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

 
 

1.2.3.3 Deficient Arterial Operations Affecting I-15 
As a multi-lane road extending from the north end of 
the Las Vegas Valley to the north end of the Resort 
Corridor Valley, Martin Luther King Boulevard is a 
heavily traveled roadway for traffic destined for the 
employment, commercial, and recreational uses east 
of I-15. There are relatively few routes connecting 
Martin Luther King Boulevard west of I-15 with the 
heart of the Resort Corridor east of I-15. Access is 
possible via Alta Drive/Bonneville Avenue, 
Charleston Boulevard, or Oakey 

The Resort Corridor is a 30-square-
mile area centered on the Las Vegas 
Strip that extends from downtown 
Las Vegas to the new resorts and 
commercial developments being built 
south of Interstate Highway 215  
(I-215). It also includes the Las Vegas 
Convention Center, several “near-
strip” resorts, McCarran 
International Airport, and the 
University of Nevada Las Vegas 
(UNLV) campus. The Resort Corridor 
has the highest concentration of jobs 
in the Las Vegas Valley. 
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Boulevard/Wyoming Avenue. Because of perceived or real travel time savings, a substantial 
amount of Martin Luther King Boulevard traffic uses US 95 southbound/I-15 to make short 
trips to interchanges such as Sahara Avenue that provide access to employers along the 
strip. These short trips, which require weaving movements entering and exiting the 
interstate, contribute to the poor level of service in the AM peak period (see the inset on page 
1-7) and contribute to the crash problem described in subsection 1.2.2. Confirmation of the 
attraction of I-15 for Martin Luther King Boulevard traffic can be seen in the 2008 traffic 
volumes (see inset) which drop substantially south of Alta.  

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

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

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

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

                                                      
2 Once the HOV lanes are extended through Project Neon, the express lanes may be re-designated as HOV lanes in 
accordance with the HOV plan and the RTP. 
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2. Alternatives 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 

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

2.2.2 Alternative G 
Under Alternative G (Exhibit 2-1), I-15 would 
be reconstructed to provide HOV lanes and 
auxiliary lanes in addition to four to five 
general purpose or “through” lanes. Alternative 
G also includes the Charleston Boulevard/I-15 
interchange reconstruction, Alta Drive half 
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interchange with I-15, Martin Luther King/Industrial Road connector over I-15, and the Oakey 
Boulevard/Wyoming Avenue railroad overpass. Roughly 345 residences and 445 businesses 
would be relocated under Alternative G. Alternative G would cost between $1.4 and 
$1.8 billion to construct (inflated to year of expenditure dollars).  

2.2.2.1 I-15 Improvements 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 
 

A similar direct connector would be built from southbound US 95 to southbound I-15. The 
connector would have an exit to Charleston Boulevard (Exhibit 2-1c and 2-1d). An entrance 
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ramp from Martin Luther King 
Boulevard/Alta Drive would join the 
southbound connector ramp near Bearden 
Drive (Exhibit 2-1c and 2-1d). An exit ramp 
to Sahara Avenue would diverge from the 
connector just south of Charleston 
Boulevard. The southbound connector 
would merge with southbound I-15 just 
north of Sahara Avenue. The direct 
connector would address the short weave 
issues discussed in subsection 1.2.3.1. 

Entrance / Exit Ramps. Entrance and exit 
ramps on I-15 would be spaced far enough 
apart to reduce weaving, and an auxiliary 
lane would be provided along I-15 between 
where an entrance ramp joins the freeway 
and the next exit ramp leaves the freeway. In 
areas where it is not possible to provide 
enough spacing between entrance and exit 
ramps the ramps would be braided so that one is built over the other. The Charleston 
Boulevard and Sahara Avenue ramps would be braided (Exhibit 2-1c), as would the 
southbound entrance from Sahara Avenue and the southbound exit to Spring Mountain Road 
(Exhibit 2-1a). Other than lengthening and braiding the entrance and exit ramps, the Sahara 
Avenue interchange would remain in the same configuration it is today.  

 

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

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

2.2.2.2 Charleston Boulevard Interchange Reconstruction 

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

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

2.2.2.3 Alta Drive Half Interchange 

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

 

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

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

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

2.2.2.5 Oakey Boulevard/Wyoming Avenue Railroad Overpass 

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

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

The Oakey Boulevard/Wyoming Avenue overpass would provide a more efficient east-
west connection across I-15, reducing traffic that travels on Charleston Boulevard through 
the I-15/Charleston Boulevard interchange and replacing the Wall Street connection under 
I-15, which would be closed under Alternative G. 
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2.2.3 Alternative H 
Alternative H (Exhibits 2-7 and 2-8) shares many of the features of Alternative G. A key 
difference is that Alternative H would have a northbound collector-distributor (C-D) road that 
would diverge from I-15 at Sahara Avenue and tie back into I-15 near US 95. The C-D road 
would act like a frontage road for the freeway, allowing vehicles entering or exiting I-15 at 
Sahara Avenue, Charleston Boulevard, or Alta Drive to do so without weaving across through 
traffic on I-15. (Under Alternative G the direct connector would facilitate entering and exiting 
traffic at Sahara Avenue and Alta Drive, but it would connect to US 95 only rather than 
connecting back to I-15.) At the north end of the C-D road a connection to US 95 northbound 
and southbound would be provided before the C-D road ties back into I-15. 

A similar C-D road arrangement would be 
provided along southbound I-15. The southbound 
C-D roadway would carry traffic destined to 
Charleston Boulevard and Sahara Avenue, and 
traffic entering I-15 southbound US 95 northbound 
and southbound and from Martin Luther King 
Boulevard near US 95 and the southbound Martin 
Luther King Boulevard/Industrial Road Connector 
(Alta Drive). 

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

Roughly 345 residences and 456 businesses would 
be relocated under Alternative H. Alternative H 
would cost $1.5 to $1.9 billion to construct 
(inflated to year of expenditure dollars).  

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

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

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

Phase 2 provides for the reconstruction of local arterials including Charleston Boulevard, 
Alta Drive and the Martin Luther King Boulevard/Industrial Road connection. This phase 
has been divided into subphases for each arterial. Construction of Phases 1 and 2 would 
take several years, and would be completed in the next six to 15 years.  

Phase 3 consists of reconstructing I-15 north of Oakey Boulevard and reconstructing the 
Charleston Boulevard interchange into a tight-diamond configuration. Phase 4 consists of 
the southbound direct connector (Alt G) or C-D road (Alt H) depending on the alternative 
selected and Phase 5 consists of I-15 south of Oakey and the northbound direct connector or 
C-D road depending on the alternative selected. Construction of Phases 3, 4, and 5 would be 
completed in the next 10 to 20 years. The order for constructing Phases 2 through 5 is 
flexible and subject to available funding. See subsection 3.6.2, Relocation Impacts, for a 
discussion of how the relocation impacts of the project are phased. 

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

2.4 Other Alternatives Considered 

2.4.1 Transportation System Management and Transportation Demand 
Management 

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

NDOT, FHWA, and RTC have developed a Southern Nevada Intelligent Transportation 
Systems plan (ITS) to be implemented by regional stakeholders. The result of this plan is 
the Freeway and Arterial System of Transportation (FAST) program, which implements 
and manages ramp meters, traffic cameras, dynamic message signs, Freeway Service 
Patrol vehicles, and an incident management program. While not a feasible stand-alone 
solution for congestion relief or operational deficiencies, TSM elements will be included in 
the build alternatives. Components of the FAST system are active within the project 
corridor. The proposed improvements would ensure continued operation of the FAST 
devices during construction. 
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The Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Alternative strives to reduce automobile 
trips through increased transit ridership and other strategies. RTC’s regional transportation 
plan includes express transit, park and ride lots, ridesharing, bicycle and pedestrian 
improvements, and bus rapid transit improvements as part of its congestion management 
process. Improvements to I-15, including Project NEON, are part of the regional 
transportation plan. Although TDM is not a feasible stand-alone solution to meeting the 
project’s purpose and need, Project NEON will not preclude implementation of TDM 
measures and will facilitate express transit. 

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

Project NEON is in a non-attainment area for carbon monoxide (see Section 3.11, Air 
Quality) and includes adding general purpose lanes. Consistent with the federal regulations 
in 23 CFR 450.320, Project NEON’s HOV lanes will facilitate TDM measures in the form of 
express transit. The project also includes arterial improvements that will divert local trips 
from I-15 and interchange improvements that will improve traffic flow on I-15, both of 
which will maintain the safety and functionality of the general purpose lanes.  

2.4.2 Other Build Alternatives Considered 
Between 2003 and 2008 NDOT and FHWA evaluated several alternatives for I-15 and each 
project component listed on page 2-1. The volume Alternatives Design Report (Parsons, 2006a) 
and the Conceptual Design Refinement Study (CH2M HILL, 2009) on the CD at the back of this 
EIS document all the concepts considered between 2003 and 2006. Appendix C summarizes 
the information contained in those reports. Exhibit 2-9 is a timeline of when different 
alternatives were developed and when they were dropped from consideration. 

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

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

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

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

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

 

Along southbound I-15, a new ramp from 
southbound US 95 to southbound I-15 
would be constructed and extend south of 
Charleston Boulevard before tying into 
southbound I-15. The connector would 
have two exit ramps: one to Charleston 
Boulevard, and another to Sahara Avenue. 
South of Oakey Boulevard, Alternative D 
would retain the current freeway 
centerline and widen the mainline 
roadways at the current elevations, which 
would require reconstructing the Sahara 
Avenue interchange. 
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The I-15/Charleston Boulevard interchange would be reconstructed as a single-point urban 
interchange under Alternative D. The Charleston Boulevard/ Grand Central Parkway 
intersection would remain at grade and would not connect to Western Avenue. 
Alternative D also includes the Martin Luther King/Industrial Road connector over I-15 and 
the Oakey Boulevard/Wyoming Avenue railroad overpass. Alternative D would leave 
space in the I-15 median for future HOV lanes, but HOV lanes would not be constructed 
under this alternative. More information about Alternative D is found in Alternatives Design 
Report (Volume 1 of 2, pp. 3-19 through 3-21) on the CD at the back of this document. 

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

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

2.4.2.2 Accelerated Construction Technology Transfer Workshop 

In March 2005, NDOT and FHWA sponsored a 3-day Accelerated Construction Technology 
Transfer (ACTT) workshop that focused on Project NEON. Local and national experts in 
highway planning, design, and construction developed potential strategies for Project 
NEON. The CD at the back of this document contains a report documenting the outcome of 
the workshop. 

In response to feedback at the workshop, the project team studied additional concepts and 
design modifications. Alternatives E and F were developed as a result. Like Alternative D, 
they include arterial improvements in addition to I-15 improvements. 

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

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

Alternative F. Alternative F would provide four to six general purpose lanes on northbound 
I-15 traffic and five to six through lanes on southbound I-15. A northbound C-D road would 
begin south of Sahara Avenue and handle traffic going to all local exits, including Sahara 
Avenue, Charleston Boulevard, the new exit to Alta Drive/Bonneville Avenue and Martin 
Luther King Boulevard. The northbound C-D road would carry traffic entering I-15 from 
Sahara Avenue and Charleston Boulevard to either northbound I-15 or the ramps to US 95. 
Mainline I-15 would accommodate only through travel on I-15 and connections to 
northbound and southbound US 95. 
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Unlike Alternatives D and E, a C-D road would also be provided along southbound I-15 
under Alternative F. The southbound C-D road would carry traffic destined to Charleston 
Boulevard and Sahara Avenue, and traffic entering from Martin Luther King Boulevard near 
US 95 and the Alta Drive southbound entrance (via Martin Luther King Boulevard). The 
traffic entering and exiting southbound I-15 in this area is so great that ramp braids would still 
be required even with a C-D road. Alternative F also includes the I-15/Charleston Boulevard 
interchange reconstruction (as a single-point urban interchange), the Martin Luther King 
Boulevard/Industrial Road connector over I-15 and the Oakey Boulevard/Wyoming Avenue 
railroad overpass. More information about Alternative F is found in the Alternatives Design 
Report (Volume 1 of 2, pp. 5-1 through 5-8) on the CD at the back of this document.  

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

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

2.4.2.3 High-Occupancy Vehicle Lanes 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

2.5 Selection of the Preferred Alternative 
NDOT and FHWA will identify a preferred alternative after reviewing input from the 
public hearing and the Draft EIS public comment period scheduled for fall 2009. 

The preferred alternative will be selected based on engineering and environmental factors 
and input from citizens, state and federal resource agencies, and local officials. Impacts of 
Alternatives G and H are shown in the impact summary table in the Executive Summary, 
and documented in Section 3. 
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3. Affected Environment, Environmental 
Impacts, and Mitigation 

3.1 Introduction 
This section describes the socioeconomic and natural resources in the study area. It 
identifies the probable beneficial and adverse effects the proposed project and No-Build 
Alternative may have on those resources and measures to minimize adverse effects. The 
discussion of existing conditions/characteristics and impacts is arranged by the following 
topics. Applicable project alternatives are addressed within each topic.  

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

Each subsection provides an overview of the existing condition for each resource. An analysis 
of direct impacts associated with the proposed project is also provided. Technical reports 
referenced in this section, which were developed to assist in understanding the project’s 
potential direct impacts, are found on the CD at the back of this document. Many of the 
technical reports were completed prior to the development of Alternatives G and H, thus do 
not directly reference these alternatives. However, the footprints of the earlier alternatives 
are the same or smaller as the footprints for Alternatives G and H and the resource 
studies cover a generous geographic area in relation to the footprint of the improvement, 
therefore the findings and conclusions in technical studies found on the CD at the back of 
this document apply to Alternatives G and H. Where there were notable differences 
between Alternatives G and H and the earlier developed alternatives based on subtle 
differences in anticipated traffic volumes and roadway alignment (e.g. air quality and 
noise), new technical studies were conducted to supplement the original studies. 
Construction impacts and mitigation measures for each resource are provided in their 
respective section.  

This section also considers the indirect effects of the project as well as cumulative effects that 
might occur because of other actions or projects within and beyond the study area. The 
indirect and cumulative analyses were prepared in accordance with the requirements of 
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NEPA (National Environmental Policy Act) and guidance from the Council on Environmental 
Quality, Considering Cumulative Effects under the National Environmental Policy Act. The Council 
on Environmental Quality defines direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts as follows:  

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

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

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

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

Cumulative 
Impacts 

Assessed? 
(Y/N) Comment 

Socioeconomic 
Characteristics – 
community cohesion 

Y  

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

Land use/land use 
planning 

Y  

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

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

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

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

Floodplain and 
hydraulics 

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

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

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

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

Cultural resources N The project has no archaeological impacts, but does affect 
historical resources. Historically, private and non-federal public 
development were not required to investigate cultural resource 
impacts. Also because it is not possible to assess reasonably 
foreseeable cultural resource impacts without actually conducting 
the investigation, this topic is not well suited to meaningful 
cumulative effects conclusions. 

Energy N The effect of transportation projects on energy use is primarily the 
use of fossil fuels. Data on past projects’ and future projects’ fuel 
use would likely not be available or obtained with reasonable effort. 
In addition, the science is not available to make conclusions about 
individual project’s fossil fuel use and impacts on climate change.    
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Exhibit 3-1 identifies the area within which the project’s potential cumulative impacts are 
assessed. The challenge in establishing the analysis area for cumulative effects is to strike a 
balance between the recommendations provided by cumulative effects guidance in setting 
analysis boundaries [expand the boundaries for evaluating cumulative effects to the point at 
which the resource is no longer affected significantly] and maintaining a geographic area in 
which development data can reasonably be collected. This is particularly true in Las Vegas 
which has experienced rapid growth for decades. The boundaries of the cumulative effects 
analysis area have been drawn to approximate the geographic area potentially affected by 
the project. The general contention is that the largely operational improvements proposed 
by Project NEON constructed immediately adjacent to the existing highway will affect a 
relatively small geographic area. Given the socioeconomic issues being evaluated for 
cumulative effects, community cohesion and land use, and the level of past and reasonably 
foreseeable development projects within the analysis area, the analysis area is appropriately 
sized to allow a meaningful discussion of potential cumulative effects. 

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

3.2 Socioeconomic Characteristics 

3.2.1 Affected Environment 
The study area’s demographic characteristics are derived from 2000 U.S. Census data. 
Exhibit 3-2 shows the limits of the project’s socioeconomic study area and associated census 
tracts. Almost 36 percent of the total population in the study area is part of an ethnic 
minority group (Table 3-1). Clark County and the City of Las Vegas have slightly higher 
minority percentages, with 40 and 42 percent, respectively. Hispanics represent 26 percent 
of the population in the socioeconomic study area, 24 percent of that of City of Las Vegas, 
and 22 percent of that of Clark County. 

TABLE 3-1 
Socioeconomic Study Area Demographics 

 Study Area City of Las Vegas Clark County 
Total Population 21,607  478,434  1,375,765  
White/Caucasian  13,893 64% 277,704  58% 828,669 60% 
African American 3,095 14% 48,380 10% 121,401  9% 
Asian 1,191  6% 22,411 5% 71,226  5% 
American Indian 229 1% 2,405  1% 7,761  1% 
Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 145 0.7% 1,935 0.4% 5,864 0.4% 
Other 2,151  10% 12,637 3% 38,701 3% 
Two or More Races 903 4% 57,765 4% 19,397 4% 
Hispanica 5,546 26% 112,962  24% 302,143  22% 

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census 2000 
aHispanics may be any race, so also are included in the applicable race categories. 
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Table 3-2 provides information on 
income and poverty status for the 
socioeconomic study area, Clark 
County, and the City of Las Vegas. 
The 1999 median household income in 
these jurisdictions was $44,616 in 
Clark County and $44,069 in Las 
Vegas. The median household 
income for the study area census 
block groups ranged from $15,731 to 
$35,405. Census tracts 2.03 and 2.04, 
located mainly west of I-15 and north 
of Sahara Avenue, have 1999 median household incomes of $31,935 and $35,405, still lower 
than Clark County and City of Las Vegas levels, but higher than other Census tracts in the 
socioeconomic study area. Census tracts 3.01, 7, 9, 11, and 23, which lie mainly east of I-15, 
and Census tract 22.01, which is located west of I-15 and south of Sahara Avenue, have 1999 
median household incomes between $15,731 and $28,570. More recent information on 
household income at the census block group or tract level is unavailable.   

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

3.2.2 Socioeconomic Impacts 

3.2.2.1 Community Cohesion and Character  

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

As shown in Exhibit 3-7, five distinct neighborhoods are located along I-15 or US 95 in the 
Project NEON study area. The Rancho Manor neighborhood consists of approximately 650 
single-family residences and would not be directly affected by the project. The residential 
area along Desert Lane in the Las Vegas Medical District consists mainly of multi-family 
rental housing that range from 25 to 50 years old and have rents below market rates. There 

TABLE 3-2 
Socioeconomic Study Area Income 

Geographic 
Area 

Median Household 
Income 

% of Population 
Below Poverty 

Level 

Study Area $15,731–$35,405 26% 

Clark County $44,616 8% 

City of Las Vegas $44,069 9% 

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census 2000 
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are approximately 315 residences in this area, all of which would be relocated during Project 
NEON’s Phase 2. According to City of Las Vegas planners, the residences along Desert Lane 
are not an integral part of the Las Vegas Medical District. The planners indicated that the land 
use plan for that area calls for the conversion of most of the district’s small residential pockets 
to medical/commercial uses. See Section 3.3 for more information. The Ellis Estates 
neighborhood consists of about 45 single-family residences. Eight of these single-family 
residences will be relocated as a result of Project NEON’s Phase 4. The Scotch 80s 
neighborhood contains approximately 150 single-family residences. There will be no 
residential acquisitions in this neighborhood. The Glen Heather Estates neighborhood 
consists of approximately 200 single-family residences. Twenty-three of these single-family 
residences will be relocated as a result of Project NEON’s Phase 4. These neighborhoods 
consist of mostly older homes constructed during the 1950’s, 1960’s, and 1970’s, and also 
contain many renters who are long term dwellers in their residence. These factors contribute 
to the cohesive nature of these neighborhoods.  

The No-Build Alternative would not affect community cohesion, but it would not 
accommodate future growth and development. While the build alternatives would require 
both full and partial acquisition of residential and business property, they would not 
adversely affect vehicular or pedestrian patterns or bisect existing neighborhoods. Desert 
Lane would no longer connect to Charleston Boulevard from the south, but Desert Lane is 
not a through street and the neighborhood access it provides could be provided from 
Shadow Lane, one block west. Two streets east of I-15, Utah Avenue and Fairfield Avenue, 
would no longer connect directly to Industrial Road and Wyoming Avenue, respectively. 
Both streets provide access to commercial and industrial businesses, and connections to 
Industrial Road and Wyoming Avenue would be provided one block away. Impacts 
generally would be limited to strip acquisitions immediately adjacent to I-15 in the Desert 
Lane area during Project NEON’s Phase 2 construction and in the Ellis Estates and Glen 
Heather Estates neighborhoods during Phase 4. Because a new barrier would not be 
introduced between neighborhoods or between neighborhoods and the businesses and 
services they use, Project NEON is not expected to adversely affect community cohesion. 
The neighborhood character and cohesion of larger neighborhoods like Glen Heather 
Estates would not be adversely affected by the displacement of a small number of 
residences along I-15. As noted, the 315 residential displacements in the Medical District are 
not an integral part of that “neighborhood.” The District’s long-term land use plan calls for 
the conversion of residential units to medical and commercial uses.    

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

3.2.2.2 Pedestrian and Bicycle Accommodations 
Within Project NEON two streets are part of the regional bicycle plan, Alta Drive, which is 
designated as a “Bicycle Lane” route and Oakey Boulevard/Wyoming Avenue, which are 
designated as a “Bicycle Compatible” route. The roadways designated a “Bicycle Lane” 
route will have a striped bicycle lane at the edge of the pavement that is a minimum of four-
feet-wide plus a 1.5-foot-wide gutter pan. The roadways designated as a “Bicycle 
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Compatible” route will have a minimum curb lane width of 14 feet, plus a 1.5-foot-wide 
gutter pan. 

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

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

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

Additionally, the grade-separated intersection of Charleston Boulevard and Grand Central 
Parkway will eliminate pedestrians and bicyclists, traveling north and south on Grand 
Central Parkway/Western Avenue, from having to cross Charleston Boulevard, further 
enhancing accommodations, accessibility, and safety. 

3.2.2.3 Tax Revenues  

The No-Build Alternative would not adversely affect tax revenues. With the build 
alternatives, there would be a short-term tax revenue loss from converting taxable land into 
a nontaxable transportation use. However, in the long term, it is expected that the economic 
impacts of tax base loss would be offset by continued planned development and increased 
land value in the socioeconomic study area.   

3.2.2.4 Economic Activity  

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

Alternative 
Construction 

Valuea 

Regional 
Economic 

Output 
Total 

Earnings 

Job Creation  
(person years of employment) 

Onsite Total 

Build Alternative G $631 $1,096 $290 3,500 6,900 

Build Alternative H $749 $1,301 $345 4,100 8,200 

No-Build Alternative not applicable not applicable not applicable not applicable not applicable 
aConstruction impacts are based on preliminary estimates for construction value, which exclude right-of-way 
costs and include design, construction management, and agency costs. 
Sources: Politano and Roadifer 1989 (model adjusted to reflect inflation); Parsons 2008e. 

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

Capital costs for construction of Alternative G would be $631 million, exclusive of right-of-
way costs. Construction expenditures would generate approximately 3,500 onsite full-time 
construction positions (PYE) and 6,900 total positions (PYE), as compared to the No-Build 
Alternative. Alternative H would cost $749 million, exclusive of right-of-way. Construction 
expenditures would generate approximately 4,100 onsite full-time construction positions 
(PYE) and 8,200 total positions (PYE), as compared to the No-Build Alternative. Because 
both alternatives would be constructed in phases over a number of years, the capital costs 
and economic benefits would also be distributed over a number of years.  

3.2.2.5 On-Street Parking  

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

3.2.2.6 Off-Street Parking 
As shown in Table 3-4, Alternative G would affect notably fewer off-street parking spaces 
than Alternative H. For the build alternatives, the greatest concentration of parking loss 
would be between Charleston Boulevard and US 95.  
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A large number of off-street parking spaces would be removed under both build 
alternatives; however, the lost spaces are associated with the residences and businesses that 
are being relocated by Project NEON. Therefore the loss of off-street parking spaces would 
not adversely affect remaining residential or commercial property owners.  

TABLE 3-4 
Off-Street Parking Impacts by Segment 

Location 

Total 
Parking 
Spaces 

Available 

Approximate Parking Spaces 
Removed  

Alternative G Alternative H 

South of Sahara Avenue 3,655 450 570 

Between Sahara Avenue and Charleston 
Boulevard 1,691 520 610 

Between Charleston Boulevard and US 95 3,796 550 630 

Total 9,142 1,520 1,810 

Source: Parsons 2008e and CH2M HILL 2009. 

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

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

3.2.3.1 Economic Factors 

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

3.2.3.2 Pedestrians and Bicyclists 

Construction could affect the routes taken by pedestrians and bicyclists in the neighborhoods 
adjacent to I-15. Pedestrian and bicycle traffic along the local road network adjacent to I-15 
could be prohibited during demolition and construction periods. Because the local road 



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

3-10 TB052009010MKE 

network will remain largely unaffected by the proposed improvements, there will be readily 
available alternative routes for pedestrians and bicyclists.   

3.2.3.3 Traffic Detours 
With the build alternatives it is anticipated that some I-15 traffic would be diverted to the 
adjacent street network, as well as traffic from Martin Luther King Boulevard, Charleston 
Boulevard, and local arterials improved by Project NEON. In an attempt to control the 
diversion and maintain safe and efficient traffic operations, the need for detour routes is 
expected. 

The detour routes may require improvements to local roadways, on-street parking may be 
limited, restricted, or temporarily removed, and temporary traffic signals may be required 
at various local road intersections to maintain acceptable traffic flow. Impacts on residences 
and businesses along these routes may occur from the added level of congestion, traffic 
noise, and parking limitations. Impacted residents and business owners will be contacted by 
NDOT prior to construction.   

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

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

3.2.5 Cumulative Impacts 

3.2.5.1 Background 

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

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

While the evolution of the residential area in what is currently the Medical District affected 
community cohesion in that area, the impact seems not to have been experienced by 
adjacent residential areas. In a conversation with planners from the City of Las Vegas, it was 
noted that residential development to the north of the existing Medical District (Rancho 
Manor) and to the south (Scotch 80s, Ellis Estates, and Glen Heather Estates) have 
sufficiently distinct identities that each development can be thought of as a separate 
community rather than one large community divided by the Medical District.    

The development east of I-15, between Charleston Boulevard and I-515 began in the  
mid-1990s and continues to the present. Development in that area was on previously 
undeveloped land and had no impacts on community cohesion. The Holsum Lofts 
development immediately south of Charleston Boulevard and the Allure Condominiums on 
the north side of Sahara Avenue were located in previously commercial areas and had no 
impact on community cohesion (Exhibit 3-3).  

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

3.2.5.3 Reasonably Foreseeable Actions  

As noted on Exhibit 3-3, there are few reasonably foreseeable developments proposed west 
of I-15. There are two developments in the Medical District that are under construction. 
Because the Medical District is dominated by institutional uses, the addition of these two 
projects would have no impact on community cohesion in the surrounding area.  
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The proposed Metropolitan Police development in the northwest quadrant of the Alta 
Drive/Martin Luther King Boulevard would not contribute to community cohesion impacts 
because the parcel has been undeveloped since the mid-1960s.  

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

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

3.2.6 Measures to Mitigate Socioeconomic Impacts 
The following mitigation measures will be considered to reduce impacts to community 
character and area public services and pedestrian facilities. After NDOT and FHWA decide 
upon a preferred alternative, the potential mitigation measures will be reevaluated. 

 The contractor and NDOT will coordinate with the City, RTC, and local emergency 
service providers in developing detour plans, including the maintenance of transit 
service and of pedestrian circulation compliant with the Americans with Disabilities Act  

 Emergency service providers and RTC will be given advance notice of road and 
sidewalk closures and detour routes 

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

 The contractor will maintain local access and circulation to neighborhoods and 
businesses during construction for pedestrians and motorists 

3.3 Environmental Justice 
Executive Order (EO) 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 
Populations and Low Income Populations (February 11, 1994), requires all federal agencies 
to make environmental justice part of their mission by identifying and addressing 
environmental justice impacts (EO Section 1-101). The EO states that neither minority nor 
low-income populations may receive disproportionately high or adverse impacts as a result 
of a project. It also requires that representatives from low-income or minority populations 
that could be affected by the project be meaningfully engaged in the impact assessment and 




