuster St. _| 191-19-601-007 | Vagant |
327| _ _ 14165 SchusterSt, 191-19-601-006 | Vacant
328 _ 32 Serenc Ave, East 177-21-221-000 | Vacant
329 68 Serene Ave, East | 177-21-220-000 | 2006
330 2720 Serene Ave,, West _ 177-20-601-009 | 1998
331 _ _3125Serene Ave, West | 177-20-302-002 | 1994
_3_3_2 | __. . 3130 Serenc Ave,, West 177-20-204-012 | _1982
333 3145 Serene Ave., West 177-20-302-005 | 1994 _
334 2770 Silverado Ranch Blvd, West| 177-20.801-012 | 1998
335 4455 Sloan Rd. 191-19-301-013 | 2001 _
336 11920 Southern Highlands Pkovy. | 191-05-415-004_| 2006 B
337| 11930 Southern Highlands Pkwy, | 191-05415-005 | 2003
(3381 9634 Sultana St. e 1.177-20-403-009 | 1994
(339 | 3165 Sunset Rd., West 177-05-101-027 | 2001
340 | 2874 Torino Ave., West 177-17—801-003 .Vacant
341 3055 Torino Ave., West 177-17-404-008 | Vacant |
342 _ 3155 Torino Ave., West 177-17-404-010 | 1992 |
343 | 3165 Torino Ave., West _177-17-404-009 | 1990 |
344 3175 Torino Ave,, West 177-17-404-005 1995
(345 - 3233 Torino Ave., West 177-17-407_-09_5 1981
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[346] 11218 Tuscolanast, 1 177-32 418065 | 2003
347( 11224 TwscolanaSt | 177.32.418.064 | 2003
348 11230 Tuscolana St 177-32-418-063 | 2003
3491 11236 TuscolanaSt | 177.32418.062 | 2003
350 11242 Tuscolana St. 177-32-418-061 | 2003
351 11248 Tuscolana St 177-32-418-060 | 2004
352 11254 Tuscolana St 177-32-418-059_|_ 2003
353 | 11260 Tuscolana St 177-32-418-058 | 2003
354 11266 Twscolana St. | 177.32.418:057 ] 2003
355 11272 Tuscolana $t, 177-32-418-056 | 2003 _
356 | 11278 Tuscolana St 177-32.418-055_|_ 2003
357 11279 Tuscolana St. | 17732418054 | 2003
358 13664 US Hwy 91, South 191-17402-007 | 2002
359 13750 Valloy View Blvd. | 19120-101-013 | Vacan:
360 3025 Vicki Ave, 17120204007 | 1992
361 11289 VictoriaMedici St | 177-32419013 | 2007
362 2850 Warm Springs Rd,, West 177-05-801-028 | Vacant
363 2725 Wigwam Ave., West 177-17-701-017 | 1998
364 2750 Wigwam Ave,, West _ 177-17-601-004 | 2002
363}, 3020 Wigwam Ave, West | 17717206004 | 1999
366 | 3150 Wigwam Ave, West | 177-17-206.002 | 199
367 2711 Windmill La,, West 177-17-501-001 | 1996

The SHPO concurs with FHWA’s determination of ‘No Histotic Propertics Affected” for the subject
undertaking. Please note that the SHPO awaits the black and white negatives, comtact sheets, and
phota logs for the nine resources surveyed using the HRIF,

If you have any questions, please contact Rebecca R. Ossa, Architectural Historian at 775-684-3441 or
via email at: rossaf@clan lib.nv us.

Sincerely,

et et
Ronald M. James
State Historic on Officer
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Federal Highway Administration
Nevada Division June 6, 2006

Native American Consultation Report
FHWA Project: NH-015-1(130)
NDOT EA: 73215

Project Description: The Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT), in cooperation with
the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), is proposing to enhance the I-15 corridor for
interstate travel through southern Las Vegas and for improved local circulation and access. Both
existing congestion and projected increases in wraffic necessitate consideration of the proposed
improvements. The envisioned project includes several major components, including I-15
freeway improvements; Las Vegas Boulevard South improvements; potential interchanges at
Sloan Road, Bermuda Road, Starr Avenue, Cactus Avenue, and Pebble Road; collector-
distributor roads; frontage roads; and 1-15/1-215 system interchange improvements.

Scope of Consultation: After reviewing the scope of the project's preliminary design, and the
nature and extent of potential effects on historic properties (36 CFR §800.4(a) & (b)(1)). The
FHWA has made a reasonable and good faith effort to identify Indian Tribes that may have an
interest in the Sec. 106 process (36 CFR §800.3(f)(2)). Based on that identification effort, the
FHWA determined that formal consultation with the following Native American tribes and

groups was appropriate:

Las Vegas Paiute Tribe, Las Vegas, Nevada
Las Vegas Indian Center, Las Vegas, Nevada
Moapa Paiute Tribe, Moapa, Nevada
Pahrump Paiute Tribe, Pahrump, Nevada

Formal govemment-to-government consultation pursuant to the National Historic Preservation
Act (NHPA) was initiated through letters dated September 14, 2005.

Results of Consultation:

Las Vegas Paiute Tribe, Las Vegas, Nevada
Represented by Ms. Alfreda Mitre, Tribal Chairperson
Represented by Mr. Kenny Anderson, Cualtural Resource Director

On October 3, 2005, Ms. Alfreda Mitte (Tribal Chairperson) signed and returned the
Native American Response Form with “no objection to the proposed project based on the
information provided”. The Las Vegas Paiute do wish to remain informed of any
changes to the project and any historic properties discovered during impliementation of
the project. In addition a meeting with Mr. Anderson on December 13, 2005, Elizabeth
Dubrenil (NDOT Native American Consultation Coordinator) explained the project to
Mr. Anderson. Mr. Anderson expressed no concerns regarding the project as planned.
However, Mr. Anderson would like the Tribe to be contacted if any inadvertent finds are
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made. There has been no further communication with the Tribe concerning this matter.

Moapa Paiute Tribe, Moapa, Nevada
Represented by Mr. Delton Tom, Chairman

Several atterpts to contact Mr. Swain (Tribal Chairman at the time) during the months of
October, November and December 2005 were made. During the first part of January
2006 Ms. Dubreuil was informed that a new Chairman was being elected to office. Ms.
Dubreuil was directed to contact the Moapa again in February. A fax with project
description and map was also forwarded to Acting Chainman, Delton Tom. Oan March
7% Ms. Dubreuil contacted Mr. Tom, now the Chairman for the Moapa. Mr. Tom
deferred to the Las Vegas Paiute Tribe and said the Moapa had no concems with the
project. If any inadvertent finds are made during construction, Mr. Tom will be
contacted by FHWA. There has been no further communication with the Tribe
concerning this matter.

Pahrump Paiute Tribe, Pahrump, Nevada and Las Vegas Indian Center, Las Vegas, Nevada
Represented by Mr. Richard Arnold, Chairman

Several attempts to contact Mr. Amold (Tribal Chairman) during the months of October,
November, December 2005, January and February 2006 were made by Elizabeth
Dubreuil (NDOT Native American Consultation Coordinator). Attempts to make
arrangements for meeting Mr. Amold were also made. Unfortunately, Mr. Amold could
not be reached for comment. FHWA will insure that Mr. Arnold is contacted if any
inadvertent finds are made. There has been no further communication with the Tribe

concerning this matter.

Based on these responses, the FHWA has determined that the consulted tribes have bad a
reasonable opportunity to identify their concerns about historic properties (36 CFR

§800-2(c)(2)(i)(A))-

Based on this consultation, the FHWA has determined that there are presently no outstanding
Native American concerns regarding NHPA issues surrounding this project as proposed.
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If during the course of this project, the project design significantly changes with respect to
factors involving NHPA, or if objects known to be of concem to Native Americans are located,
or if recognized Native American tribes or groups wish additional consultation, the FHWA will
address these situations as appropriate. If additional consultation occurs, the FHWA will contact
the Nevada SHPO and other interested parties as appropriate.

oo

Cultural Resource Manager
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Fedaral nmy September 14, 2005
Administrotion
In Reply Refer To:
Nevada Division HDA-NV
Subject: I-15 South (Sloan to Tropicana) Project

Project #: NH-01501(130) EA: 73215

Alfreda Mitre, Chairwoman
Las Vegas Paiute Tribe
One Paiute Drive

Las Vegas, NV 89106

Dear Ms, Mitre:

In recognition of your Tribe’s status as a sovereign Tribal Government, and the Federal Highway
Administration’s (FHWA) responsibilitics under the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA),
other federal regulations and executive orders, the FHWA is requesting your government-to-
government consultation on a proposed Federal-aid highway project. The Nevada Department of
Transportation (NDOT), in cooperation with the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), is
studying potential transportation improvements to the Interstate 15 corridor from Tropicana
Avenue to the Sloan Road Intcrchange in the City of Henderson and Clark County, Nevada.

The project is proposed to enhance the I-15 corridor for interstate travel through southem Las
Vegas and for improved local circulation and access. Both existing congestion and projected
increascs in traffic necessitate consideration of the proposed improvements. The envisioned
project includes several major components, including I-15 freeway improvements; Las Vegas .
Boulevard South improvements; potential interchanges at Sloan Road, Bermuda Road, Starr
Avenue, Cactus Avenue,-and Pebble Road; collector-distributor roads; frontage roads; and
[-15/1-215 systems interchange improvements (see attached map).

In compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), FHWA and NDOT
are preparing a NEPA document to evaluate the potential impacts of the proposed project. This

letter is intended to inform you of the current study and solicit your comments concerning the
project,

The cultural resource inventories completed during the original I-15 corridor study will be used
for this portion of the project.

If you would like additional information or have concems regarding this proposed project, or the
overall FHWA program, please contact me. If you would like a meeting regarding this project,




-7504 -7
Jun 05 07 10:39s Nevada DOT (775) 888-75 P

or the overall program, I would be happy to meet with you as soon as possible. Ican be
contacted by telephone at 775-687-3803. You may also mail or fax (775-687-3803) the attached
consultation response form to me. Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely Yours,

Ted P. Bendure :

Environmental Program Manager

Enclosures
Response Form
Project Location Map

cc: Hal Tumer, NDOT .
- Kenny Anderson, Las Vegas PT
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Nevada Division Office
Federal Highway Administration
Native American Consultation
Response Form

Subject: 1-15 South (Sloan to Tropicana) Project

Retum to: Ted P. Bendure
Federal Highway Administration
705 North Plaza Street, Suite 220
Carson City, Nevada 89701

From: Alfreda Mitre, Chairworman
Las Vegas Paiute Tribe
One Paiute Drive
Las Vegas, NV 89106

Reply: Please check one of the options below, or provide other comments, as appropriate.

[1 The Las Vegas Paiute Tribe has no objection to the proposed project as planned
based on the information provided. However, we wish to remain informed of any
changes to the project or discoveries of historic materials during construction.

[] The Las Vegas Paiute Tribe has no objection to the proposed project as planned
based on the information provided. However, we wish to remain informed of any
changes (o the project or discoveries of historic materials during construction. In
addition, the Tribe requests that copies of official environmental and cultural

resource documents prepared for this project be forwarded to the following
person:

Contact Person:
Telephone Number:

[] The Las Vegas Pajute Tribe requests further consultation to address our concemns,
Please contact the following person to discuss this matter further.

Contact Person:
Telephone Number-

Signature: Name
Title
Date
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If you would like additional information or have concems regarding this proposed project, or the
overall FHWA program, please contact me. If you would like a meeting regarding this project,
or the overall program, I would be happy to meet with you as soon as possible. Ican be
contacted by telephone at 775-687-3803. You may also mail or fax (775-687-3803) the attached
consultation response form to me. Thank you for your time and consideration.

. Sincerely Yours,

Ted P. Bendure
Environmental Program Manager . '

Enclosures
Response Form
Project Location Map

cc: Hal Tumner, NDOT
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Nevada Division Office
Federal Highway Administration
Native American Consultation
Response Form

Subject: I-15 South (Sloan to Tropicana) Project

Retumn to; Ted P. Bendure
Federal Highway Administration
705 North Plaza Street, Suite 220
Carson City, Nevada 89701

From: Richard Amold, Director
Las Vegas Indian Center
2300 W, Bonanza
Las Vegas, NV 89106

-

Reply: Please check one of the options below, or provide other comments, as appropriate,

(] The Las Vegas Indian Center has no objection to the proposed project as planned
based on the information provided. However, we wish to remain informed of any
changes to the project or discoveries of historic materials during construction.

[1] The Las Vegas [ndian Center has no objection to the proposed project as planned
based on the information provided. However, we wish to remain informed of any
changes to the project or discoveries of historic materials during construction. In
addition, the Tribe requests that copies of official environmental 'and cultural

resource documents prepared for this project be forwarded to the following
person:

Contact Person:
Telephone Number:

[] The Las Vegas Indian Center requests further consullation to address our
concerns. Please contact the following person to discuss this matter further.

Contact Person:
Telephone Number:

Signature: Name
Title
Date
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705 North Plaza St. Suite 220

Q Carson City, NV 89701 ~

S Teremonn

Federat Highway September 14, 2005
In Reply Refer To:

Nevada Division HDA-NV

Subject: I-15 South (Sioan to Tropicana) Project

Project #: NH-01501(130) EA: 73215

Richard Amold, Chairman
Las Vegas Indian Center
2300 W. Bonanza

Las Vegas, NV 89106

Dear Mr. Amoid:

other federal regulations and executive orders, the FHWA is requesting your government-to-
govermmment consultation on a proposed Federal-aid highway project. The Nevada Department of
Transportation (NDOT), in cooperation with the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), is

Avenue to the Sloan Road Intcrchange in the City of Henderson and Clark County, Nevada.

The project is proposed to cnhance the I-15 cormridor for interstate travel through southern Las
Vegas and for improved local circulation and access. Both existing congestion and projected
increases in traffic necessitate consideration of the proposed improvements. The envisioned
project includes several major components, including I-15 freeway improvements; Las Vegas
Bouicvard South improvements; potential interchanges at Sloan Road, Bermuda Road, Starr
Avenue, Cactus Avenue, and Pebble Road; collector-distributor roads; frontage roads; and
-15/1-215 systems interchange improvements (sce attached map).

In compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), FHWA and NDOT
arc preparing a NEPA document to evaluate the potential impacts of the proposed project. This

letter is intended to inform ycu of the current study and solicit your comments concerning the
project.

If you would like additional information or have concems regarding this proposed project, or the
overall FHWA program, please contact me. If you would like a meeting regarding this project,

KLE UP

ERIC
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or the overail program, I would be happy to meet with you as soon as possible. Icanbe

contacted by telephone at 775-687-

3803. You may also mail or fax (775-687-3803) the attached

consultation response form to me. Thank you for your time and consideration.

Enclosures
Response Form
Project Location Map

4 cc: Hal Tumer, NDOT

Sincerely Yours,

Ted P. Bendure
Environmental Program Manager

13
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Nevada Division Office
Federal Highway Administration
Native American Consultation
Response Form

Subject: I-15 South (Sloan to Tropicana) Project

Retum to: Ted P. Bendure
Federal Highway Administration
705 North Plaza Street, Suite 220
Carson City, Nevada 89701

From: Richard Amold, Chairman
Pahrump Pajute Tribe
2300 W. Bonanza
Las Vegas, NV 89106

Reply: Please check one of the options below, or provide other comments, as appropriate.

[] The Pahrump Paiute Tribe has no objection to the proposed project as planned
based on the information provided. However, we wish to remain informed of any
changes to the project or discoveries of historic materials during construction.

[] The Pahrump Paiute Tribe has no objection to the proposed project as planned
based on the information provided. However, we wish to remain informed of any
changes to the project or discoveries of historic materials during construction. In
addition, the Tribe requests that copies of official environmental and cultural

resource documents prepared for this project be forwarded to the following
person:

Contact Person:
Telephone Number:;

[] The Pahrump Paiute Tribe requests further consultation to address our concerns.
Please contact the following person to discuss this matter further.

Contact Person:
Telephone Number:

Signature: Name
Title
Date

(775) 888-7504 p.14
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705 North Plaza St. Suite 220

Q Carson Gity, NV 88701 ~
oih?um September 14, 2005
Administrotion

In Reply Refer To:
Nevada Division HDA-NV
Subject: I-15 South (Sloan to Tropicana) Project

Project #: NH-01501(130) EA: 73215

Philbert Swain, Chairman
Moapa Band of Paiutes
PO Box 340

Moapa, NV 89025

Dear Mr. Swain:

In recognition of your Tribe’s status as a sovereign Tribal Government, and the Federal Highway
Administration’s (FHWA) responsibilities under the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA),
other federal regulations and executive orders, the FHWA is requesting your government-to-
govemment consultation on a proposed Federal-aid highway project. The Nevada Department of
Transportation (NDOT), in cooperation with the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), is
studying potential transportation improvements to the Interstate 15 corridor from Tropicana
Avenue to the Sloan Road Interchange in the City of Henderson and Clark County, Nevada.

The project is proposed to enhance the I-15 corridor for interstate travel through southem Las
Vegas and for improved local circulation and access. Both existing congestion and projected
increases in traffic necessitate consideration of the proposed improvements. The envisioned
project includes several major components, including I-15 freeway improvements; Las Vegas
Boulevard South improvements; potential interchanges at Sloan Road, Bermuda Road, Starr
Avenuc, Cactus Avenue, and Pebble Road; collector-distributor roads; frontage roads; and
I-15/1-215 systems interchange improvements (see attached map).

In compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), FHWA and NDOT
are preparing a NEPA document to evaluate the potential impacts of the proposed project. This
letter is intended to inform you of the current study and solicit your comments conceming the
project.

The cultural resource inventories completed during the original I-15 corridor study will be used
for this portion of the project.

If you would like additicnal information or have concemns regarding this proposed project, or the
overall FHWA program, please contact me. If you would like a meeting regarding this project,
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_or the overall program, I would be happy to meet with you as soon as possible. Ican be
contacted by telephone at 775-687-3803. You may also mail or fax (775-687-3803) the attached
consultation response form to me. Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely Yours,

Ted P. Bendure
Environmental Program Manager

Enclosures
Response Form
Project Location Map

cc: Hal Tumer, NDOT

Y
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Nevada Division Office
Federal Highway Administration
Native American Consultation
Response Form '

Subject: I-15 South (Sloan to Tropicana) Project

Return to: Ted P. Bendure
Federal Highway Administration
705 North Plaza Street, Suite 220
Carson City, Nevada 89701

From: Philbert Swain, Chairman
Moapa Band of Paiutes
PO Box 340
‘ Moapa, NV 89025

Reply: Please check one of the options below, or provide other comments, as appropriate.

[] The Moapa Band of Pailtes has no objection to the proposed project as planned
based on the information provided. However, we wish to remain informed of any
changes to the project or discoveries of historic materials during construction.

[1 The Moapa Band of Paiutes has no objection to the proposed project as planned
based on the information provided. However, we wish to remain informed of any
changes to the project or discoveries of historic materials during construction. In
addition, the Tribe requests that copies of official environmental and cultural

resource documents prepared for this project be forwarded to the following
persen:

Contact Person;
Telephone Number:

(1 The Moapa Band of Paiutes requests further consultation to address our concems:
Please contact the following person to discuss this matter further.

Contact Person:
Telephone Number:

Signature: Name
Title
Date
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Nevada Division Office
Federal Highway Administration
Native American Consuitation
Response Form

Subject: I-15 South (Sloan to Tropicana) Project

Retumn to: Ted P. Bendure
Federal Highway Administration
705 North Plaza Street, Suite 220
Carson City, Nevada 89701

From: Alfreda Mitre, Chairwoman
Las Vegas Paiute Tribe
One Paiute Drive
Las Vegas, NV 89106

Reply: Please check one of the options below, or provide other comments, as appropriate.

(] The Las Vegas Paiute Tribe has no objection to the proposed project as planned
based on the information provided. However, we wish to remain informed of any
changes to the project or discoveries of historic materials during construction.

J's} The Las Vegas Paiute Tribe has no objection to the proposed project as planned
based on the information provided. However, we wish to remain informed of any
changes to the project or discoveries of historic materials during construction. In
addition, the Tribe requests that copies of official environmental and cultural

resource documents prepared for this project be forwarded to the following
person:

Contact Person: Alfreda L. Mitre
Telephone Number: 702-386-3926

[] The Las Vegas Paiute Tribe requests further consultation to address our concerms.
Please contact the following person to discuss this matter further.

Contact Person:
Telephone Number:

Signature: Name
Title Trib Chaifperson
Date 10-03-05 -




