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Existing Conditions and Needs Assessment

MARYLAND PARKWAY CORRIDOR

TRANSIT-ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT
April 27th, 2020



Foreword
The Maryland Parkway Corridor Existing Conditions and Needs Assessment was 
developed in early 2020 prior to the broader spread of COVID-19 and the declaration 
of a global pandemic. As such, the report accurately reflects the conditions that existed 
within the study area prior to March 2020, but does not necessarily reflect the existing 
conditions or the “new normal” that is expected as the Las Vegas Valley, the nation 
and the globe emerge from the current crisis. Moving forward, it will be critical to 
supplement the observations and findings included within this report with observations, 
data and community input with regards to how behavior, public health provisions, and 
market conditions will be different over the coming months. The TOD Plans will also 
need to make assessments of what changes are likely to be temporary and what shifts 
may permanently impact how we live, work and play in this important corridor.
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INTRODUCTION
The City of Las Vegas has engaged in a great deal of visioning and planning for Downtown 
and the Medical District in recent years. A key connection through these and Downtown 
South will be the high capacity transit planned along Maryland Parkway, Carson Avenue, 
Casino Center Boulevard, and Bonneville Avenue. The route is being referred to as the 
Maryland Parkway Corridor and is planned to have 24 stations overall and 11 stations within 
the City of Las Vegas. The investment being planned should only increase development 
and redevelopment interest already resulting in revitalization of these key parts of the City. 
As such, the City of Las Vegas is working with RTC and coordinating with Clark County to 
develop a Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) Plan for several high priority stations along 
the planned High Capacity Transit (HCT) line that will ultimately have McCarran International 
Airport and the Las Vegas Medical District as its two termini. 

The current effort includes two major elements:

1. Analyze and collect input on the areas around all 11 stations that are partially or 
completely within the City of Las Vegas to determine the three priority Focus Areas 
that are most ready for TOD; and 

2. Work with key stakeholders and the community to develop detailed plans and 
implementation strategies for the three priority Focus Areas identified in the first 
major element of the process.

This Existing Conditions and Needs Assessment is one of three inputs into determining the 
highest priority Focus Areas for TOD. The other two inputs include an economic analysis 
assessing market momentum and development opportunity for TOD, and community and 
stakeholder input. These inputs are outlined on page 6. This report provides an overview of 
the portions of the Maryland Parkway Corridor within the City of Las Vegas, profiles each of 
the 11 stations, and then summarizes the top factors related to the existing regulatory and 
physical environment that contribute to TOD Supportiveness.

1
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CORRIDOR OVERVIEW
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MAJOR DESTINATIONS

Relationship to Clark County Planning Effort

There are many major destinations along/near the Maryland Parkway 
Corridor including:

• The Medical District

• Las Vegas North Premium Outlets

• Bonneville Transit Center

• The Smith Center for the Performing Arts

• Fremont Street Experience

• Fremont East Entertainment District

• Downtown South Neighborhoods 

Clark County is concurrently undertaking a similar TOD planning 
effort utilizing Unified Planning Work Program funding for the 
Maryland Parkway Corridor from Sahara Avenue south to McCarran 
International Airport. Existing conditions and analysis for Focus Areas 
along this section of the corridor can be found in the Clark County 
Maryland Parkway Corridor TOD Plan Existing Conditions and Needs 
Assessment. 

1. Palomino Lane

2. Medical Center

3. Shadow Lane

4. Grand Central Parkway

5. Bonneville Transit Center

6. 4th Street

7. 8th Street

8. Carson/Maryland Parkway

9. Charleston Boulevard

10. Oakey Boulevard

11. Sahara Avenue

Regional Locator Map (corridor in orange)

Proposed High Capacity Transit Stations Along the 
Maryland Parkway Corridor in the City of Las Vegas
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MAJOR INPUTS TO PRIORITY FOCUS AREA SELECTION

TOD Supportiveness
The TOD Supportiveness score is used 
to rank each Focus Area based on seven 
readiness indicators including mix of uses, 
zoning, (re)development opportunities, 
infrastructure conditions, multi-modal 
connectivity, vehicular accessibility, and traffic 
safety impacts. A Focus Area is considered 
more “TOD supportive” if it currently has a 
strong mix of land uses, has a large amount 
of high-density or mixed-use zoning, has 
more development or redevelopment 
opportunities, has high quality infrastructure 
conditions, and has strong connectivity for 
bikes, pedestrians and cars.

This scoring method is intended to assess the 
built environment through a lens of what’s on 
the ground today and what that means for 
future TOD opportunities. 

Development Opportunity 
The Development Opportunity score is 
used to rank the Focus Areas based on the 
existing physical, land use, and regulatory 
characteristics that can support and attract 
new development. These metrics measure 
the “readiness” of the physical environment 
for larger, denser mixed-use TOD. The 
metrics assess the amount and attributes of 
existing parcels and land uses to determine 
if infill or redevelopment are feasible. As 
well, the metrics assess if there are existing 
attributes (such as major destinations and the 
overall existing density of the Focus Area) 
that are supportive and attractive for denser, 
transit-oriented projects. 

Market Momentum 
The Market Momentum score is used to rank 
each Focus Areas based on the strength of 
the real estate market by comparing each 
Focus Area’s market to the other Focus 
Areas along the corridor and the broader Las 
Vegas metro area. The metrics assess growth 
trends and real estate values to indicate 
whether the market will support a new 
project/new development within the Focus 
Area. The scoring metrics assess the relative 
attractiveness of existing rentable commercial 
spaces, assess recent growth in housing, 
jobs, and new buildings, and measure the 
relative presence of existing residents who 
fall within demographic groups likely to be 
attracted to TOD within the Focus Area.

The TOD Supportiveness Score outlined in this Existing Conditions and Needs Assessment is one of three major inputs into determining 
the highest priority Focus Areas for TOD. The second major input is the TOD Market Readiness Analysis which includes an assessment of 
both Market Momentum and Development Opportunity for TOD. The third major input is feedback gathered from the community and 
stakeholders during public engagement efforts. These three major inputs, along with staff expertise, local knowledge, and other considerations 
such as geographic distribution will ultimately be combined to determine which Focus Areas are the highest priority for TOD and where more 
detailed planning and design work will be done as part of this Plan.
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Existing Conditions TOD Market Readiness Analysis

FOCUS AREA
TOD  
SUPPORTIVENESS

MARKET 
MOMENTUM

DEVELOPMENT 
OPPORTUNITY

PALOMINO LANE 7 3 3

MEDICAL CENTER 9 4 5

SHADOW LANE 7 4 5
GRAND CENTRAL 
PARKWAY 8 7 7
BONNEVILLE TRANSIT 
CENTER 9 7 7

4TH STREET 8 7 7

8TH STREET 11 6 4
CARSON/ 
MARYLAND PARKWAY 11 7 3

CHARLESTON BOULEVARD 5 5 2

OAKEY BOULEVARD 2 4 2

SAHARA AVENUE 6 2 4
TOD Supportiveness scores are outlined in more detail in the table and rubric on pages 83-85. The Market 
Momentum and Development Opportunity scores are from the TOD Market Readiness Analysis. 

Community and Stakeholder 
Engagement
The goal of community and stakeholder 
input as a part of the selection process for 
priority Focus Areas is to address community 
need throughout the study area. Community 
members and stakeholders will not only 
be able to provide a prioritized ranking of 
Focus Areas to become mixed-use hubs, 
but will also be able to provide valuable 
information about what they envision the 
community needs in different locations. 
These community needs may include better 
pedestrian and bike facilities, reduction of 
traffic congestion, more jobs, more shops 
and restaurants, more housing options, more 
affordable housing, increased safety, more 
shade trees, and/or more parks/open space. 

The scoring results from the Existing 
Conditions and Needs Assessment and the 
TOD Market Readiness Analysis will be used 
to inform community members further about 
the study area. 

(Out of 14 maximum) (Out of 7 maximum, 14 combined)
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RELATED PLANNING EFFORTS

MARYLAND PARKWAY HIGH CAPACITY TRANSIT PROJECT
An Environmental Assessment was completed for the Maryland 
Parkway High Capacity Transit Project in early 2019. This 
assessment included analysis of three possible modes of HCT 
including Light Rail Transit (LRT), Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) and 
Enhanced Bus. Although LRT was determined as the preferred 
mode, in April 2019 the RTC Board of Directors voted to move 
forward with BRT largely due to the high cost of LRT. 

In December 2019, the Federal Transit Administration issued 
the “Finding of No Significant Impact” (FONSI) for side-running 
BRT based on a review of the environmental assessment and a 
$300,000 federal grant was awarded to develop a TOD plan for an 
8.7-mile fixed guideway project proposed to run along Maryland 
Parkway into downtown Las Vegas. 

While this Plan focuses on the area surrounding the proposed 
High-Capacity Transit (HCT) stations along the Maryland Parkway 
Corridor, another ongoing effort is planning the transit investment 
itself and doing detailed design within the right-of-way and station 
platforms. Coordination between the two projects will be at many 
points in the process. 

Preliminary Timeline for Maryland Parkway Corridor High 
Capacity Transit:

• March 2020 - Preliminary Engineering

• June 2021 – Final Engineering  

• September 2022 - Anticipated start of construction

• September 2024 – Anticipated completion of construction

• December 2024 - Anticipated start of revenue service

SOUTHERN NEVADA STRONG
The purpose of Southern Nevada Strong (SNS) is to develop 
regional support for long-term economic success and stronger 
communities by integrating reliable transportation, quality housing 
for all income levels, and job opportunities throughout Southern 
Nevada. One goal of SNS is to “Develop a modern transit system 
that is integrated with vibrant neighborhood and employment 
centers, better connecting people to their destinations.” Multiple 
objectives within this goal directly align with this TOD planning 
effort. 

ON BOARD MOBILITY PLAN
RTC is currently working on a comprehensive multi-modal 
mobility plan for Southern Nevada called On Board. In order to 
accommodate the transportation needs of a growing population, 
eight strategies, and 65 projects to achieve those strategies, have 
been identified as part of this planning process. One of these 
strategies is to Build a High Capacity Transit System (HCT). The first 
project outlined to implement this strategy is the completion of 
HCT along Maryland Parkway.

On Board also established a TOD Typology that will guide regional 
planning and local regulations. The Typology defines TOD Types in 
terms of mixture of uses, density, building form, time of activation 
and street block pattern. 
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VISION 2045 DOWNTOWN LAS VEGAS MASTER PLAN 
The City of Las Vegas recently embarked on a community-based 
master planning effort for Downtown, which was adopted by 
Planning Commission and City Council in 2016. This TOD Plan is 
related to the implementation of the Vision 2045 Downtown Las 
Vegas Master Plan. The master planning effort identifies ten hubs 
along transit corridors and aims to promote compact, mixed-use 
development through infill and redevelopment on properties 
around Focus Areas. These are categorized into Lifestyle Hubs, 
Employment Hubs, and Cultural and Tourism Hubs. The Downtown 
Las Vegas Master Plan aims to sustain the “downtown renaissance” 
by achieving the following goals:

• Housing stock increase

• Economic diversification and business attraction and 
retention

• Civic and open space increase and improvement

FORM-BASED CODE
The Las Vegas Form-Based Code (FBC) (Las Vegas Municipal 
Code Title 19.09) is a complete update of development standards 
for Downtown Las Vegas. As of February 2020, two districts have 
had FBC approved- The Medical District and Fremont East. The 
majority of the City of Las Vegas study area for this project is 
covered by current or future FBC districts.

The code focuses on walkable neighborhoods and mixed-use 
development. Design elements that are common to the FBC and 
TOD best practices include:

• Development oriented to the street, the pedestrian, and 
the human scale.

• Buildings with prominent entries, windows, balconies, 
and architectural features that create safe, functional, and 
interesting walking environments.

Overall, the City of Las Vegas requires compliance with the FBC 
and rewards synergy with transit investment via fast-tracked 
approval. 

LAS VEGAS 2050 MASTER PLAN
The City of Las Vegas is currently updating the Master Plan since 
many of the goals and policies from the previous “2020 Master 
Plan” have been achieved. 

The Master Plan ensures infill, redevelopment, and housing for 
a projected 2050 population increase of 310,000 new residents. 
TOD is the basis for new land use “place-types” that align with the 
recommended modes from RTC’s On Board Regional Mobility Plan 
include Regional Centers (Downtown Las Vegas), TOD, Mixed Use 
Corridors, and Neighborhood Mixed Use. The 2050 Master Plan 
would accommodate a new TOD or FBC zoning typology based 
on the outcome of this Plan.
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MUNICIPAL PARKING REQUIREMENTS BUILDING AND FIRE CODES
The 2045 Vision Downtown Las Vegas Master Plan is a template 
for good urban design and also provides tremendous flexibility 
to developers. That flexibility includes reduced on-site parking 
requirements for any parcel within a Form-Based zoning district. 
The Downtown Parking Loading map (19.09.100.G Figure G-1) 
shows a property owner or developer what Parking Load Zone 
a parcel is in (high, medium, or low) and then the associated 
reduction can be applied. These reductions are:

• Low Load (Zone 1) Minimum 40% and Maximum 60% of 
the parking requirement indicated in 19.12.060 for the 
individual use

• Medium Load (Zone 2) Minimum 45% and Maximum 65% 
of the parking requirement indicated in 19.12.060 for the 
individual use

• High Load (Zone 3) Minimum 50% and Maximum 70% of 
the parking requirement indicated in 19.12.060 for the 
individual use

Outside of the downtown areas there are standard requirements 
for off-street parking. The standard use-based parking 
requirements for this area offer good potential to remove a 
significant barrier to TOD. 

There are also exceptions to these standard requirements based 
on alternative parking standards and potential shared parking 
standards under Title 19-Parking Loading and Traffic Standards 
of the municipal code. In particular, “Mixed-Use Development-
Alternative Parking Requirements” and the provision of shared 
parking may directly relate to TOD-style development along this 
section of the corridor.

REGULATORY FRAMEWORK

High-density and mixed-use buildings are a key part of a successful 
TOD. These types of buildings ensure that there is the critical mass 
of people within a walkable distance of a station in order to create 
the necessary ridership. Density and a mix of uses also helps to 
create a lively environment at all times of day. 

Building and fire codes become more restrictive with bigger 
buildings. Taller and larger buildings require increased use of non-
combustible materials, which tend to be more expensive than wood 
framing and, therefore, increased construction costs. Buildings above 
four stories also require elevators that provide for fire department 
emergency access to all floors. This means that elevators need to be 
larger in order to fit an ambulance stretcher and adhere to specific 
backup power requirements. 

Mixed-use buildings require specific fire mitigation and construction 
techniques based on what uses are included in the building 
and whether they are vertically or horizontally separated. Often, 
installation of interior sprinklers and highly-rated fire barrier walls are 
a space-effective solution, but more expensive to construct. 

Sometimes, these increased restrictions can deter the development 
of high-density and mixed-use buildings. In targeted areas, 
municipalities may consider offering development incentives as a 
method to offset these cost-based deterrents for the sake of other 
TOD-related goals.

*The City of Las Vegas adheres to the 2018 International Building 
Code with adopted Southern Nevada and City of Las Vegas 
amendments
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BARRIERS BETWEEN ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION AND TRANSIT

For many transit trips, the first and last leg of the trip is made by walking and 
bicycling. With this, transit networks rely on active transportation networks 
to facilitate the “first or last mile” of transit trips, making transit and active 
transportation inherently linked.  

However, there are some common regulatory barriers present in Las Vegas that can 
inhibit the connectivity between transit and active transportation networks on the 
ground:

• RTC’s 2017 Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan (RBPP) includes design 
guidance for curb extensions and bicycle lanes. However, distinctions 
between applications in or out of transit corridors are excluded from this 
guidance. 

• Title 19.04.380 includes guidance for bike lanes on transit emphasis 
streets with center-running high-capacity transit, partially mitigating 
the gap in the RTC’s guidance. However, Title 19.04.380 excludes 
guidance on bicycle connectivity in side-running high-capacity 
transit configurations.

• The City does not currently license electric scooter share operations, 
inhibiting operators from providing this as a first/last mile service.  

• Maryland Parkway and Bonneville Avenue are designated primary arterials 
with 100-foot minimum right-of-way widths. While this enables opportunity 
for dedicated transit lanes, it also facilitates street designs that create 
hostile or unsafe environments for walking and bicycling.

In addition, intergovernmental agreements or memorandums of understanding 
that do not address the jurisdictional ownership and management of transportation 
infrastructure in Focus Areas, can create confusion and delay in design, 
construction, or maintenance. This can impact sidewalks, streets, and transportation 
amenities affixed within the public right-of-way, such transit stop amenities, bike 
racks, pathways to transit stops, wayfinding, regulatory signage, and roadway 
markings.

100’
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CORRIDOR PROFILE
This section of the report provides a broader overview of the portion of the Maryland 
Parkway Corridor within the City of Las Vegas. The corridor profile provides an overall 
context for each station and corresponding Focus Area, as well as future TOD. 

The Corridor Profile includes a series of maps and narrative describing existing land use; 
land uses that are currently planned; existing zoning; a closer look at residential zoning 
districts; parks, public facilities and plazas; and existing multi-modal mobility including transit 
and bike corridors and sidewalks within the ½-mile Focus Areas.

The section concludes with an overall summary of transportation, utilities and health 
indicators. The transportation section includes mode split, existing facilities, and major 
planned changes. The utilities overview focuses primarily on above ground utilities within the 
Maryland Parkway right-of-way. Utility condition and capacity will be assessed within larger 
Focus Areas after Focus Areas are prioritized for TOD planning. A set of high-level health 
indicators is then summarized at the end of the section.

2
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EXISTING CONDITIONS MAPS
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EXISTING LAND USE
The City of Las Vegas Maryland Parkway Corridor is abutted by three primary land uses: 
commercial and community facility uses through the Medical District and Downtown, and 
residential uses along Maryland Parkway itself. There are a moderate number of vacant 
parcels interspersed in these uses, indicating significant opportunity for new development or 
redevelopment. 

The Medical District Focus Areas include medical facilities and supporting commercial within 
¼ mile of the station with surrounding residential. The downtown Focus Areas are a vertical 
and horizontal mix of commercial, civic, and residential uses. However, these stations are 
largely missing access to neighborhood-serving commercial such as grocery stores. The Focus 
Areas along Maryland Parkway are primarily residential throughout, with clusters of community 
facilities (schools, community centers, and parks) and nodes of commercial uses at major 
intersections. 
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The project team developed the following criteria to identify candidate vacant and/or 
publicly owned parcels for Transit Oriented Development (TOD) or equitable Transit Oriented 
Development (eTOD):

• The parcel(s) is ideally vacant, or is comprised of surface or planned structured parking, 
or has vacant buildings, and is not pre-approved by the City of Las Vegas for a non-
TOD related use, or is some combination of these four factors

• The parcel(s’) minimum size is about one acre or greater and not under multiple 
ownership or is capable of reasonably being assembled into one acre from adjoining 
parcels under the same ownership. 

• The parcel(s) is not part of a single-family residential neighborhood, hotel/casino, 
hospital tower, shopping center or major office building.

• Acquisition price/asking price for the parcel(s) is not significantly more than $2,100,000 
per acre ($48.20 per square foot)

• The parcel(s) is within an unobstructed walk of a ¼ mile to the nearest proposed 
station

• Preference for parcel(s) owned by a government agency that does not have imminent 
plans for the use of the property

VACANT AND PUBLICLY-OWNED LAND
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Future Land Use
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FUTURE LAND USE
The General Plan, aka the Future Land Use Map, is the land use element of the adopted 
Master Plan pursuant to NRS 278.160. This map is used by the City of Las Vegas to establish 
conforming zoning districts and densities. The future land use along the Maryland Parkway 
Corridor is unique in that it currently includes both areas of Form-Based Code (FBC) and areas 
of traditional land use designations. The City of Las Vegas is incrementally changing the entire 
Downtown Master Plan area to the FBC land use. As of March 2020, the Fremont East and 
Medical Districts have been changed to FBC and the Historic Westside and Arts Districts are in 
progress. The remaining eight districts are set to be completed in 2022. FBC in the Downtown 
Master Plan area will allow for a more context-specific mix of uses, ensure desirable building 
form, and offer great opportunities for successful TOD development. See “Zoning” on page 
21 for more information about the FBC transect zoning within the Medical and Fremont East 
Districts. 

The only section of the City of Las Vegas portion of the Maryland Parkway Corridor that is 
not within the Downtown Master Plan area is between Sahara Avenue and the commercial 
parcels south Charleston Avenue. This area may also have Future Land Use changes based on 
recommendations from this TOD Plan and/or designations from the 2050 Master Plan.

The three Medical District ½-mile radius Focus Areas also include traditional future land use 
designations outside the boundary of the Downtown Master Plan/FBC designations. These 
areas are currently planned to include supportive office and commercial uses directly adjacent 
to the district, as well as a mix of residential densities. 

The Focus Areas along Bonneville Ave and Casino Center Boulevard, including the Bonneville 
Transit Center, are currently planned to have a high proportion of public facilities where many government buildings are located. Additional 
planned uses in this area include large pockets of mixed-use on the west side of the railroad and south of the Transit Center, light industrial 
uses along the rail corridor, and a variety of large commercial parcels along Casino Center Boulevard. The high rate of employment in the civic 
facilities as well as the mix of uses in this area is also supportive of transit ridership and TOD development.

Downtown, outside of the Fremont East FBC district, is currently planned to be primarily mixed-use and commercial with some single-use 
residential on the east side of Downtown. The Charleston Boulevard corridor is currently planned to be primarily commercial uses. These Focus 
Areas are currently planned to have density as well as a regulatory framework that is supportive of transit and TOD development.

Along Maryland Parkway between Charleston Boulevard and Sahara Avenue the future land use is primarily single-use low density residential. 
Intermixed with the single-family housing is be pockets of medium density residential, offices, and existing public facilities, including two 
elementary schools, a middle school, and high school. Charleston and Sahara are currently planned to provide commercial uses for these 
neighborhoods. TOD opportunities in this area should be sensitive to the residential uses.
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ZONING
Zoning along the Maryland Parkway Corridor offers a more detailed view of potential 
future development. A wide variety of zone districts exist along the corridor, including both 
traditional Euclidean zoning and Form-Based Code (FBC) transect zoning. The City of Las 
Vegas is incrementally changing the entire Downtown Master Plan area to the FBC land use, 
thereby enabling the use of the transect zoning. See page 19 for more information on the 
transition to FBC. The only section of the City of Las Vegas portion of the Maryland Parkway 
Corridor that is not within the Downtown Master Plan area is between Charleston and Sahara. 
This area may also have zoning changes based on recommendations from this TOD Plan and/
or designations from the 2050 Master Plan.

The Medical District, already covered by FBC, includes districts T6-UGL (Urban General 
Limited, 4-12 stories, high-density mixed-use) in the center, with T5-C (Corridor, 2-7 or 2-5 
stories, street-oriented mixed-use), T5-MS (Main Street, 2-7 stories, walkable mixed-use), and 
T5-N (Neighborhood, 2-5 stories, multifamily residential and mixed use) surrounding. The 
traditional zoning districts of office, single family residential, medium-low residential, and 
residential estate are located outside the Medical District, within the Focus Areas.

Bonneville Avenue, entering Downtown is designated as “Planned Development.” This district 
provides flexibility for the civic, art, entertainment, and tourist uses in this area, including 
the World Market Center, to The Smith Center for the Performing Arts, Children’s Museum, 
and Outlet Mall. The many government buildings in this area are included in the Civic 
zoning district, south of the corridor. The land immediately adjacent to the railroad is zoned 
as Industrial. While there is not much opportunity for redevelopment in this area, there are 
opportunities to infill the vacant parcel. 

The eastern portion of Downtown is zoned almost entirely General Commercial or Civic. 
Fremont East is covered by FBC and includes T6-UC, T5-MS, T4-MS, and T5-N designations. 
South of Carson are zoned for similar density but with the traditional zoning districts of “High 
Density Residential”, “Apartment”, and “Office”. 

Charleston Boulevard is currently zoned primarily as traditional Commercial. South of 
Charleston zoning is predominately Single Family Residential, with some Office along the 
corridor. Sahara Avenue is also zoned as Commercial. These traditional zoning districts may 
require additional regulatory intervention and contextual sensitivity to accommodate TOD.

*For the purposes of the Focus Area Profiles analysis, the following zones from within the half-mile Focus 
Areas were considered high-density and/or mixed-use: C-1, C-2, C-D, C-V, O, R-3, R-4, R-5, T4-C, T4-MS, T5-
C, T5-M, T5-MS, T5-N, T6-UC, T6-UG, and TG-UGL.
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RESIDENTIAL TYPE

Residential Type Breakdown

The Maryland Parkway Corridor contains a wide variety of existing residential building types. 
Higher-density housing types exist primarily throughout the Downtown area while lower 
density housing types are used predominately south of Charleston Boulevard and west of 
Shadow Lane. Residential type is a key consideration when considering TOD typology, as new 
development should always be respectful of existing surrounding residents.

The ¼ mile Focus Areas in the Medical District contain little residential development, with the 
exception of some apartment and single family north of Alta Drive. However, the outer ½ mile 
radius Focus Areas here are composed almost of entirely of Single-Family neighborhoods. 

Approaching Downtown, between Interstate 15 and Casino Center Boulevard, there are few 
residential buildings. There are some apartment buildings near Bonneville Transit Center. 
The eastern portion of Downtown includes a variety of housing types including Single Family, 
Duplex, Triplex, Fourplex, and Apartments, particularly south of Carson Avenue and west of 
Maryland Parkway. An area of Single-Family housing exists east of Maryland Parkway, within 
the outer ½ mile Focus Area. 

Focus Areas between Charleston Boulevard and Sahara Avenue are almost exclusively Single-
Family residential types, with a couple small pockets of duplexes. These neighborhoods 
include historic buildings as well as populations that are vulnerable to displacement, which 
should be taken carefully into consideration when planning for any adjacent TOD. 

Although there are many housing types along the Maryland Parkway Corridor, there are no 
areas with the Existing Land Use Types of “Townhomes” or “Multifamily Structures”, both of 
which could fill potential housing needs within the area. These development types should be 
considered within the Focus Areas to provide the most diverse housing options possible to Las 
Vegas residents.
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PARKS, PUBLIC FACILITIES, AND PLAZAS
The City of Las Vegas Maryland Parkway Corridor includes a variety of public amenities, 
including parks, schools, libraries, community centers, hospitals, and destinations or “Places of 
Interest.” The make-up of the facilities is dependent on the surrounding development context. 
New TOD will also provide additional assets for this area, particularly where they may be 
deficient.

The main facility found within the Medical District and the three hospitals located adjacent to 
the corridor. This area also includes parks, and some privately-owned public open space as 
part of the medical facilities. The surrounding neighborhoods, within the Focus Areas, do not 
contain any park or plaza space. This asset could be supplemented by TOD.

There are several destinations located along Bonneville Avenue, entering Downtown Las 
Vegas. These places of interest include the World Market Center and the North Premium 
Outlet Malls. Several other smaller destinations are located in this area and are highly 
supportive of additional density and transit ridership. Many visitors to Las Vegas stop into 
these Focus Areas. Two large public parks that often host public events are also located 
immediately north and south of Bonneville Avenue: Symphony Park and the Clark County 
Government Building Amphitheater Park. 

The central portion of Downtown includes several types of amenities, including plazas, several 
libraries, a private school, and a community center. While none of these amenities are located 
directly along the transit line, they are all within a ¼ mile walk of the stations. The highest 
density of these facilities is south of the corridor, closer to the eastern end. The Carson/
Maryland Parkway Focus Area is notably lacking any facilities within a ¼ mile walk. The entire 
Downtown area would benefit from additional Parks and Open Space that could potentially be 
provided by TOD.

Amenities along the Maryland Parkway portion of the study area are primarily neighborhood-
serving uses including parks, libraries, and schools. Baker Park, in the Sahara Avenue Focus 
Area, provides sports fields and green space for all the surrounding neighborhoods. Like 
Downtown, these neighborhoods would benefit from additional Parks and Open Space that 
could potentially be provided by TOD.

More information including an inventory of existing park locations and needs can be found in 
the Downtown Civic Spaces and Trails plan.
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EXISTING MOBILITY
The Maryland Parkway Corridor is served by a dispersed pedestrian network and a robust 
bus/transit system. The area is primarily auto-oriented and few bicycle route options exist on 
the corridor. In addition to providing a high-capacity transit line along the Maryland Parkway 
Corridor, the TOD Plan could help facilitate smoother pedestrian and bicycle travel.

The Medical District and Downtown are particularly well-served by transit options. Many transit 
lines converge on Bonneville Transit Center and provide the nearby development with an 
excellent bus network. The neighborhoods between Charleston Boulevard and Sahara Avenue 
are served by routes along these major arterials as well as up and down Maryland Parkway, 
however, there are no local routes that serve inside the neighborhoods. Transit connections are 
important in supporting TOD.

The pedestrian network is fairly built out in the Medical District and Downtown. However, 
there are several barriers to safe and connected pedestrian travel, including Interstate 15, 
the railroad, and very large parcels with few mid-block connections. The pedestrian network 
becomes less connected south of Charleston Boulevard. Sidewalks to and through the 
neighborhoods are often too narrow or completely missing. A priority of potential TOD in 
these areas would be to improve the pedestrian facilities within the Focus Area.

Infrastructure Conditions
An inventory of existing transportation-related infrastructure along the Maryland Parkway Corridor within the City of Las Vegas owned right 
of way was completed with the intent to provide an overview of the general usability and condition of transportation infrastructure and the 
pedestrian and bicycle environment along the corridor. Documented transportation elements include pedestrian access (sidewalks, crosswalks, 
bridges, and signalization), bicycle access (routes, parking), public transit (bus stops, stations), vehicular access (major intersections, driveways, 
and medians), pedestrian furniture (benches, trash, and shade), and streetscape landscape (shade trees, parkways). Infrastructure along the 
Maryland Parkway Corridor and additional roadways within this section vary significantly, specifically with key adjacent land uses, along the 4.9 
mile length. 

The Focus Area Profiles in Section 3 of this report include an existing infrastructure rating for each Focus Area based on the below categories. 
The categories are typical elements which characterize a successful multi-modal transit and pedestrian friendly streetscape. The ratings were 
developed based on observed quantities and qualities of these elements which are present within each Focus Area.

• Pedestrian Safety - Sidewalk quality and accessibility, separation from motorists, designated crossings

• Pedestrian Infrastructure - Bus stops, shade, signage, seating, trash receptacles

• Bicyclist Infrastructure - Designated bike lanes, bike racks, signage



28 CITY OF LAS VEGAS MARYLAND PARKWAY CORRIDOR TOD PLAN | Existing Conditions and Needs Assessment



29 Section 2: Corridor Profile

Transit riders are often categorized into two groups: “choice” riders and “captive”riders. 
Choice riders are those who are more likely to own a car, and when they use public transit 
it is due to their own preference or special occasion. “Captive” ridership describes transit 
riders who typically do not own a car, often as a result of a lower household income. 
Although described as so-called “captive”, these riders still may have alternative options for 
transportation such as biking, walking, borrowing a car, and using rideshare services. 

While the groups may be perceived to have different needs, typically the most important 
factors for anyone using transit is the convenience, efficiency and dependability of the transit 
service itself. Other important factors include neighborhood walkability and safety. When 
intended to increase ridership, it is important to consider all groups in transit improvements. 

The map to the left examines areas likely to have more “captive” riders based on vehicle 
ownership and median income. This is one piece of the puzzle for retaining and increasing 
ridership along the Maryland Parkway Corridor. One major intent of this TOD Plan is 
to encourage new development around HCT stations. With this comes the potential 
for gentrification of existing low-income neighborhoods. This map helps identify which 
populations are most vulnerable to displacement, as well as where many “captive” riders 
may live. By planning ahead with a focus on affordable/mixed-income housing and equitable 
TOD (eTOD) principals, we can help ensure existing transit riders are not displaced from their 
neighborhoods. 

TRANSIT RIDERSHIP DEMOGRAPHICS

Equitable TOD (eTOD)
TOD investment can produce an economic climate that creates challenges to low income 
residents by pricing them out of the community and their homes. eTOD provides strategies 
to counteract the negative impacts of rising costs of living in Focus Areas and ensure that jobs 
are available to all residents. Two major pieces of eTOD include: 

• Affordable Housing: Low-income residents often struggle to afford housing and the 
costs associated with personal vehicle ownership. In turn, these residents tend to have 
a higher need for accessible and dependable transit. Ensuring affordable housing is 
located in TOD areas helps to serve those who need transit access the most.

• Diverse Employment Opportunities: Diverse employment centers that offer a variety 
of jobs for a range of skill levels and educational attainment levels help to ensure that 
all residents have convenient access to employment opportunities.
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TRANSPORTATION SUMMARY

OVERVIEW

ACTIVITY

The Maryland Parkway high capacity transit route spans 9.4 
miles from McCarran International Airport in Clark County to the 
Valley Hospital Medical Center via downtown Las Vegas. The 
corridor is characterized by wide suburban arterial development 
along Maryland Parkway and denser urban development as the 
route winds east and west along Carson Avenue, Casino Center 
Boulevard, Bonneville Avenue, and Alta Drive, through the city’s 
downtown core. Most of the route—5.6 miles—is within the City of 
Las Vegas.

Along with transit, driving, bicycling, and walking are the primary 
travel modes in the corridor. In addition to the conditions of these 
modes, mobility conditions are also assessed for safety, parking, 
and the street network itself. Within these topic areas, 27 metrics 
document activity, existing facilities, and planned changes within a 
half mile radius of station locations.  

Transit ridership, average annual daily traffic, and pedestrian and 
bicyclist counts (where available) illustrate the relative volumes 
of activity per mode through the corridor. Speed and crash data 
document safety conditions.

Walking is more common than bicycling in the 
corridor. On a typical weekday in 2016, 426 people 
walking were counted on Bonneville Avenue east of 
Casino Center Boulevard—more than six times the 
number of people observed bicycling there.

Average weekday transit boardings within Focus 
Areas range from approximately 1,100 to 6,400. The 
Grand Central Parkway, Bonneville Transit Center, 
and 4th Street stations see approximately 16,100 to 
20,800 average daily boardings.

Crashes in Focus Areas increased between 2015 and 2017. 
In 2017, there was an average of 362 crashes within Focus 
Areas.

The Grand Central Parkway, Shadow Lane, and Medical 
Center Focus Areas had the highest numbers of crashes in 
2017, ranging from 653 to 739.

Crashes involving people walking are significantly more 
common than crashes involving people biking. In 2017, 
Carson Avenue station locations at 4th and 8th streets had 
the highest numbers of crashes involving people walking 
within the Focus Areas: 17 and 22, respectively. 

Traffic volumes along the Maryland Parkway Corridor 
average 11,644 per day within the city, ranging from 3,147 
(Bonneville Transit Center) to 26,380 (Sahara Avenue). 
Traffic volumes are higher on Maryland Parkway itself 
(20,484 daily average), and lower as the route winds 
east-west through downtown (8,329 daily average).

Observed vehicle speeds in Focus Areas are higher than 
posted speed limits by 12-60%. Observed vehicle speeds 
exceeded the speed limit by the greatest margin in the 
Oakey Boulevard (+18 mph) and Medical Center (+15 
mph) Focus Areas.
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EXISTING FACILITIES

MAJOR PLANNED CHANGES

A dozen metrics describe the shape, scale, and available services 
across modes in the corridor.

Intersection and traffic signal counts are high within City 
of Las Vegas Focus Areas, indicative of high walkability 
across the northern segments of the corridor.

Almost all major streets within a mile of city Focus Areas 
have sidewalks on both sides, especially east of I-15.

City of Las Vegas Focus Areas average 11.9 miles of 
dedicated bike lanes within a half mile radius.

With the exception of the Oakey Boulevard station, one 
or more transit routes are accessible within a half mile of 
City station locations. Downtown stations west of 
Maryland Parkway itself are a half mile or less from two to 
16 other RTC routes.

Maryland Parkway is a wide arterial road. The widest 
point is at Sahara Avenue where there are three travel 
lanes per direction and two center turning lanes 
spanning 108 feet curb to curb.

57’

The average roadway width of the Maryland Parkway 
Corridor is 57 feet in the central city, with the exception 
of Bonneville Avenue near Grand Central Parkway where 
the road is 85 feet wide.

Off-street public parking along the Maryland Parkway 
Corridor is only available within the city. Most Focus 
Areas have between approximately 2,000 and 10,000 
off-street parking spaces; the outliers are the Charleston 
Boulevard (277 spaces) and 4th Street (16,644 spaces) 
Focus Areas. A majority of this off-street public supply is 
priced, especially downtown, east of I-15.

Planned changes in transit and dedicated bicycle lanes illustrate 
the new multimodal connections planned to intersect the Maryland 
Parkway Corridor.

City of Las Vegas Focus Areas average 13.8 miles of 
dedicated bike lanes planned within a half mile radius. 
From Charleston Boulevard to Bonneville Transit Center, 
17.6 miles or more of dedicated bike lanes are planned 
within Focus Areas.

According to the On Board Mobility Plan, one new route 
is planned within Focus Areas west of Maryland Parkway: 
the Rancho / Koval route.

An average of 810 publicly-managed on-street parking 
spaces are located within a half mile of the Maryland 
Parkway Corridor between the Charleston Boulevard and 
Grand Central Parkway Focus Areas. Publicly-managed 
on-street spaces are those that are priced, time-limited, 
or striped for angled parking. Of the four Focus Areas 
with priced on-street parking within a half mile, only 
6-10% of spaces are priced.
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UTILITIES

There are a number of wet and dry utilities throughout the City of Las Vegas portion of 
the Maryland Parkway Corridor. The utilities that present barriers to pedestrian traffic in 
the above ground pedestrian realm of the Corridor are as follows:

• NV Energy power distribution & transmission lines, pedestal mounted power 
meters & transformers in sidewalk

• Sprint, Cox Cable & Century Link internet, fiber optic and phone cable 
(attached to NV Energy transmission and distribution power poles)

• City of Las Vegas fire hydrants, streetlights, street signs & traffic signal control 
boxes/power meters in sidewalk

The utility barriers, primarily, exist in the Las Vegas Medical District portion of the 
corridor as preexisting, non-conforming uses. There are fewer utility barriers in the 
remainder of the corridor.

Besides the above ground barriers that utilities in the pedestrian realm present 
for pedestrians trying to access transit, above ground and below ground utilities 
can present a much bigger barrier to TOD development. For example, if the utility 
infrastructure is inadequate to accommodate the much higher densities of residential/
commercial development inherent to TOD, then costs to add the needed utility 
capacity can be prohibitively expensive.

Figure 2

Figure 3

Figure 1

Example Utility Figures (left): 
Figure 1: NV Energy power distribution line and fiber optic add on lines attached to the wooden 
pole along Tonopah Avenue in the Las Vegas Medical District

Figure 2: NV Energy pedestal mounted power meter for traffic signal at Carson and Maryland 
Parkway in Fremont East District

Figure 3: Unidentifiable utility boxes penetrating into temporary sidewalk right of way along Alta 
Drive in the Las Vegas Medical District (Note incomplete sidewalk infrastructure along this portion 
of the route.)
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HEALTH INDICATORS

Transportation infrastructure that supports increased walking, bicycling, 
and transit use can have important health impacts on individuals 
who live, work, and shop along the Maryland Parkway Corridor. It is 
an important element in the social determinants of health, enabling 
individuals to be more physically active, access healthier foods, and 
connect to employment opportunities and social networks. An active 
transportation and transit supportive infrastructure can also reduce the 
miles traveled by single occupancy vehicles, which can have important 
direct and indirect environmental impacts on air quality and climate. 

CHRONIC DISEASE
Sedentary behavior is associated with several chronic diseases such as 
obesity, heart disease and Type II diabetes. 

Health data on sedentary behavior and its associated health conditions 
is available for the City of Las Vegas. Trends in the health conditions 
themselves are better than in previous reporting years. However, the 
underlying health behaviors and precursor health conditions to disease 
outcomes, such as sedentary behavior and obesity have worsened.

Only one census tract in the City of Las Vegas portion of the Maryland 
Corridor is considered to be a “food desert.” The Maryland Parkway, 
8th Street, 4th Street, and Bonneville Transit Center Stations are 
adjacent to or within this census tract. 

A food desert is a census tract that has: 

• a poverty rate of 20 percent or greater or

• a median family income at or below 80 percent of the statewide or 
metropolitan area median family income and

• at least 500 persons and/or at least 33 percent of the population 
lives more than one mile from a supermarket or large grocery 
store. 

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH - AIR QUALITY
Several factors can affect overall air quality, including greenhouse gas 
emissions from motor vehicles. Exposure to ozone and particulate is 
associated with respiratory health issues such as asthma and chronic 
obstructive pulmonary disease. The rate of adults with asthma in the 
City of Las Vegas is approximately 10%. However, adult asthma rates for 
the 3 City of Las Vegas zip codes that the Maryland Parkway traverses 
ranges from 4.8% (89104) to 18.7% (89106). Zip code 89106 has the 
second highest rates of reported adult asthma (Behavioral Risk Factor 
Surveillance Survey, 2015).

The City of Las Vegas has received a grade of 5 (5 = F) from the 
American Lung Association due to the average annual number of 
days that ozone levels exceeded U.S. standards during the three-year 
measurement period (2015-2017). The city also received a 5 (F) for the 
average annual number of days that particle pollution levels exceeded 
U.S. standards during the same three-year measurement period 
(American Lung Association, 2019).

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH - CLIMATE
Extreme heat events are a leading cause of weather-related deaths in 
the United States. Clark County is an arid desert environment with warm 
to hot temperatures for a significant portion of the year. The county 
experienced 24 Extreme Heat Days in 2016, an increase of four days 
from the previous year (Extreme Heat Days are a model-based estimate 
and are defined as the number of days in which the daily maximum 
temperature exceeded the 90th percentile threshold) (National 
Environmental Health Public Tracking Network, 2016).

Adults who... Percent
are sedentary 29.9%
are obese 28.2%
experienced a stroke 3.2%
experienced coronary heart disease 6.1%
have been told they have high blood pressure 31.8%
have been diagnosed with diabetes 11.2%
Source: CDC – 500 Cities Project, 2017
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FOCUS AREA PROFILES
This section of the Existing Conditions and Needs Assessment Report provides a deeper 
dive profile for each of the 11 Focus Areas planned along Maryland Parkway within the City 
of Las Vegas. For each station, there are four pages that provide a variety of relevant data 
and observations related to general points of interest, land use and zoning, Focus Area 
demographics, candidate parcels for TOD development, existing infrastructure and the 
transportation network. 

The general points of interest on the first page of each profile include map showing the “as 
a crow flies” ¼-mile and ½-mile Focus Areas, ¼-mile and ½ mile walksheds (the area actually 
accessible on foot via the existing pedestrian network), an overall description of the Focus 
Area, and a list of major destinations and landmarks.

The second page includes a summary of the existing land use mix, zoning, portion of 
the Focus Area covered by high-density or mixed-use zoning districts, and a series of 
demographic information. The demographic summary includes age, race, income, housing 
tenure, transit dependency and percent of households that are rent-burdened.

The third page of the profile includes a preliminary assessment of candidate parcels for TOD 
and existing infrastructure conditions, with a focus on pedestrian and bicycle facilities. The 
final page of each profile summarizes a series of data related to the transportation network 
within each Focus Area and the opportunities and barriers most prevalent within each.

3
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DESCRIPTION

MAJOR DESTINATIONS / LANDMARKS

Focus Area Map
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LEGEND

• University Medical Center

• Children’s Hospital of Nevada

• Valley Hospital Medical Center

The proposed station at Palomino Lane is located near the 
intersection with Tonopah Drive, on the western edge of the 
Medical District. This is also the furthest west station on the 
Maryland Parkway Corridor. 

The half-mile Focus Area includes parts of the Downtown and 
Rancho Charleston neighborhoods. The area includes three 
hospitals and many other medical-use buildings. Some service 
commercial and restaurants exist along Rancho Drive and 
Charleston Boulevard. Residential development within the Focus 
Area is primarily detached single-family homes.

Bus routes that currently serve the Focus Area include the 119, 
206, and 207. 

PALOMINO LANE FOCUS AREA

Focus Area Map

LEGEND
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EXISTING LAND USE MIX

ZONING

AGE

MEDIAN INCOME OWNER VS. RENTER 
OCCUPIED HOUSING

PERCENT OF RENT-
BURDENED HOUSEHOLDS

PERCENT OF HOUSEHOLDS AT 
OR BELOW THE POVERTY LINE

(Rent > 30% of 
Household Income)

DEMOGRAPHICS

OF THIS FOCUS 
AREA IS WITHIN  

HIGH-DENSITY  
OR MIXED-USE  

ZONING DISTRICTS

PERCENT OF 
HOUSEHOLDS WITH NO 

VEHICLE AVAILABLE

RACE

TOTAL POPULATION
5,418

17.4%

22%

59%

19%

Under 17 18 to 64 Over 65

53%

10%

9%

21%

White

Black or African
American
Native American

Asian

Hawaiian or Pacific
Islander
Other

Two or More Races

Hispanic or Latino

$74, 629

22.7%

43.2%

Palomino 
Lane

39%

61%

34%

8%

39%

11%

Commercial

Community

GolfCourse

Ind ustrial

MinorImprovements

Mult i-Family Residential

Single-Family Residential

Transportat ion, Communication, and
Utilities
Vacant

Strong single-family residential 
and commercial components 
with some community facilities 
and ample vacant land.

Commercial 
Community Facilities 
Minor Improvements 
Multi-Family Residential 
Single-Family Residential 
Vacant

The zoning in this Focus Area is primarily 
R-A (Ranch Acres), R-1 (Single-Family 
Residential), and T6-UG (Urban General). 

There is also a significant amount of:
• R-E (Residential 

Estates)

• C-1 (Limited 
Commercial)

• T5-C (Corridor) 

• T5-MS (Main Street)

• P-R (Professional Offices) 

44%

White 
Black or African American 
Hispanic or Latino 
Asian 
Native American 
Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 
Two or More Races 
Other



Existing Infrastructure Rating

See page 27 for criteria for the above ratings.
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PUBLICLY OWNED / VACANT LAND EXISTING INFRASTRUCTURE CONDITIONS
The following vacant and/or publicly owned parcel(s) have been identified 
as candidate parcels for TOD or equitable TOD (eTOD) according to the 
criteria noted on page 17.
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611 S. Tonopah Drive
• 4 parcels totaling 

1.24 acres

• Current Ownership: 
Pinto Tonopah LLC

This section of roadway is motorist focused but narrower with only 
two lanes of mixed flow traffic. Existing infrastructure and pedestrian 
safety are poor with one bus stop with a bench, one bus shelter, 
and a sidewalk of varying widths provided adjacent to the roadway. 
There are no designated bus or bike lanes. This sidewalk has minimal 
separation between motorists / pedestrians and is lacking protection 
from the sun. Although, there are trees planted intermittently within 
the sidewalks which provide minimal shade and separation between 
motorists / pedestrians.

Within the sidewalk there are few light poles and utilities, providing 
for a more consistent path of travel along both sides. Although, at 
Pinto Avenue intersection the sidewalk has gaps in coverage which 
disrupt the path of travel. Additionally, there are multiple residential 
and medical office driveways on both sides which intersect the 
sidewalk with no pedestrian markings. This creates many safety 
conflict zones between motorist traffic and pedestrians. 

Pedestrian comfort is poor to fair with respite provided only at the 
bus shelter. The trees planted intermittently within the sidewalk 
provide minimal shade and improves aesthetics and scale. There are 
two bike racks provided across from the bus shelter. The sidewalk 
directly adjacent to Tonopah Drive and large parking lots also creates 
a significantly negative impact on pedestrian scale, safety, and 
comfort. 
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TRANSPORTATION NETWORK

*All metrics are based on 
a 0.5 mile radius around 

planned station locations, 
unless otherwise noted.

*Data Sources: Clark County, City of Las 
Vegas, Google Earth, NDOT, RTC of 
Southern Nevada

• Good intersection density and 
sidewalk presence in place to 
support walkability and connectivity 

• Several miles of bike facilities existing 
and planned to support bicycle travel 

• Traffic volumes are relatively low

• Posted and actual speeds are low

Opportunities

Barriers
• Marked crosswalks or ADA ramps are 

absent on over 30% of intersections 

• Signalized traffic control is low 
relative to intersection density

Palomino 
Lane

STREET 

NETWORK
95 intersections

11 signals

48’ curb to curb on Tonopah Drive adjacent to the station

2 travel lanes

WALKING 91% of major streets within one mile have sidewalks on both sides of the street

69% of intersections have marked crosswalks or ADA ramps present

BICYCLING 9.4 miles of existing dedicated bike facilities

6.3 miles of planned dedicated bike facilities

TRANSIT 3 transit routes

1,124 average daily boardings

No additional new routes planned in Focus Area

SAFETY 144 total crashes in 2017—an increase of 73% from 2015

0 bicyclist-involved crashes in 2017

1 pedestrian-involved crash in 2017

DRIVING 6,713 average daily traffic

25 mph posted speed

24 mph actual speed

PARKING

No publicly managed parking in Focus Area
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DESCRIPTION

Focus Area Map
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LEGEND

MAJOR DESTINATIONS / LANDMARKS

MEDICAL CENTER FOCUS AREA

• University Medical Center

• Children’s Hospital of Nevada

• Valley Hospital Medical Center

• Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department

• Las Vegas North Premium Outlets

• Interstate I-15

The proposed Medical Center Focus Area is just west of I-15 
and south of Alta Dr. The half-mile Focus Area includes parts 
of the Downtown, Rancho Charleston, and Meadows Village 
neighborhoods. The area includes three hospitals and many other 
medical-use buildings. Some service commercial and restaurants 
exist along Rancho Drive and Charleston Boulevard. Residential 
development within the Focus Area is primarily detached single-
family homes.

Although the Focus Area also includes the Las Vegas North 
Premium Outlets, they are on the other side of the interstate. The 
interstate is a major barrier for bikes and pedestrians, due to the 
spacing of underpasses half a mile apart at Alta Dr and Charleston 
Boulevard. The underpasses do have full improvements, curb & 
gutter, sidewalk, and appropriate lighting. The underpass at Alta 
also has bike lanes. 

Bus routes that currently serve the Focus Area include the 119, 
206, and 207. There is one small park, called Wellness Bearden 
Park, and few other public gathering spaces. 
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EXISTING LAND USE MIX

ZONING

AGE

MEDIAN INCOME OWNER VS. RENTER 
OCCUPIED HOUSING

PERCENT OF RENT-
BURDENED HOUSEHOLDS

PERCENT OF HOUSEHOLDS AT 
OR BELOW THE POVERTY LINE

(Rent > 30% of 
Household Income)

DEMOGRAPHICS

OF THIS FOCUS 
AREA IS WITHIN  

HIGH-DENSITY  
OR MIXED-USE  

ZONING DISTRICTS

PERCENT OF 
HOUSEHOLDS WITH NO 

VEHICLE AVAILABLE

RACE

TOTAL POPULATION

46%

10%

6%

17%

17%

Commercial

Community

GolfCourse

Ind ustrial

MinorImprovements

Mult i-Family Residential

Single-Family Residential

Transportat ion, Communication, and
Utilities
Vacant

4,952

55%

26.9%
42.1%

32.8%

$54,552

Medical 
Center

50%

11%
5%

9%

20%

17%

67%

16%

Under 17 18 to 64 Over 65

Commercial 
Community Facilities 
Minor Improvements 
Multi-Family Residential 
Single-Family Residential 
Vacant

Commercial uses with 
supplemental mix of uses 
and ample vacant land. The zoning in this Focus Area is primarily PD 

(Planned Development), R-1 (Single-Family 
Residential), and T6-UG (Urban General).

There is also a significant amount of:

• T5-MS (Main Street) 

• T5-C (Corridor) 

• C-1 (Limited 
Commercial)

• T5-N 
(Neighborhood) 

• T4-C (Corridor)

White 
Black or African American 
Hispanic or Latino 
Asian 
Native American 
Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 
Two or More Races 
Other



Existing Infrastructure Rating

See page 27 for criteria for the above ratings.
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PUBLICLY OWNED / VACANT LAND EXISTING INFRASTRUCTURE CONDITIONS
The following vacant and/or publicly owned parcel(s) have been identified 
as candidate parcels for TOD or equitable TOD (eTOD) according to the 
criteria noted on page 17.
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This section of roadway is motorist focused but narrower with 
only two lanes of mixed flow traffic. Existing infrastructure and 
pedestrian safety are poor to fair with one bus stop with no bench, 
two bus shelters, and a sidewalk of varying widths provided 
adjacent to the roadway. This sidewalk is lacking protection 
from the sun. There are no designated bus lanes but a striped, 
designated bike lane and trees planted intermittently within the 
sidewalk along the east side are provided. These key existing 
elements provide separation between motorist / pedestrians and 
are an improvement in infrastructure and pedestrian safety.

Within the sidewalk there are numerous utilities poles which 
disrupt a consistent path of travel along the west side. Additionally, 
there are medical office driveways on both sides which intersect 
the sidewalk with no pedestrian markings. This creates many safety 
conflict zones between motorist traffic and pedestrians. 

Pedestrian comfort is poor to fair with respite provided only at the 
bus shelters. The trees planted intermittently within the sidewalk 
provide minimal shade and improves aesthetics and scale. There 
are numerous bike racks intermittently provided on both sides. The 
sidewalk directly adjacent to Shadow Lane and large parking lots 
also creates a significantly negative impact on pedestrian scale, 
safety, and comfort. 

801 Shadow Lane
• Four parcels totaling 1.2 

acres

• One parcel owned by City 
of Las Vegas

• One parcel owned by 
University of Nevada Las 
Vegas

• Both parties negotiating to 
build a parking structure 
- opportunity exists to 
incorporate TOD into the 
parking structure

1600 Wellness Way and  
Six Contiguous Parcels 

• All owned by the City of 
Las Vegas 

• Totaling 1.3 acres

• Structures are all 
abandoned homes 
and one credit union 
(temporary use)
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TRANSPORTATION NETWORK

*All metrics are based on 
a 0.5 mile radius around 

planned station locations, 
unless otherwise noted.

*Data Sources: Clark County, City of Las Vegas, 
Google Earth, NDOT, RTC of Southern Nevada

Opportunities

Barriers
• Marked crosswalks or ADA ramps are 

absent on almost 40% of intersections

• Signalized traffic control is low relative to 
intersection density

• Travel speeds significantly exceed 
posted speed 

• Total collisions are highest of all 
Maryland Parkway transit corridor 
Focus Areas, are high relative to traffic 
volumes, and increased in last two years 
of available data 

• Priced supply of on- and off-street 
parking is relatively low

Medical 
Center

• Good intersection density and sidewalk 
presence in place to support walkability 
and connectivity 

• Several miles of bike facilities existing 
and planned to support bicycle travel

• Posted and actual speeds are low

• Well-served by several transit routes

• Curb reallocation to other uses due to 
high supply of public off-street parking 
supply and low supply of priced on-
street parking

• Revenue growth through increased 
priced supply of public off-street parking

STREET 

NETWORK
108 intersections

22 signals

49’ curb to curb on Alta Drive adjacent to the station

2 travel lanes + 1 center left turn lane

WALKING 91% of major streets within one mile have sidewalks on both sides of the street

63% of intersections have marked crosswalks or ADA ramps present

BICYCLING 10.9 miles of existing dedicated bike facilities

9.8 miles of planned dedicated bike facilities

TRANSIT 7 transit routes

1,436 average daily boardings

Planned transit changes: On Board MP: Rancho/Koval

SAFETY 739 total crashes in 2017—an increase of 39% from 2015

1 bicyclist-involved crash in 2017—a decrease of 67% from 2015

6 pedestrian-involved crashes in 2017—a decrease of 20% from 2015

DRIVING 8,869 average daily traffic

25 mph posted speed

40 mph actual speed

PARKING 2,028 off-street spaces—26% are priced

226 on-street spaces—0% is priced
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DESCRIPTION

Focus Area Map

CITY OF LAS VEGAS MARYLAND PARKWAY CORRIDOR TOD PLAN | Existing Conditions and Needs Assessment

LEGEND

MAJOR DESTINATIONS / LANDMARKS

SHADOW LANE FOCUS AREA

• University Medical Center

• Children’s Hospital of Nevada

• Valley Hospital Medical Center

• Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department

• Las Vegas North Premium Outlets

• Interstate I-15

The proposed station at Shadow Lane is located near the 
intersection with Alta Drive, on the northern edge of the Medical 
District. The half-mile Focus Area includes parts of the Downtown 
and Rancho Charleston neighborhoods. The area includes three 
hospitals and many other medical-use buildings. Very little 
service commercial and restaurants exist west of I-15. Residential 
development within the Focus Area is primarily detached single-
family homes and multi-family apartments.

Although the Focus Area also includes the Las Vegas North 
Premium Outlets, they are on the other side of the interstate. The 
interstate is a major barrier for bikes and pedestrians, due to the 
spacing of underpasses half a mile apart. The underpass at Alta 
does have full improvements, curb & gutter, sidewalk, bike lanes, 
and appropriate lighting. 

Bus routes that currently serve the Focus Area include the 105, 
206, and 207. There is one small park, called Wellness Bearden 
Park, and few other public gathering spaces. 
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EXISTING LAND USE MIX

ZONING

AGE

MEDIAN INCOME OWNER VS. RENTER 
OCCUPIED HOUSING

PERCENT OF RENT-
BURDENED HOUSEHOLDS

PERCENT OF HOUSEHOLDS AT 
OR BELOW THE POVERTY LINE

(Rent > 30% of 
Household Income)

DEMOGRAPHICS

OF THIS FOCUS 
AREA IS WITHIN  

HIGH-DENSITY  
OR MIXED-USE  

ZONING DISTRICTS

PERCENT OF 
HOUSEHOLDS WITH NO 

VEHICLE AVAILABLE

RACE

TOTAL POPULATION
4,599

51%

44.2%

41.8%

$37,509

37.8%

Shadow 
Lane

17%

70%

12%

Under 17 18 to 64 Over 65

76%

24%

40%

15%

12%

24%

42%

9%
9%

22%

13%

Commercial

Community

GolfCourse

Ind ustrial

MinorImprovements

Mult i-Family Residential

Single-Family Residential

Transportat ion, Communication, and
Utilities
Vacant

Commercial 
Community Facilities 
Industrial 
Minor Improvements 
Multi-Family Residential 
Single-Family Residential 
Vacant 
Transportation/Utilities/
Communication

Commercial uses with 
supplemental mix of uses 
and ample vacant land. The zoning in this Focus Area is primarily 

PD (Planned Development) and R-1 
(Single-Family Residential).

There is also a significant amount of:
• T6-UG (Urban 

General) 

• T4-C (Corridor)

• T5-MS (Main Street)

• T5-M (Maker) 

• T5-N 
(Neighborhood) 

• T5-C (Corridor) 

White 
Black or African American 
Hispanic or Latino 
Asian 
Native American 
Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 
Two or More Races 
Other



Existing Infrastructure Rating

See page 27 for criteria for the above ratings.
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PUBLICLY OWNED / VACANT LAND EXISTING INFRASTRUCTURE CONDITIONS
The following vacant and/or publicly owned parcel(s) have been identified 
as candidate parcels for TOD or equitable TOD (eTOD) according to the 
criteria noted on page 17.

CITY OF LAS VEGAS MARYLAND PARKWAY CORRIDOR TOD PLAN | Existing Conditions and Needs Assessment

This section of roadway is motorist focused and very wide 
with four lanes of mixed flow traffic. Existing infrastructure and 
pedestrian safety are poor to fair with only two bus shelters 
and a narrow sidewalk provided adjacent to the roadway. The 
roadway is significantly lacking protection from the sun. There 
are no designated bus lanes but striped, designated bike lanes 
provide separation between motorists / pedestrians. The bike 
lanes are a key existing element which provide an improvement 
in infrastructure and pedestrian safety compared with Maryland 
Parkway.

Within the sidewalk there are few light poles and utilities, 
providing for a more consistent path of travel along both sides. 
Although, directly west of Shadow Lane, adjacent to a vacant lot, 
the sidewalk is in poor condition and in need of replacement. 
Additionally, there are few driveways that intersect the sidewalk, 
which is important for pedestrian safety.

Pedestrian comfort is poor with respite provided only at bus 
shelters. There is a significant lack of pedestrian scale with a 
minimal quantity of street trees and streetscape furniture. There 
are two bike racks provided at the Shadow Lane bus shelter. 
The sidewalk directly adjacent to Alta Avenue also creates a 
significantly negative impact on pedestrian scale, safety, and 
comfort. 

1835 Alta Drive
• Two parcels totaling 

1.6 acres

• Current Ownership: 
Property Holding 
Corporation
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TRANSPORTATION NETWORK

*All metrics are based on 
a 0.5 mile radius around 

planned station locations, 
unless otherwise noted.

*Data Sources: Clark County, City of Las 
Vegas, Google Earth, NDOT, RTC of 
Southern Nevada

Opportunities

Barriers
• Interstate 15 

• Marked crosswalks or ADA ramps are 
absent on almost 40% of intersections 

• Signalized traffic control is low 
relative to intersection density

• Actual travel speeds significantly 
exceed posted speed  

• Total crashes are high and increased 
over time

• Priced supply of on- and off-street 
parking is low

Shadow 
Lane

• Good intersection density and 
sidewalk presence in place to support 
walkability and connectivity 

• Several miles of bike facilities existing 
and planned to support bicycle travel 

• Well-served by several transit routes 

• Curb reallocation to other uses due 
to high supply of public off-street 
parking supply and low supply of 
priced on-street parking

• Revenue growth through increased 
priced supply of public off-street 
parking

STREET 

NETWORK

117 intersections

16 signals

65’curb to curb on Alta Drive adjacent to the station

4 travel lanes + 1 center left turn

WALKING 92% of major streets within one mile have sidewalks on both sides of the street

63% of intersections have marked crosswalks or ADA ramps present

BICYCLING 12.1 miles of existing dedicated bike facilities

8.3 miles of planned dedicated bike facilities

TRANSIT 7 transit routes

1,275 average daily boardings

No additional new routes planned in Focus Area

SAFETY 589 total crashes in 2017—an increase of 27% from 2015

2 bicyclist-involved crashes in 2017—a decrease of 33% from 2015

5 pedestrian-involved crashes in 2017—a decrease of 29% from 2015

DRIVING 20,676 average daily traffic

30 mph posted speed

39 mph actual speed

PARKING 2,028 off-street spaces—26% are priced

226 on-street spaces—0% is priced
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DESCRIPTION

MAJOR DESTINATIONS / LANDMARKS

Focus Area Map

CITY OF LAS VEGAS MARYLAND PARKWAY CORRIDOR TOD PLAN | Existing Conditions and Needs Assessment

LEGEND

GRAND CENTRAL PARKWAY FOCUS AREA

• Las Vegas North Premium Outlets

• Symphony Park

• World Market Center Las Vegas

• Bonneville Transit Center

• Discovery Children’s Museum

• The Smith Center for the Performing Arts

• Keep Memory Alive Event Center

• Las Vegas City Hall

• Clark County Government Center

• Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department

The proposed station at Grand Central Parkway is located near the 
intersection with Bonneville Avenue, just east of I-15. The half-
mile Focus Area includes part of the Downtown neighborhood. 
The area includes a large amount of commercial land uses 
including shopping, dining, and entertainment. Many regional 
destinations exist within this Focus Area as well as community uses 
such as government facilities and parks. There is no residential 
development within the 1/4 mile Focus Area. Despite it’s central 
location, this Focus Area has a very large amount of vacant land. 

Many bus routes currently serve this Focus Area which contains 
the Bonneville Transit Center. Public gathering spaces in this area 
include Symphony Park, Clark County Amphitheater Park, Boulder 
Park Plaza, a pocket park and the plaza at Las Vegas City Hall. 
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EXISTING LAND USE MIX

ZONING

AGE

MEDIAN INCOME OWNER VS. RENTER 
OCCUPIED HOUSING

PERCENT OF RENT-
BURDENED HOUSEHOLDS

PERCENT OF HOUSEHOLDS AT 
OR BELOW THE POVERTY LINE

(Rent > 30% of 
Household Income)

DEMOGRAPHICS

OF THIS FOCUS 
AREA IS WITHIN  

HIGH-DENSITY  
OR MIXED-USE  

ZONING DISTRICTS

PERCENT OF 
HOUSEHOLDS WITH NO 

VEHICLE AVAILABLE

RACE

TOTAL POPULATION
7,303

41%

44.8%

39.6%
48.1%

$33,076

40%

21%

10%

21%

12%

80%

8%

Under 17 18 to 64 Over 65

96%

47%

16%

27%

Commercial

Community

GolfCourse

Ind ustrial

MinorImprovements

Mult i-Family Residential

Single-Family Residential

Transportat ion, Communication, and
Utilities
Vacant

Primarily commercial with vacant 
land and community facilities but 
limited residential options.

Commercial 
Community Facilities 
Industrial 
Minor Improvements 
Multi-Family Residential 
Single-Family Residential 
Vacant 
Transportation/Utilities/
Communication

The zoning in this Focus Area is primarily PD 
(Planned Development).

There is also a significant amount of:
• C-V (Civic)

• C-2 (General 
Commercial)

• M (Industrial)

• T5-M (Maker) 

• C-M (Commercial/
Industrial)

• T5-MS (Main Street)

White 
Black or African American 
Hispanic or Latino 
Asian 
Native American 
Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 
Two or More Races 
Other

Grand 
Central 
Parkway



Existing Infrastructure Rating

See page 27 for criteria for the above ratings.
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PUBLICLY OWNED / VACANT LAND EXISTING INFRASTRUCTURE CONDITIONS
The following vacant and/or publicly owned parcel(s) have been identified 
as candidate parcels for TOD or equitable TOD (eTOD) according to the 
criteria noted on page 17.

CITY OF LAS VEGAS MARYLAND PARKWAY CORRIDOR TOD PLAN | Existing Conditions and Needs Assessment

This section of roadway is motorist focused and very wide with five 
lanes of mixed flow traffic. Existing infrastructure and pedestrian 
safety are poor to fair with only one bus stop, two bus shelters and 
a sidewalk of varying widths provided adjacent to the roadway. 
Striped, designated bike and bus lanes provide separation 
between motorists / pedestrians but the roadway is significantly 
lacking protection from the sun. The bike and bus lanes are key 
existing elements which provide an improvement in infrastructure 
and pedestrian safety compared with Maryland Parkway. 

Within the sidewalk there are few light poles and utilities, 
providing for a more consistent path of travel along both sides. 
Additionally, there are few driveways that intersect the sidewalk, 
which is important for pedestrian safety.

Pedestrian comfort is poor with respite provided only at bus 
shelters. There is a significant lack of pedestrian scale with 
a minimal quantity of street trees and streetscape furniture. 
Adjacent to the Grand Central Parkway intersection, trees 
planted intermittently within the Bonneville Avenue sidewalk 
and median provide minimal shade and improve aesthetics and 
scale. The sidewalk directly adjacent to Bonneville Avenue, a large 
railroad bridge, and multiple large-scale buildings also creates 
a significantly negative impact on pedestrian scale, safety, and 
comfort. 

505 Robin Leach Lane
• One parcel totaling 

4.82 acres

• Current Ownership: 
City of Las Vegas 
(City Parkway V Inc.)
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TRANSPORTATION NETWORK

*All metrics are based on 
a 0.5 mile radius around 

planned station locations, 
unless otherwise noted.

*Data Sources: Clark County, City of 
Las Vegas, Google Earth, NDOT, RTC 
of Southern Nevada

Opportunities

• Interstate 15 

• Total collisions are high 
relative to traffic volumes and 
increased in last two years of 
available data

• Pedestrian-involved crashes 
increased over time 

• Travel speeds significantly 
exceed posted speed 

• Good intersection density, 
sidewalk presence and marked 
crosswalks in place to support 
walkability and connectivity 

• Several miles of bike facilities 
existing and planned to 
support bicycle travel 

• Well-served by several transit 
routes 

• Curb reallocation to other 
uses due to good supply 
of priced off-street parking 
supply and low supply of 
priced on-street parking

Barriers

Grand 
Central 
Parkway

STREET 

NETWORK

68 intersections

29 signals

85’ curb to curb Bonneville Ave adjacent to the station

5 travel lanes + 1 center left turn

WALKING 426 pedestrians observed at Bonneville Ave east of Casino Center Blvd on a weekday

94% of major streets within one mile have sidewalks on both sides of the street

98% of intersections have marked crosswalks or ADA ramps present

BICYCLING 68 bicyclists observed at Bonneville Ave east of Casino Center Blvd on a weekday

14.4 miles of existing dedicated bike facilities

14 miles of planned dedicated bike facilities

TRANSIT 17 transit routes

16,136 average daily boardings

No additional new routes planned in Focus Area

SAFETY 653 total crashes in 2017—an increase of 25% from 2015

0 bicyclist-involved crashes in 2017

6 pedestrian-involved crashes in 2017—an increase of 50% from 2015

DRIVING 10,848 average daily traffic

41 mph actual speed

PARKING 7,121 off-street spaces—63% are priced

226 on-street spaces—0% is priced
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DESCRIPTION

MAJOR DESTINATIONS / LANDMARKS

Focus Area Map

CITY OF LAS VEGAS MARYLAND PARKWAY CORRIDOR TOD PLAN | Existing Conditions and Needs Assessment

LEGEND

BONNEVILLE TRANSIT CENTER FOCUS AREA

• Las Vegas North Premium Outlets

• Symphony Park

• World Market Center Las Vegas

• Bonneville Transit Center

• Discovery Children’s Museum

• The Smith Center for the Performing Arts

• Keep Memory Alive Event Center

• The Fremont Street Experience

• Las Vegas City Hall

• Clark County Government Center

Two stations are proposed at the Bonneville Transit Center, located 
on Bonneville Avenue and Casino Center Boulevard. The half-mile 
Focus Area is almost entirely in the Downtown neighborhood. The 
area includes a large amount of commercial land uses including 
shopping, dining, and entertainment. Many regional destinations 
exist within this Focus Area as well as community uses such as 
government facilities and parks. There is very little residential 
existing land use within the Focus Area. Despite it’s central 
location, this Focus Area has a very large amount of vacant land. 

Due to the Transit Center itself, many bus routes currently serve 
this Focus Area. Public gathering spaces in this area include 
Symphony Park, Clark County Amphitheater Park, Centennial Plaza, 
Mary Dutton Park, a pocket park and the plaza at Las Vegas City 
Hall.
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EXISTING LAND USE MIX

ZONING

AGE

MEDIAN INCOME OWNER VS. RENTER 
OCCUPIED HOUSING

PERCENT OF RENT-
BURDENED HOUSEHOLDS

PERCENT OF HOUSEHOLDS AT 
OR BELOW THE POVERTY LINE

(Rent > 30% of 
Household Income)

DEMOGRAPHICS

OF THIS FOCUS 
AREA IS WITHIN  

HIGH-DENSITY  
OR MIXED-USE  

ZONING DISTRICTS

PERCENT OF 
HOUSEHOLDS WITH NO 

VEHICLE AVAILABLE

RACE

TOTAL POPULATION
8,202

56%

56.8%

36%

$32,281

39.2%

Bo
nn

ev
ille

 
Tra

ns
it C

en
te

r

46%

17%

5%

8%

6%

17%

82%

18%

10%

79%

11%

Under 17 18 to 64 Over 65

46%

20%

24%

Commercial

Community

GolfCourse

Ind ustrial

MinorImprovements

Mult i-Family Residential

Single-Family Residential

Transportat ion, Communication, and
Utilities
Vacant

Commercial 
Community Facilities 
Industrial 
Minor Improvements 
Multi-Family Residential 
Single-Family Residential 
Vacant 
Transportation/Utilities/
Communication

Primarily commercial with vacant 
land and community facilities but 
limited residential options. The zoning in this Focus Area is primarily 

C-2 (General Commercial), PD (Planned 
Development) and C-V (Civic).

There is also a significant amount of:
• M (Industrial)

• C-M (Commercial/Industrial)

White 
Black or African American 
Hispanic or Latino 
Asian 
Native American 
Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 
Two or More Races 
Other



Existing Infrastructure Rating

See page 27 for criteria for the above ratings.
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PUBLICLY OWNED / VACANT LAND EXISTING INFRASTRUCTURE CONDITIONS
The following vacant and/or publicly owned parcel(s) have been identified 
as candidate parcels for TOD or equitable TOD (eTOD) according to the 
criteria noted on page 17.

CITY OF LAS VEGAS MARYLAND PARKWAY CORRIDOR TOD PLAN | Existing Conditions and Needs Assessment

The roadways around the Bonneville Transit Center vary with a 
combination of motorist, bus, bike, and pedestrian travel. Existing 
infrastructure and pedestrian safety is overall fair to good. Outside 
of the Transit Center, there are multiple bus shelters and a sidewalk 
of varying widths provided adjacent to the roadways. Additionally, 
there are striped, designated bike lanes along Garces Avenue, 
Main Street, and Bonneville Avenue and a designated bus lane 
along Casino Center Boulevard. Garces Avenue and Main Street 
also provide on-street parking. These key existing elements, in 
combination with trees intermittently planted within the sidewalks, 
provide separation between motorists / pedestrians and are a 
significant improvement in infrastructure and pedestrian safety.

Within the sidewalk there are few light poles and utilities, 
providing for a more consistent path of travel along both sides. 
Additionally, there are few driveways that intersect the sidewalk, 
which is important for pedestrian safety.

Pedestrian comfort is fair to good with respite provided at the 
multiple bus shelters, a large shade canopy along Casino Center 
Boulevard, and within the Transit Center. The roadways provide a 
mixture of trees, planted medians, pedestrian lighting, decorative 
paving, seating, trash receptacles, and signage intermittently 
along the sidewalks. These key existing elements provide a 
significant improvement in infrastructure, aesthetics, and scale 
along the sidewalk. Additionally, the transit center is the key 
existing transportation infrastructure element that ties all the other 
elements together to create a multi-modal and pedestrian friendly 
streetscape.

5 W. Bonneville Avenue
• One parcel totaling 2.3 

acres

• Current Ownership: 
MB Land LLC (Brian 
Greenspun)

629 Main Street 
• One parcel totaling 2.97 

acres

• Current Ownership: 
Regional Transportation 
Commission of Southern 
Nevada
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TRANSPORTATION NETWORK

*All metrics are based on 
a 0.5 mile radius around 

planned station locations, 
unless otherwise noted.

*Data Sources: Clark County, City of Las 
Vegas, Google Earth, NDOT, RTC of 
Southern Nevada

Opportunities

• Total collisions are high relative to 
traffic volumes and increased in 
last two years of available data

• Pedestrian-involved and bicyclist-
involved crashes are high and 
increased over time

• Good intersection density, 
sidewalk presence and marked 
crosswalks in place to support 
walkability and connectivity 

• Several miles of bike facilities 
existing and planned to support 
bicycle travel 

• Traffic volumes are relatively low

• Well-served by several transit 
routes 

• Curb reallocation to other uses 
due to high supply of priced 
off-street parking supply and 
low supply of priced on-street 
parking

Barriers

Bo
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ev
ille

 
Tra

ns
it C

en
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r

STREET 

NETWORK

99 intersections

47 signals

58’ curb to curb on Bonneville Ave adjacent to the station 

45 feet curb to curb on Garces Ave 

4 travel lanes on Bonneville Ave, 2 travel lanes on Garces Ave  

WALKING 426 pedestrians observed at Bonneville Ave east of Casino Center Blvd on a weekday

94% of major streets within one mile have sidewalks on both sides of the street

98% of intersections have marked crosswalks or ADA ramps present

BICYCLING 68 bicyclists observed at Bonneville Ave east of Casino Center Blvd on a weekday

13.5 miles of existing dedicated bike facilities

17.6 miles of planned dedicated bike facilities

TRANSIT 17 transit routes

17,727 average daily boardings

No additional new routes planned in Focus Area

SAFETY 260 total crashes in 2017—an increase of 91% from 2015

6 bicyclist-involved crashes in 2017—an increase of 50% from 2015

10 pedestrian-involved crashes in 2017—an increase of 43% from 2015

DRIVING 3,546 average daily traffic

25 mph posted speed

29 mph actual speed

PARKING 10,164 off-street spaces—85% are priced

849 on-street spaces—0% is priced
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DESCRIPTION

MAJOR DESTINATIONS / LANDMARKS

Focus Area Map

CITY OF LAS VEGAS MARYLAND PARKWAY CORRIDOR TOD PLAN | Existing Conditions and Needs Assessment

LEGEND

4TH STREET FOCUS AREA

• Bonneville Transit Center

• The Fremont Street Experience

• Las Vegas City Hall

• Dula Gymnasium

• Las Vegas Senior Center

• Lloyd D George Courthouse

• Las Vegas Academy of the Arts 

• Downtown Container Park

• The Mob Museum

The proposed station at 4th Street is at the intersection with 
Carson Avenue in Downtown Las Vegas. The half-mile Focus 
Area is almost entirely in the Downtown neighborhood but also 
stretches slightly into the Cultural Corridor. The area includes a 
large amount of commercial land uses including shopping, dining, 
entertainment and many regional destinations. There is very little 
residential existing land use within the Focus Area. Despite it’s 
central location, this Focus Area has a large amount of vacant land. 
There are multiple private schools in the area. The Focus Area also 
includes multiple historic landmarks such as the U.S. Post Office 
and Courthouse where the Mob Museum is located. 

Many bus routes currently serve this Focus Area which contains 
the Bonneville Transit Center. Public gathering spaces in this area 
include Centennial Plaza, the Fremont Street Experience, an Art 
Park, a dog park and a pocket park.
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EXISTING LAND USE MIX

ZONING

AGE

MEDIAN INCOME OWNER VS. RENTER 
OCCUPIED HOUSING

PERCENT OF RENT-
BURDENED HOUSEHOLDS

PERCENT OF HOUSEHOLDS AT 
OR BELOW THE POVERTY LINE

(Rent > 30% of 
Household Income)

DEMOGRAPHICS

OF THIS FOCUS 
AREA IS WITHIN  

HIGH-DENSITY  
OR MIXED-USE  

ZONING DISTRICTS

PERCENT OF 
HOUSEHOLDS WITH NO 

VEHICLE AVAILABLE

RACE
White 
Black or African American 
Hispanic or Latino 
Asian 
Native American 
Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 
Two or More Races 
Other

TOTAL POPULATION
9,064

81%

54.2%

37.6%

$25,551

47.3%

44%

19%

9%

5%

18%

9%

76%

15%

Under 17 18 to 64 Over 65

90%

10%

49%

17%

6%

20%

Commercial

Community

GolfCourse

Ind ustrial

MinorImprovements

Mult i-Family Residential

Single-Family Residential

Transportat ion, Communication, and
Utilities
Vacant

Commercial 
Community Facilities 
Minor Improvements 
Multi-Family Residential 
Single-Family Residential 
Vacant 
Transportation/Utilities/
Communication

Primarily commercial with vacant 
land and community facilities but 
limited residential options.

4th Street

The zoning in this Focus Area is primarily 
C-2 (General Commercial).

There is also a significant amount of:
• C-V (Civic)

• T5-MS (Main Street)

• PD (Planned Development)



Existing Infrastructure Rating

See page 27 for criteria for the above ratings.
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PUBLICLY OWNED / VACANT LAND EXISTING INFRASTRUCTURE CONDITIONS
The following vacant and/or publicly owned parcel(s) have been identified 
as candidate parcels for TOD or equitable TOD (eTOD) according to the 
criteria noted on page 17.

CITY OF LAS VEGAS MARYLAND PARKWAY CORRIDOR TOD PLAN | Existing Conditions and Needs Assessment

These sections of roadways vary. Carson Avenue is motorist focused 
but with only two lanes of mixed flow traffic. This is because Carson is 
the one street Downtown that has not been improved with Complete 
Streets design elements in anticipation of the high capacity transit 
and associated right-of-way improvements. Casino Center Boulevard 
is also only two lanes of traffic, but with a designated bus lane in the 
center of roadway. Existing infrastructure and pedestrian safety are 
fair along Casino Center Boulevard. There are two bus stops with no 
benches, two bus shelters, and a sidewalk provided adjacent to the 
roadway. Casino Center Boulevard provides a wide sidewalk but no 
designated bike lanes.  

Within the sidewalk there are few light poles and utilities, providing 
for a consistent path of travel along both sides. Additionally, there 
are few driveways that intersect the sidewalk, which is important for 
pedestrian safety.

Pedestrian comfort is fair to good with respite provided only at bus 
shelters. The narrow roadways and sidewalk adjacent to buildings 
of varying architectural character improve pedestrian scale and 
aesthetics. Additionally, the buildings provide intermittent shade 
along the sidewalk. Casino Center Boulevard provides a mixture of 
trees, planted medians, benches, trash receptacles, and bike racks 
intermittently along the sidewalks. These key existing elements, 
in combination with the bus lanes, provide an improvement in 
infrastructure, shade, aesthetics, and scale. 

201 S 4th Street
• Two parcels totaling .85 

acres 

• Current Ownership: 
Proview Series LLC 
(Kamran Fouladbakhsh)

• *Parcels are close to but 
less than 1 acre minimum 
and recent acquisition cost 
of $68 per square foot may 
disqualify this parcel from 
serious consideration.

Various Parcels
• Totaling 4.6 acres

• Current Ownership: City of 
Las Vegas

• Used as temporary 
fairgrounds, parking for 
special events, etc.

• *All parcels slightly more 
than ¼ mile distance to 4th 
Street Station.



59 Section 3: Focus Area Profiles

TRANSPORTATION NETWORK

Opportunities

*All metrics are based on 
a 0.5 mile radius around 

planned station locations, 
unless otherwise noted.

*Data Sources: Clark County, City of Las 
Vegas, Google Earth, NDOT, RTC of 
Southern Nevada

• Total collisions are high relative to 
traffic volumes and increased in last 
two years of available data

• Pedestrian-involved and bicyclist-
involved crashes are high and 
increased over time

• Good intersection density, sidewalk 
presence and marked crosswalks 
in place to support walkability and 
connectivity 

• Traffic volumes are relatively low

• Posted and actual speeds are low

• Several miles of bike facilities existing 
and planned to support bicycle travel 

• Well-served by several transit routes 

• Curb reallocation to other uses due 
to high supply of priced public off-
street parking supply and low supply 
of priced on-street parking

Barriers

4th Street

STREET 

NETWORK
121 intersections

57 signals

59’ curb to curb on Carson Ave adjacent to the station

4 travel lanes

WALKING 426 pedestrians observed at Bonneville Ave east of Casino Center Blvd on a weekday

100% of major streets within one mile have sidewalks on both sides of the street

95% of intersections have marked crosswalks or ADA ramps present

BICYCLING 68 bicyclists observed at Bonneville Ave east of Casino Center Blvd on a weekday

14.2 miles of existing dedicated bike facilities

21.2 miles of planned dedicated bike facilities

TRANSIT 17 transit routes

20,845 average daily boardings

No additional new routes planned in Focus Area

SAFETY 521 total crashes in 2017—an increase of 62% from 2015

4 bicyclist-involved crashes in 2017—an increase of 33% from 2015

17 pedestrian-involved crashes in 2017—an increase of 21% from 2015

DRIVING 5,680 average daily traffic

25 mph posted speed

25 mph actual speed

PARKING 16,644 off-street spaces—87% are priced

1,328 on-street spaces—6% are priced
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DESCRIPTION

MAJOR DESTINATIONS / LANDMARKS

Focus Area Map

CITY OF LAS VEGAS MARYLAND PARKWAY CORRIDOR TOD PLAN | Existing Conditions and Needs Assessment

LEGEND

8TH STREET FOCUS AREA

• Fremont East Entertainment District

• The Fremont Street Experience

• Lloyd D George Courthouse

• Las Vegas Academy of the Arts 

• Downtown Container Park

• The Mob Museum

The proposed station at 8th Street is at the intersection with 
Carson Avenue in Downtown Las Vegas. The half-mile Focus Area 
is entirely in the Downtown neighborhood. The area includes a 
large amount of commercial land uses including shopping, dining, 
entertainment and many regional destinations. There is also a 
medium amount of residential development within the Focus Area 
including both multi-family and single-family detached housing. 
Despite it’s central location, this Focus Area has a large amount 
of vacant land. There are multiple private schools in the area. The 
Focus Area also includes multiple historic landmarks such as the 
Old Las Vegas High School. 

Many bus routes currently serve this Focus Area. Public gathering 
spaces in this area include Centennial Plaza, the Fremont Street 
Experience, and the Lyft + Fired Up Management Art Park.



61 Section 3: Focus Area Profiles

EXISTING LAND USE MIX

ZONING

AGE

MEDIAN INCOME OWNER VS. RENTER 
OCCUPIED HOUSING

PERCENT OF RENT-
BURDENED HOUSEHOLDS

PERCENT OF HOUSEHOLDS AT 
OR BELOW THE POVERTY LINE

(Rent > 30% of 
Household Income)

DEMOGRAPHICS

OF THIS FOCUS 
AREA IS WITHIN  

HIGH-DENSITY  
OR MIXED-USE  

ZONING DISTRICTS

PERCENT OF 
HOUSEHOLDS WITH NO 

VEHICLE AVAILABLE

RACE

TOTAL POPULATION
12,042

88%

42.8%
67.2%

31.5%

$23,153

8th Street

39%

15%6%

12%

6%

22%

12%

71%

16%

Under 17 18 to 64 Over 65

88%

12%

42%

16%

16%

9%

13%

Commercial

Community

GolfCourse

Ind ustrial

MinorImprovements

Mult i-Family Residential

Single-Family Residential

Transportat ion, Communication, and
Utilities
Vacant

Commercial 
Community Facilities 
Minor Improvements 
Multi-Family Residential 
Single-Family Residential 
Vacant

Commercial uses with strong mix 
of other uses and vacant land.

The zoning in this Focus Area is primarily 
C-2 (General Commercial) and T5-MS 
(Main Street).

There is also a significant amount of:
• C-V (Civic)

• R-4 (High-Density Residential)

• T5-N (Neighborhood) 

• P-R (Professional Offices) 

White 
Black or African American 
Hispanic or Latino 
Asian 
Native American 
Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 
Two or More Races 
Other



Existing Infrastructure Rating

See page 27 for criteria for the above ratings.
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PUBLICLY OWNED / VACANT LAND EXISTING INFRASTRUCTURE CONDITIONS
The following vacant and/or publicly owned parcel(s) have been identified 
as candidate parcels for TOD or equitable TOD (eTOD) according to the 
criteria noted on page 17.

CITY OF LAS VEGAS MARYLAND PARKWAY CORRIDOR TOD PLAN | Existing Conditions and Needs Assessment

This section of roadway is motorist focused but with only two 
lanes of mixed flow traffic. Carson is the one street Downtown that 
has not been improved with Complete Streets design elements 
in anticipation of the high capacity transit and associated right-of-
way improvements. There is a designated bike lane is provided 
between Maryland Parkway and 9th Street. Additionally, 
on-street parking is provided. These key existing elements 
provide separation between motorist / pedestrians and are an 
improvement in infrastructure and pedestrian safety compared 
with Maryland Parkway. 

Within the sidewalk there are few light poles and utilities, providing 
for a consistent path of travel along both sides. Additionally, there 
are few driveways that intersect the sidewalk, which is important for 
pedestrian safety.

Pedestrian comfort is poor to fair with no opportunities for respite. 
The narrow roadway and sidewalk adjacent to buildings of varying 
architecture character improve pedestrian scale and aesthetics. 
Additionally, the buildings provide intermittent shade along the 
sidewalk. Although lacking in quantity, Carson Avenue provides 
bike racks and trash receptacles. These key existing elements 
provide an improvement in infrastructure, aesthetics, and scale. 

916 Fremont Street (Llama Lot)
• One parcel totaling 2.75 acres

• Current Ownership: 900 
Fremont LLC (DTP)

• Acquisition price is not publicly 
available - purchase price may 
be prohibitively high.



63 Section 3: Focus Area Profiles

TRANSPORTATION NETWORK

Opportunities

*All metrics are based on 
a 0.5 mile radius around 

planned station locations, 
unless otherwise noted.

*Data Sources: Clark County, City of Las 
Vegas, Google Earth, NDOT, RTC of 
Southern Nevada

Barriers
• Total collisions are high relative to 

traffic volumes 

• Pedestrian-involved and bicyclist-
involved collisions are high and 
increased over time

• Good intersection density, sidewalk 
presence and marked crosswalks 
in place to support walkability and 
connectivity 

• Several miles of bike facilities existing 
and planned to support bicycle travel 

• Traffic volumes are relatively low

• Posted and actual speeds are low

• Well-served by several transit routes 

• Curb reallocation to other uses due 
to high supply of priced off-street 
parking supply and low supply of 
priced on-street parking

8th Street

STREET 

NETWORK
136 intersections

46 signals

60’ curb to curb on Carson Ave adjacent to the station

4 travel lanes

WALKING 100% of major streets within one mile have sidewalks on both sides of the street

99% of intersections have marked crosswalks or ADA ramps present

BICYCLING 13.1 miles of existing dedicated bike facilities

20.3 miles of planned dedicated bike facilities

TRANSIT 12 transit routes

6,406 average daily boardings

No additional new routes planned in Focus Area

SAFETY 393 total crashes in 2017—an increase of 61% from 2015

4 bicyclist-involved crashes in 2017—an increase of 33% from 2015

22 pedestrian-involved crashes in 2017—an increase of 83% from 2015

DRIVING 3,147 average daily traffic

25 mph posted speed

28 mph actual speed

PARKING 9,118 off-street spaces—30% are priced

1,194 on-street spaces—6% are priced
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DESCRIPTION

MAJOR DESTINATIONS / LANDMARKS

Focus Area Map

CITY OF LAS VEGAS MARYLAND PARKWAY CORRIDOR TOD PLAN | Existing Conditions and Needs Assessment

LEGEND

CARSON/MARYLAND PARKWAY FOCUS AREA

• Las Vegas Academy of the Arts 

• Downtown Container Park

• The Center Community Center

This proposed station is at the intersection of Maryland Parkway 
and Carson Avenue in Downtown Las Vegas. The half-mile Focus 
Area is primarily within the Downtown neighborhood but also 
stretches into the Huntridge neighborhood. The area includes 
a large amount of commercial land uses including shopping, 
dining, entertainment. There is also a large amount of residential 
development within the Focus Area including both multi-family 
and single-family detached housing. There are multiple private 
schools in the area. The Focus Area also includes multiple historic 
landmarks such as the Frank Wait House. 

Many bus routes currently serve this Focus Area. Mayfair Park is a 
public gathering space in this area.



65 Section 3: Focus Area Profiles

EXISTING LAND USE MIX

ZONING

AGE

MEDIAN INCOME OWNER VS. RENTER 
OCCUPIED HOUSING

PERCENT OF RENT-
BURDENED HOUSEHOLDS

PERCENT OF HOUSEHOLDS AT 
OR BELOW THE POVERTY LINE

(Rent > 30% of 
Household Income)

DEMOGRAPHICS

OF THIS FOCUS 
AREA IS WITHIN  

HIGH-DENSITY  
OR MIXED-USE  

ZONING DISTRICTS

PERCENT OF 
HOUSEHOLDS WITH NO 

VEHICLE AVAILABLE

RACE

TOTAL POPULATION
8,427

72%

65.9%

32.2%

$28,808

34.4%

14%

68%

18%

Under 17 18 to 64 Over 65

41%

11%6%

11%

6%

23%

80%

20%

30%

12%
20%

25%

9%

Commercial

Community

GolfCourse

Ind ustrial

MinorImprovements

Mult i-Family Residential

Single-Family Residential

Transportat ion, Communication, and
Utilities
Vacant

Strong mix of uses and 
vacant land.

Commercial 
Community Facilities 
Minor Improvements 
Multi-Family Residential 
Single-Family Residential 
Vacant 
Transportation/Utilities/
Communication

The zoning in this Focus Area is primarily 
R-1 (Single-Family Residential) and  
T5-MS (Main Street).

There is also a significant amount of:
• R-4 (High-Density 

Residential)

• C-V (Civic)

• C-2 (General 
Commercial)

• T5-N  
(Neighborhood) 

• R-3 (Medium-Density 
Residential)

• C-1 (Limited Commercial)

White 
Black or African American 
Hispanic or Latino 
Asian 
Native American 
Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 
Two or More Races 
Other

Ca
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Existing Infrastructure Rating

See page 27 for criteria for the above ratings.
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PUBLICLY OWNED / VACANT LAND EXISTING INFRASTRUCTURE CONDITIONS
The following vacant and/or publicly owned parcel(s) have been identified 
as candidate parcels for TOD or equitable TOD (eTOD) according to the 
criteria noted on page 17.

CITY OF LAS VEGAS MARYLAND PARKWAY CORRIDOR TOD PLAN | Existing Conditions and Needs Assessment

This section of roadways varies significantly. Maryland Parkway 
is motorist focused and very wide with six lanes of mixed flow 
traffic. Carson Avenue is narrower with only two lanes of traffic. 
Existing infrastructure and pedestrian safety vary significantly as 
well. Maryland Parkway is poor with only two bus shelters and a 
narrow sidewalk provided adjacent to the roadway. This sidewalk 
has minimal separation between motorists / pedestrians and is 
significantly lacking protection from the sun. Carson Avenue is 
fair with striped, designated bike lanes and on-street parking 
provided. There are no designated bus lanes but the bike lanes, 
on-street, parking and a row of palm trees along Caron Avenue 
provide separation between motorist / pedestrians. These key 
existing elements provide an improvement in infrastructure and 
pedestrian safety compared with Maryland Parkway. 

Within the sidewalk there are few light poles and utilities, providing 
for a consistent path of travel along both sides. Additionally, there 
are few driveways that intersect the sidewalk, which is important for 
pedestrian safety.

Pedestrian comfort is poor to fair with respite provided only at 
bus shelters. Carson is the one street Downtown that has not been 
improved with Complete Streets design elements in anticipation of 
the high capacity transit and associated right-of-way improvements. 

113 South Maryland 
Parkway

• Four parcels totaling 2.7 
acres

• Current Ownership: HFT 
Fremont Holdings LLC 

• Acquisition price not 
publicly available

Various Parcels (Former 
School)

• Two parcels totaling about 
2.9 acres

• Current Ownership: CSP 
Bridger Ave LLC

• Acquisition price in 2014 
for all 2.9 acres was 
$400,000
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TRANSPORTATION NETWORK

Opportunities

*All metrics are based on 
a 0.5 mile radius around 

planned station locations, 
unless otherwise noted.

*Data Sources: Clark County, City of Las 
Vegas, Google Earth, NDOT, RTC of 
Southern Nevada

Barriers
• Total collisions are high relative to 

traffic volumes and increased in last 
two years of available data

• Travel speeds significantly exceed 
posted speed 

• Good intersection density, sidewalk 
presence and marked crosswalks 
in place to support walkability and 
connectivity

• Several miles of bike facilities existing 
and planned to support bicycle travel

• Traffic volumes are relatively low

• Presently served by several transit 
routes

• Curb reallocation to other uses due 
to good supply of priced public off-
street parking supply and low supply 
of priced on-street parking

Ca
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STREET 

NETWORK

154 intersections

22 signals

59’ curb to curb on Carson Ave adjacent to the station

2 travel lanes + 1 center left turn lane

WALKING 100% of major streets within one mile have sidewalks on both sides of the street

93% of intersections have marked crosswalks or ADA ramps present

BICYCLING 12.3 miles of existing dedicated bike facilities

18.0 miles of planned dedicated bike facilities

TRANSIT 6 transit routes

2,333 average daily boardings

No additional new routes planned in Focus Area

SAFETY 298 total crashes in 2017—an increase of 62% from 2015

1 bicyclist-involved crash in 2017—a decrease of 67% from 2015

1 pedestrian-involved crash in 2017—a decrease of 50% from 2015

DRIVING 7,151 average daily traffic

25 mph posted speed

35 mph actual speed

PARKING 2,114 off-street spaces—73% are priced

788 on-street spaces—10% are priced
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DESCRIPTION

Focus Area Map

CITY OF LAS VEGAS MARYLAND PARKWAY CORRIDOR TOD PLAN | Existing Conditions and Needs Assessment

LEGEND

MAJOR DESTINATIONS / LANDMARKS

CHARLESTON BOULEVARD FOCUS AREA

• Las Vegas Academy of the Arts 

• The Center Community Center

• Huntridge Theater (vacant) 

• Huntridge Circle Park 

• John S. Park Elementary School

The proposed station at Charleston Boulevard is at the intersection 
with Maryland Parkway. The half-mile Focus Area is half within 
the Downtown neighborhood and half within the Huntridge 
neighborhood. The area includes a large amount of single-family 
residential existing land use and some multi-family residential. 
There are many commercial land uses in the downtown portion of 
this Focus Area including shopping, dining, entertainment. In the 
Huntridge neighborhood, there are professional services along 
Maryland Parkway and service commercial uses along Charleston 
Boulevard. 

John S. Park Elementary School is located here as well as multiple 
private schools. The Focus Area also includes multiple historic 
landmarks such as the Huntridge Theater which is currently vacant. 
Many bus routes currently serve this Focus Area. Public gathering 
spaces in this area currently include Mayfair Park and Mary Dutton 
Park.
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EXISTING LAND USE MIX

ZONING

AGE

MEDIAN INCOME OWNER VS. RENTER 
OCCUPIED HOUSING

PERCENT OF RENT-
BURDENED HOUSEHOLDS

PERCENT OF HOUSEHOLDS AT 
OR BELOW THE POVERTY LINE

(Rent > 30% of 
Household Income)

DEMOGRAPHICS

OF THIS FOCUS 
AREA IS WITHIN  

HIGH-DENSITY  
OR MIXED-USE  

ZONING DISTRICTS

PERCENT OF 
HOUSEHOLDS WITH NO 

VEHICLE AVAILABLE

RACE

TOTAL POPULATION
6,770

39%

61.6%
22.3%

25.8%

$39,260
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45%

9%5%

9%

7%

23%

15%

70%

15%

Under 17 18 to 64 Over 65

63%

37%

24%

11%

9%

51%

Commercial

Community

GolfCourse

Ind ustrial

MinorImprovements

Mult i-Family Residential

Single-Family Residential

Transportat ion, Communication, and
Utilities
Vacant

Commercial 
Community Facilities 
Minor Improvements 
Multi-Family Residential 
Single-Family Residential 
Vacant

Primarily single-family residential 
with strong mix of other uses.

The zoning in this Focus Area is primarily 
R-1 (Single-Family Residential).

There is also a significant amount of:
• R-4 (High-Density Residential)

• C-V (Civic)

• P-R (Professional Offices) 

• C-1 (Limited Commercial) 

• C-2 (General Commercial)

White 
Black or African American 
Hispanic or Latino 
Asian 
Native American 
Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 
Two or More Races 
Other



Existing Infrastructure Rating

See page 27 for criteria for the above ratings.
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PUBLICLY OWNED / VACANT LAND EXISTING INFRASTRUCTURE CONDITIONS
The following vacant and/or publicly owned parcel(s) have been identified 
as candidate parcels for TOD or equitable TOD (eTOD) according to the 
criteria noted on page 17.

CITY OF LAS VEGAS MARYLAND PARKWAY CORRIDOR TOD PLAN | Existing Conditions and Needs Assessment

This section of roadway is motorist focused and very wide with six 
lanes of mixed flow traffic. Existing infrastructure and pedestrian 
safety are poor to fair with only one bus stop with a bench, 
two bus shelters and a narrow sidewalk provided adjacent to 
the roadway. There are no designated bus or bike lanes. The 
sidewalk has no separation between motorists / pedestrians and is 
significantly lacking protection from the sun. Huntridge Circle Park 
bisects Maryland Parkway and provides a key existing element 
which impacts transportation infrastructure. Although pedestrians 
are required to cross multiple travel lanes to use the park. 

Within the sidewalk there are few light poles and utilities, 
providing a consistent path of travel along both sides. In contrast, 
there are multiple residential and commercial driveways on both 
sides which intersect the sidewalk with no pedestrian markings. 
This creates many safety conflict zones between motorist traffic 
and pedestrians. 

Pedestrian comfort is poor to fair with respite provided only at bus 
shelters. There is a lack of pedestrian scale. The sidewalk directly 
adjacent to Maryland Parkway also creates a significantly negative 
impact on pedestrian scale, safety, and comfort. 

Huntridge Theatre
• One parcel totaling 2.5 

acres

• Building is vacant

• Parcel is previously 
permitted for another use 
but owner/developer Jay 
Dapper has previously 
expressed interest in 
developing as TOD

1415 E. Charleston 
Boulevard 

• Three parcels totaling 
about 1.1 acres

• Current Ownership: 
Delacruz Gonzales 
Revocable Living Trust

• Recent acquisition price of 
$850,000



71 Section 3: Focus Area Profiles

TRANSPORTATION NETWORK

Opportunities

*All metrics are based on 
a 0.5 mile radius around 

planned station locations, 
unless otherwise noted.

*Data Sources: Clark County, City of Las 
Vegas, Google Earth, NDOT, RTC of 
Southern Nevada

Barriers

• Smaller block sizes with high 
sidewalk coverage and a 
relatively dense street grid offer 
multiple routes for walking

• Add/improve crosswalks and curb ramps 
at intersections

• Explore road diet on Maryland Parkway

• Several miles of bike facilities existing and 
planned to support bicycle travel 

• Implement planned bike facilities, building 
on the relatively higher bike lane density in 
the Charleston Boulevard Focus Area 

• Off-street parking supply at the street 
fronts presents opportunities for infill 
development, or shared-parking strategies 
to support park-and-ride travel

• Few options for pedestrians to cross 
Maryland Parkway

• While crosswalks are present at the 
Charleston Boulevard intersection, wide 
roadways and street front parking make 
the intersection area appear unsafe and 
unappealing for walking or bicycling 

• Total collisions are high relative to traffic 
volumes and increased in last two years of 
available data

• Travel speeds significantly exceed posted 
speed limit 

• Public parking supply exists, but is 
minimally managed
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STREET 

NETWORK

146 intersections

10 signals

90’ curb to curb on Maryland Pkwy adjacent to the station

6 travel lanes + 2 center left turn lanes

WALKING 100% of major streets within one mile have sidewalks on both sides of the street

61% of intersections have marked crosswalks or ADA ramps present

BICYCLING 13.0 miles of existing dedicated bike facilities

17.8 miles of planned dedicated bike facilities

TRANSIT 4 transit routes

1,722 average daily boardings

No additional new routes planned in Focus Area

SAFETY 169 total crashes in 2017—an increase of 54% from 2015

2 bicyclist-involved crashes in 2017—an increase of 100% from 2015

2 pedestrian-involved crashes in 2017—an increase of 100% from 2015

DRIVING 12,239 average daily traffic

30 mph posted speed

38 mph actual speed

PARKING 277 off-street spaces—0% is priced

474 on-street spaces—9% are priced
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DESCRIPTION

MAJOR DESTINATIONS / LANDMARKS

Focus Area Map

CITY OF LAS VEGAS MARYLAND PARKWAY CORRIDOR TOD PLAN | Existing Conditions and Needs Assessment

LEGEND

OAKEY BOULEVARD FOCUS AREA

• The Center Community Center

• Huntridge Theater (vacant) 

• Huntridge Circle Park

• John S. Park Elementary School

• John C Fremont Middle School

The proposed station at Oakey Boulevard is at the intersection 
with Maryland Parkway. The half-mile Focus Area is entirely 
within the Huntridge neighborhood. The area is primarily single-
family residential development. Commercial uses are limited 
capturing service commercial uses at Charleston Boulevard, some 
professional services along Maryland Parkway and just reaching a 
shopping center area at Sahara Avenue. 

John S. Park Elementary School and John C Fremont Middle 
School are both located here as well as a couple of private schools. 
The Focus Area also includes two historic landmarks- the Huntridge 
Theater (vacant) and the John S. Park Historic District. The only bus 
route currently serving this Focus Area is the 109. Public gathering 
spaces in this area include Huntridge Circle Park, and Baker Park.



73 Section 3: Focus Area Profiles

EXISTING LAND USE MIX

ZONING

AGE

MEDIAN INCOME OWNER VS. RENTER 
OCCUPIED HOUSING

PERCENT OF RENT-
BURDENED HOUSEHOLDS

PERCENT OF HOUSEHOLDS AT 
OR BELOW THE POVERTY LINE

(Rent > 30% of 
Household Income)

DEMOGRAPHICS

OF THIS FOCUS 
AREA IS WITHIN  

HIGH-DENSITY  
OR MIXED-USE  

ZONING DISTRICTS

PERCENT OF 
HOUSEHOLDS WITH NO 

VEHICLE AVAILABLE

RACE

TOTAL POPULATION
7,500

21%

48.8%

18.6%

$52,529

7.36%
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40%

13%
5%

33%

20%

69%

11%

Under 17 18 to 64 Over 65

47%
53%

9%

13%

6%

69%

Commercial

Community

GolfCourse

Ind ustrial

MinorImprovements

Mult i-Family Residential

Single-Family Residential

Transportat ion, Communication, and
Utilities
Vacant

Commercial 
Community Facilities 
Minor Improvements 
Multi-Family Residential 
Single-Family Residential 
Vacant

Primarily single-family residential 
with some additional uses.

The zoning in this Focus Area is primarily 
R-1 (Single-Family Residential).

There is also a significant amount of:
• C-V (Civic)

• R-2 (Medium-Low Density Residential) 

• C-1 (Limited Commercial) 

White 
Black or African American 
Hispanic or Latino 
Asian 
Native American 
Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 
Two or More Races 
Other



Existing Infrastructure Rating

See page 27 for criteria for the above ratings.
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PUBLICLY OWNED / VACANT LAND EXISTING INFRASTRUCTURE CONDITIONS
The following vacant and/or publicly owned parcel(s) have been identified 
as candidate parcels for TOD or equitable TOD (eTOD) according to the 
criteria noted on page 17.

CITY OF LAS VEGAS MARYLAND PARKWAY CORRIDOR TOD PLAN | Existing Conditions and Needs Assessment

This section of roadway is motorist focused and very wide with six 
lanes of mixed flow traffic. Existing infrastructure and pedestrian 
safety are poor with only two bus stops with benches, two bus 
shelters and a narrow sidewalk provided adjacent to the roadway. 
There are no designated bus or bike lanes. The sidewalk has 
minimal separation between motorists / pedestrians and is 
significantly lacking protection from the sun. Striped, on-street 
parking located north of Oakley Avenue provides separation 
between motorists/pedestrians.

Within the sidewalk there are few light poles and utilities, 
providing a more consistent path of travel along both sides. In 
contrast, there are multiple residential and commercial driveways 
on both sides which intersect the sidewalk with no pedestrian 
markings. This creates many safety conflict zones between motorist 
traffic and pedestrians. 

Pedestrian comfort is poor with respite provided only at bus 
shelters. There is a lack of pedestrian scale but a raised median 
planted with palm trees, located south of Oakley Avenue, provides 
a minimal improvement. The sidewalk directly adjacent to 
Maryland Parkway also creates a significantly negative impact on 
pedestrian scale, safety, and comfort. 

1212 E. Oakey Boulevard 
• Two parcels totaling 

about 10.2 acres

• Current Ownership: Clark 
County School District

• Site is now completely 
vacant



75 Section 3: Focus Area Profiles

TRANSPORTATION NETWORK

Opportunities

*All metrics are based on 
a 0.5 mile radius around 

planned station locations, 
unless otherwise noted.

*Data Sources: Clark County, City of Las 
Vegas, Google Earth, NDOT, RTC of 
Southern Nevada

Barriers
• Few options for pedestrians to cross 

Maryland Parkway 

• No connecting transit routes

• Relatively high traffic volumes

• Actual travel speeds significantly exceed 
posted speed 

• Area parking supply is primarily privately 
operated

• Smaller block sizes with high sidewalk 
coverage and a relatively dense street 
grid offer multiple routes for walking 

• Add/improve crosswalks 
and curb ramps at 
intersections

• Explore re-purposing of 
travel lanes on Maryland 
Parkway

• Relatively high pedestrian count for 
Maryland Parkway transit corridor

• Several miles of bike facilities existing 
and planned to support bicycle travel 

• Implement planned bike facilities

• High off-street parking supply at the 
street fronts—especially south of Oakey 
Boulevard—presents opportunities for 
infill development, or shared-parking 
strategies to support park-and-ride 
travel
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STREET 

NETWORK

130 intersections

5 signals

87’ curb to curb on Maryland Pkwy adjacent to the station

6 travel lanes + 1 center left turn

WALKING 665 pedestrians observed at Sahara Ave on a weekday in January 2016

100% of major streets within one mile have sidewalks on both sides of the street

18% of intersections have marked crosswalks or ADA ramps present

BICYCLING 27 bicyclists observed at Sahara Ave on a weekday in January 2016

10.8 miles of existing dedicated bike facilities

11.2 miles of planned dedicated bike facilities

TRANSIT 1 transit route

1,412 average daily boardings

No additional new routes planned in Focus Area

SAFETY 59 total crashes in 2017—an increase of 5% from 2015

2 bicyclist-involved crashes in 2017—a decrease of 60% from 2015

9 pedestrian-involved crashes in 2017—an increase of 50% from 2015

DRIVING 22,833 average daily traffic

30 mph posted speed

48 mph actual speed

PARKING

No publicly managed parking in Focus Area
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DESCRIPTION

Focus Area Map

CITY OF LAS VEGAS MARYLAND PARKWAY CORRIDOR TOD PLAN | Existing Conditions and Needs Assessment

LEGEND

MAJOR DESTINATIONS / LANDMARKS

SAHARA AVENUE FOCUS AREA

• John C Fremont Middle School

• City Impact Center

• Historic Commercial Center District

• Las Vegas Athletic Club

• Smith’s Grocery Store

• Baker Park

The proposed station at Sahara Avenue is at the intersection 
with Maryland Parkway. The half-mile Focus Area is half within 
the Huntridge neighborhood and half within the Winchester 
neighborhood. Only the north half of this Focus Area is within the 
City of Las Vegas as it crosses the municipal boundary with Clark 
County at Sahara Boulevard. The area contains a strong mix of 
residential, commercial and community uses. Commercial uses are 
primarily located along Sahara Avenue west of Maryland Parkway. 

John C Fremont Middle School is located here as well as multiple 
private schools. Historic landmarks include the Mesquite Club 
and the historic Commercial Center District. Bus routes currently 
serving this Focus Area include the SX, 109 and 504. The only 
public gathering space in this area is Baker Park.

It should be noted that since the Sahara Avenue Focus Area 
includes areas of both City of Las Vegas and Clark County 
jurisdictions, it is included in both versions of the Existing 
Conditions and Needs Assessment. Analysis for the Clark County 
version uses quarter-mile rather than half-mile radius Focus Areas. 
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EXISTING LAND USE MIX

ZONING

AGE

MEDIAN INCOME OWNER VS. RENTER 
OCCUPIED HOUSING

PERCENT OF RENT-
BURDENED HOUSEHOLDS

PERCENT OF HOUSEHOLDS AT 
OR BELOW THE POVERTY LINE

(Rent > 30% of 
Household Income)

DEMOGRAPHICS

OF THIS FOCUS 
AREA IS WITHIN  

HIGH-DENSITY  
OR MIXED-USE  

ZONING DISTRICTS

PERCENT OF 
HOUSEHOLDS WITH NO 

VEHICLE AVAILABLE

RACE

TOTAL POPULATION
11,694

40%
Strong, balanced mix of uses.

31%

10%

6%20%

26%

5%

Commercial

Community

GolfCourse

Ind ustrial

MinorImprovements

Mult i-Family Residential

Single-Family Residential

Transportat ion, Communication, and
Utilities
Vacant

17.5%

$44,294

49.7%
17.3%
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38%

6%5%14%

35%

21%

67%

11%

Under 17 18 to 64 Over 65

63%

37%

Commercial 
Community Facilities 
Golf Course 
Minor Improvements 
Multi-Family Residential 
Single-Family Residential 
Vacant

The zoning within the City of Las Vegas 
half of in this Focus Area is primarily R-1 
(Single-Family Residential) and  
C-1 (Limited Commercial).

There is also a significant amount of:
• C-V (Civic)

• R-2 (Medium-Low Density Residential) 

White 
Black or African American 
Hispanic or Latino 
Asian 
Native American 
Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 
Two or More Races 
Other



Existing Infrastructure Rating

See page 27 for criteria for the above ratings.

78 

PUBLICLY OWNED / VACANT LAND EXISTING INFRASTRUCTURE CONDITIONS
The following vacant and/or publicly owned parcel(s) have been identified 
as candidate parcels for TOD or equitable TOD (eTOD) according to the 
criteria noted on page 17.

CITY OF LAS VEGAS MARYLAND PARKWAY CORRIDOR TOD PLAN | Existing Conditions and Needs Assessment

2312 S. Maryland Parkway
• Six parcels totaling 2.2 

acres 

• Current Ownership: FEM 
LLC (James Mason & 
William Mason)

• Vacant

This section of roadway is motorist focused and very wide with six 
lanes of mixed flow traffic. Existing infrastructure and pedestrian 
safety are poor with only one bus stop, two bus shelters and a 
narrow sidewalk provided adjacent to the roadway. There are four 
additional bus shelters along Sahara Avenue within ½ mile radius. 
There are no designated bus or bike lanes. The sidewalk has no 
separation between motorists / pedestrians and is significantly 
lacking protection from the sun.

South of Sahara Avenue, within the sidewalk there are few light 
poles and utilities, providing for a more consistent path of travel 
along both sides. North of Sahara Avenue on the east side, 
there are numerous light poles within the sidewalk, disrupting a 
consistent path of travel. Additionally, there are multiple retail and 
commercial driveways on both sides of the roadway and adjacent 
to the Sahara Avenue intersection which intersect the sidewalk 
with no pedestrian markings. This creates many safety conflict 
zones between motorist traffic and pedestrians. 

Pedestrian comfort is poor with respite provided only at bus 
shelters. There is a significant lack of pedestrian scale with the 
absence of street trees or streetscape furniture. The sidewalk 
directly adjacent to Maryland Parkway, an arterial roadway 
intersection, and multiple parking lots also creates a significantly 
negative impact on pedestrian scale, safety, and comfort. 
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TRANSPORTATION NETWORK

Opportunities

*All metrics are based on 
a 0.5 mile radius around 

planned station locations, 
unless otherwise noted.

*Data Sources: Clark County, City of Las 
Vegas, Google Earth, NDOT, RTC of 
Southern Nevada

Barriers

• Explore re-purposing of travel lanes 
on Maryland Parkway; widest curb-
to-curb width in Maryland Parkway 
transit corridor

• Relatively high pedestrian count for 
Maryland Parkway transit corridor

• Add/improve crosswalks and curb 
ramps at intersections

• Implement planned bike facilities

• High off-street parking supply at 
the street fronts presents 
opportunities for infill 
development, or shared-
parking strategies to 
support park-and-ride travel

• Wide curb-to-curb width is currently 
a significant barrier to safe walking 
and bicycling

• Few options for pedestrians to cross 
Maryland Parkway 

• Few connecting transit routes

• Relatively high traffic volumes

• Travel speeds significantly exceed 
posted speed limit 

• Area parking supply is primarily 
privately operated
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STREET 

NETWORK

81 intersections

5 signals

108’ curb to curb on Maryland Pkwy adjacent to the station

6 travel lanes + 2 center left turn lanes

WALKING 665 pedestrians observed at Sahara Avenue on a weekday in January 2016

100% of major streets within one mile have sidewalks on both sides of the street

26% of intersections have marked crosswalks or ADA ramps present

BICYCLING 27 bicyclists observed at Sahara avenue on a weekday in January 2016

6.9 miles of dedicated bike facilities

7.6 miles of dedicated bike facilities

TRANSIT 1 transit route

2,549 average daily boardings

No additional new routes planned in Focus Area 

SAFETY 152 total crashes in 2017—an increase of 92% from 2015

3 bicyclist-involved crashes in 2017

1 pedestrian-involved crash in 2017

DRIVING 26,380 average daily traffic

30 mph posted speed

40 mph actual speed

PARKING

No publicly managed parking in Focus Area
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FOCUS AREAS SUMMARY
This final section of the Existing Conditions and Needs Assessment Report provides a series 
of concluding thoughts in several key categories, including land use and zoning; vacant and 
publicly-owned land, infrastructure conditions and the transportation network. 

The report concludes with a table that compares the TOD Supportiveness related to physical 
and key regulatory factors for each of the 11 Focus Areas. Note that there will be a deeper 
dive on several aspects of the priority Focus Areas when those are determined for the more 
detailed TOD planning effort.

Finally, the results of this report, while very telling, should not be used in isolation. It will be 
important to consider the key findings contained here along with economic readiness and 
community input before determining priority Focus Areas for further planning and design.

4
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FOCUS AREA TOD SUPPORTIVENESS COMPARISON

INFRASTRUCTURE CONDITIONSLAND USE AND ZONING

TRANSPORTATION NETWORK

VACANT AND PUBLICLY-OWNED LAND

Overall the City of Las Vegas owned proposed route varies 
between each roadway from a poor to fair environment, with the 
Bonneville Transit Center Loop providing a good environment for 
existing transportation infrastructure and pedestrian safety. While 
still motorist focused,the route from Downtown to the Medical 
District provides varying degrees of designated bike and bus lanes, 
bike racks, shade, streetscape furniture, and planted median and 
parkways. This is in addition to bus stops, bus shelters, and narrow 
sidewalks. The Bonneville Transit Center is located adjacent to the 
route and provides a key existing infrastructure element. Typically 
the sidewalk has no separation between motorists / pedestrians 
and is lacking protection from the sun. This is potentially unsafe for 
pedestrians walking next to traffic and exposure to the intense Las 
Vegas sunlight. Within the sidewalk there are few light poles and 
utilities which disrupt a consistent path of travel. There are multiple 
residential, retail, and commercial driveways along both sides which 
intersect the sidewalk path of travel with no pedestrian markings. 
This creates many safety conflict zones between motorist traffic and 
pedestrians. 

Approximately five and a half miles of the Maryland Parkway 
Corridor are located in the City of Las Vegas, north of Sahara 
Avenue. The northern end of the corridor has narrower streets, 
denser urban development, and is generally more walkable and 
bikeable, with higher intersection density, more traffic signals, and 
lower vehicle volumes, than the wider suburban arterial through the 
south end of the route in Clark County. 

There have been more vehicle collisions along the corridor involving 
people walking than for people bicycling. Opportunities exist 
to improve safety and access for people walking and bicycling, 
including infrastructure and programmatic improvements. 

Planned multimodal connections include two new transit routes and 
numerous dedicated bicycle lanes.

There are key reasons why vacant/public land parcels provide better 
TOD economic (re)development opportunities than occupied, 
private land as follows:

• Nevada law allows local governments to sell property they 
own at less than fair market value for public purposes and for 
economic (re)development 

• RTC, Clark County and the City of Las Vegas have as key policy 
goals the development of affordable, urban housing and (re)
development of the Maryland Parkway Corridor so they are 
motivated to provide incentives

• TOD has higher risks and lower profit margins than 
conventional, greenfield development, so incentives for TOD 
are often necessary--and those incentives come, quite often, 
from governments in the form of free or discounted land, 
waivers of conditions, expedited entitlement approvals and/or 
joint development opportunities

• Vacant parcels are, usually, much less expensive to purchase 
than a parcel with an occupied building with a non-TOD use, 
and demolition costs of the non-TOD use also increase the 
overall cost of TOD.

A mix of land uses provides activity in an area at all times of day, 
reduced traffic and parking demand, increased walkability, and 
a sustainable development pattern. The study area typically has 
a strong vertical and horizontal mix of uses. The Focus Areas 
between Grand Central Parkway Station and 4th Street are lacking 
in residential uses and the Focus Areas at Charleston and Oakey 
Stations are lacking in commercial uses.

The City of Las Vegas is incrementally changing the entire Downtown 
Master Plan area to the FBC transect zoning. The area is between 
Charleston and Sahara is outside of the Downtown Master Plan area, 
but may also have zoning changes based on recommendations from 
this TOD Plan and/or designations from the 2050 Master Plan.
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TOD SUPPORTIVENESS COMPARISON TABLE

PA
LO

M
IN

O
  

LA
N

E

M
E

D
IC

A
L 

 
C

E
N

TE
R

S H
A

D
O

W
  

LA
N

E

G
R

A
N

D
 C

EN
TR

A
L 

PA
R

K
W

A
Y

B
O

N
N

EV
IL

LE
 

TR
A

N
SI

T 
C

EN
TE

R

4T
H

 S
TR

E
E

T

8T
H

 S
TR

E
E

T

C
A

R
SO

N
/ 

M
A

R
Y

LA
N

D
 

PA
R

K
W

A
Y

C
H

A
R

LE
ST

O
N

 
B

O
U

LE
V

A
R

D

O
A

K
E

Y
 

B
O

U
LE

V
A

R
D

SA
H

A
R

A
  

A
V

E
N

U
E

TOTAL SCORE 7 9 7 8 9 8 11 11 5 2 6

MIX OF USES 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 1 0 2

ZONING 0 1 1 0 1 2 2 2 0 -1 0

(RE)DEVELOPMENT OPPORTUNITIES 2 2 1 2 2 1 2 2 1 0 1

INFRASTRUCTURE CONDITIONS 0 1 0 1 2 1 1 1 0 0 0

MULTIMODAL CONNECTIVITY 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1

VEHICULAR ACCESSIBILITY 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

TRAFFIC SAFETY IMPACTS 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0

This table ranks each Focus Area based on the readiness indicators outlined in the Focus Area profiles. A Focus Area is considered 
more “TOD ready” if it currently has a strong mix of land uses, large amount of high-density or mixed-use zoning, more development or 
redevelopment opportunities, high quality infrastructure conditions, and strong connectivity for bikes, pedestrians and cars. 

(Out of 14 maximum)
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TOD SUPPORTIVENESS SCORING RUBRIC

MIX OF USES

The Mix of Uses scores were determined based on how many relevant land use categories occupy over 15% 
of a Focus Area. The land use categories determined to be relevant to mixed-use TOD include Commercial, 
Community, Multi-Family Residential, and Single-Family Residential. The Commercial land use category also 
includes office and employment uses. These uses were chosen based on the activity and vibrancy they contribute 
to a Focus Area. The more of these uses a Focus Area contains, the more people will be present and moving 
around within the area at all times of day and days of the week. This critical mass of people is important in 
successful TOD in terms of consistently high transit ridership, creating a sense of place and community, increasing 
sales for retail businesses, and balancing parking demand to enable less stringent parking requirements. 

ZONING

Zoning scores are based on what Focus Areas have the highest amount of land that is currently zoned for 
high-density uses or mixed-uses. Focus Areas with the most land in the zoning categories noted below are 
considered more TOD-ready as they don’t require rezoning to happen before successful TOD to occur. It should 
be noted that some currently-designated zoning districts will change as a result of the Downtown Master Plan 
implementation of FBC, recommendations from this Plan, and/or designations from the 2050 Master Plan.

For the purposes of this analysis, the following zones from within the half-mile Focus Areas were considered high-
density and/or mixed-use: C-1, C-2, C-D, C-V, O, R-3, R-4, R-5, T4-C, T4-MS, T5-C, T5-M, T5-MS, T5-N, T6-UC, 
T6-UG, and TG-UGL.

(RE)DEVELOPMENT 
OPPORTUNITIES

The following subjective and objective criteria was used to develop a composite score for (Re)Development 
Opportunities for each Focus Area throughout the proposed Maryland Parkway Corridor:

• Presence of nearby residential rent of $2.00 per 
square foot or higher

• Employment density of 20 jobs per acre or higher

• Capital investment as evidence of a transitioning 
neighborhood 

• Average Annual Daily Traffic of greater than 30,000 
cars or high daytime and nighttime pedestrian 
volume

• Walk score above 90, indicating a strong presence 
of neighborhood walking destinations

• Overall pedestrian and bicycle network

• Quality of and presence of Focus Area 
development incentives, e.g., redevelopment 
authority, not for profit development/business 
organizations (LVMD, Maryland Parkway Coalition), 
opportunity zone, parking reductions & density 
bonuses in code, etc.

• Presence of available vacant land
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FOCUS AREA BY TOD SUPPORTIVENESS 
SCORE

INFRASTRUCTURE 
CONDITIONS

The methodology for developing the existing infrastructure 
rating was based on the typical elements which characterize 
a successful multi-modal transit and pedestrian friendly 
streetscape. Refer to page 17 for a description of the specific 
elements. The categorical ratings are based on observed 
quantities and qualities of these elements which are present 
within each Focus Area. The overall rating is based on the 
combination of those existing elements working together to 
create what is the existing transportation infrastructure system.

MULTIMODAL 
CONNECTIVITY

Multi-Modal Connectivity scores are based on intersection 
counts, signal counts, pedestrian counts, sidewalk coverage 
on major streets, percentage of intersections with marked 
crosswalks and ADA ramps, bicyclist counts, miles of existing 
and planned bike lanes, counts of existing and planned transit 
routes, and sums of transit ridership. Higher values for these 
metrics contribute to higher scores.

VEHICULAR 
ACCESSIBILITY

Vehicular Accessibility scores are based on roadway width and 
lane count, with wider widths and higher lane counts contribute 
to higher scores. We scored these as more favorable attributes 
in terms of potential space to accommodate dedicated lanes 
for BRT; however, these attributes also reduce the traffic safety 
impact rating of a location.

TRAFFIC SAFETY 
IMPACTS

Traffic Safety Impacts scores are based on total traffic collisions, 
collisions involving bicyclists, collisions involving pedestrians, 
changes in annual totals for these three collision counts, 
roadway width, and lane count. Higher counts of collisions, 
higher increases in collisions, wider road widths, and higher 
lane counts contribute to lower scores. For stations in the City 
of Las Vegas, the difference between posted speed limits and 
observed vehicle speeds is included too. Higher observed 
speeds than posted limits contribute to lower scores.

FOCUS AREA
TOD 

SUPPORTIVENESS 
SCORE

8TH STREET 11
CARSON/  
MARYLAND PARKWAY 11
BONNEVILLE TRANSIT 
CENTER 9
MEDICAL CENTER 9
4TH STREET 8
GRAND CENTRAL 
PARKWAY 8
PALOMINO LANE 7
SHADOW LANE 7
SAHARA AVENUE 6
CHARLESTON 
BOULEVARD 5
OAKEY BOULEVARD 2

(Out of 14 maximum)
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PROJECT OVERVIEW 
The Regional Transportation Commission of Southern Nevada (RTC), along with its 
partners the City of Las Vegas (CLV) and Clark County (CC), are preparing to make a 
substantial investment into the creation of an 8.7 mile long high-capacity transit  line 
along the Maryland Parkway Corridor connecting the Las Vegas Medical District (LVMD), 
Downtown Las Vegas, Sunrise Hospital, Boulevard Mall, the University of Nevada – Las 
Vegas (UNLV), and McCarran International Airport.   

To support the success and ridership of the transit line, the project partners want to 
identify and support opportunities for transit-oriented development (TOD) near transit 
stations. Economic & Planning Systems (EPS) is supporting MIG in the development of the 
TOD Plan for the Maryland Parkway Corridor.  

This report provides a summary of the TOD Market Readiness Analysis, completed along 
the corridor to identify Focus Areas with the greatest potential to attract TOD. More in-
depth market analysis will be completed for the highest priority Focus Areas to help 
efforts to attract TOD to the corridor.   
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MARKET READINESS APPROACH 
The goal of the market readiness analysis is to identify Focus Areas that have (1) 
market demand for and (2) development conditions supportive of TOD. 

The analysis used a two-tiered approach to score Focus Areas (encompassing the half-
mile area around each transit station) based on criteria that correlate with market 
momentum and development opportunity for TOD. There are several factors or 
characteristics required for quality TOD to occur. Many of these can be measured using 
quantitative and/or spatial analysis. By identifying the presence of these TOD 
requirements, focus areas can be characterized in terms of the potential for TOD (or 
the level of public and private intervention needed to support it).  

The TOD measures were grouped into two categories—Market Momentum and 
Development Opportunity—with a score calculated for each. Focus Areas were then 
ranked by the combined score. One point is given for each metric if a Focus Area meets 
the given criteria, with a total of 7 points in each category and 14 points in total.  
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INPUTS TO PRIORITY FOCUS AREAS SELECTION 
The market readiness scores outlined in this Market Readiness Analysis are one of 
three major inputs into determining the highest priority Focus Areas for TOD. The 
second major input is the TOD supportiveness score developed in the Existing 
Conditions and Needs Assessment Report. The third major input is feedback gathered 
from the community and stakeholders during public engagement efforts. These three 
major inputs, along with staff expertise, local knowledge, and other considerations 
such as geographic distribution will ultimately be combined to determine which Focus 
Areas are the highest priority for TOD and where more detailed planning and design 
work will be done as part of this Plan.  

The Priority Focus Area selection major inputs are: 

 Market Readiness Report - Market Momentum and Development Opportunity scores 

 Existing Conditions Report - TOD Supportiveness score 

 Community and Stakeholder Input 
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TOD SUPPORTIVENESS AND COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT 
Community and Stakeholder Input 
The goal of community and stakeholder input 
as a part of the selection process for priority 
Focus Areas is to address community need 
throughout the study area. Community 
members and stakeholders will not only be 
able to provide a prioritized ranking of Focus 
Areas to become mixed-use hubs, but will 
also be able to provide valuable information 
about what they envision the community 
needs in different locations. These 
community needs may include better 
pedestrian and bike facilities, reduction of 
traffic congestion, more jobs, more shops 
and restaurants, more housing options, more 
affordable housing, increased safety, more 
shade trees, and/or more parks/open space.  

 

 

TOD Supportiveness 

The TOD Supportiveness score is used to 
rank each Focus Area based on seven 
readiness indicators including mix of uses, 
zoning, (re)development opportunities, 
infrastructure conditions, multi-modal 
connectivity, vehicular accessibility, and 
traffic safety impacts. A Focus Area is 
considered more “TOD ready” if it currently 
has a strong mix of land uses, has a large 
amount of high-density or mixed-use 
zoning, has more development or 
redevelopment opportunities, has high 
quality infrastructure conditions, and has 
strong connectivity for bikes, pedestrians 
and cars. TOD Supportiveness scores and 
methodology are in the Existing Conditions 
and Needs Assessment Report. 
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FOCUS AREAS OVERALL SCORES 

Total Score
TOD 

Supportiveness
Market 

Momentum
Development 

Opportunity

City of Las Vegas
Palomino Ln 7 3 3
Medical Center 9 4 5
Shadow Ln 7 4 5
Grand Central Pkwy 8 7 7
Bonneville Transit Center 9 7 7
4th St 8 7 7
8th St 11 6 4
Maryland Pkwy 11 7 3
Charleston Blvd 5 5 2
Oakey Blvd 2 4 2
Sahara Ave 6 2 4

Source: Economic & Planning Systems

* TOD Supportiveness scores are from the Existing Conditions and Needs Assessment Report 
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MARKET READINESS METHODOLOGY 
This Market Readiness Analysis was conducted for the half-mile area around each 
proposed station (the “Focus Area”). Data was collected at either a point level 
(aggregated to a polygon) or at a polygon level aligning with the focus area boundaries. 
Where focus areas overlap, data are included for each relevant area (i.e. some data are 
double-counted). Data sources are noted on page 7. 

As noted, two categories are used for analysis: 

Market Momentum measures the strength of market trends and indicators of where 
market pressure is the greatest. Using metrics such as rent and vacancy levels, as well as 
population and employment growth, this metric evaluates which areas the market has 
already gravitated towards, indicating an existing level of support for new development. 

Development Opportunity looks at locations where market trends could evolve in the 
future, based on the readiness of an area for TOD growth. Focusing on physical 
components, including average parcel size and level of vacant or underutilized acreage, 
this metric identifies areas with capacity and opportunity for new development. 
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DATA INPUTS 
Market Momentum Development Opportunity 

Office Rents (2019, CoStar) Average Parcel Size (assessor) 

Retail Rents (2019, CoStar) Acreage of Vacant Land (assessor) 

Vacancy (office & retail) (2019, CoStar) Acreage of “Underutilized” Land (assessor, 
EPS analysis) 

Recent Development (office, retail, 
multifamily, hospitality) (built since 2010, 
CoStar) 

Presence of Funding/Financing Opportunities 
(local and federal data) 

Household Growth (2010-2019, ESRI) Identified TOD Sites (Paceline Consulting 
analysis) 

Employment Growth (2010-2017, US Census 
LEHD) 

Number of major destinations/landmarks 
(Existing Conditions Report) 

Presence of TOD-Supportive Demographics 
(2019, ESRI) Population/Employment Density (2019, ESRI) 
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TOTAL MARKET READINESS SCORE 
To determine a focus area’s overall market readiness, the Market Momentum and 
Development Opportunity scores are added, resulting in a score ranging from 0 to 14. 

Among the 11 focus areas in the City of Las Vegas, overall Market Readiness scores 
ranged from 6 to 14, with an average score of 10. 

The three focus areas with the top overall scores are Grand Central Parkway (14), 
Bonneville Transit Center (14), and 4th Street (14). 

Market 
Momentum 

• Ranged from 2 to 7 
• Average score of 5 

Development 
Opportunity 

• Ranged from 2 to 7 
• Average score of 4 

Total           
Score 

• Ranged from 6 to 14 
• Average score of 10 



Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. Maryland Parkway Corridor TOD Market Readiness Analysis |  9 

TOTAL SCORE 
The highest scoring Focus Areas are in 
the core of Downtown, including Grand 
Central Parkway and Bonneville Transit 
Center, and 4th Street. These areas are 
already conducive and have attracted 
higher density development and have 
current market strengths. 

The other highest scoring areas along 
the corridor include stations along 
Fremont Street east of the downtown 
core (8th Street and Maryland Parkway) 
and two stations in the Medical District 
area (Medical Center and Shadow Lane). 

Market 
Momentum

Development 
Opportunity

Total 
Score

City of Las Vegas
Grand Central Pkwy 7 7 14
Bonneville Transit Center 7 7 14
4th St 7 7 14
8th St 6 4 10
Maryland Pkwy 7 3 10
Medical Center 4 5 9
Shadow Ln 4 5 9
Charleston Blvd 5 2 7
Palomino Ln 3 3 6
Oakey Blvd 4 2 6
Sahara Ave 2 4 6

Source: Economic & Planning Systems
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TOTAL SCORE MAP 
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MAJOR TAKEAWAYS 
The market conditions along the City of Las Vegas portion of the corridor are generally 
strong. The Medical District, core Downtown, and East Carson/Fremont Street Focus 
Areas were found to be good candidates for TOD. These areas already have higher 
density uses and are generally transit supportive. The focus of station area planning 
and identification of potential TOD projects/uses should focus on helping to increase 
the diversity and mixture of uses in this area. 

Generally, the density of people living in the Focus Areas in the City of Las Vegas 
section of the corridor is low. However, many of the Focus Areas serve significant 
employment areas and have less residential units. Supporting the growth of more 
housing options is a way to attract TOD and to help increase the vibrancy of the area.  
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MARKET MOMENTUM 
The market momentum component 
looks at the strength of the real estate 
market in each focus area, comparing 
each area’s market to the other focus 
areas along the corridor and the broader 
Las Vegas metro area.  

The metrics assess growth trends and 
real estate values, and are used as 
indicators of whether the market will 
support a new project/new development 
within the focus area.  

 

Each focus area is scored on seven 
metrics, with a score of 0 or 1 for each. 
 
The focus area’s total market momentum 
score, ranging from 0 to 7, provides an 
indication of the current strength of the 
market support for TOD. 
 
The scores are used to assess the 
relative differences between focus areas 
and assist in identifying areas for more 
in-depth market analysis. 
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MARKET MOMENTUM METRICS AND SCORING 

Market Momentum Year(s) Source Criteria 0 1 Scores

Office Rents 2019 CoStar Average rent level < $20 per sq.ft. > $20 per sq. ft. 0 or 1
Retail Rents 2019 CoStar Average rent compared to corridor median < median rent  > median rent 0 or 1
Vacancy (Office/Retail) 2019 CoStar Vacany rate below 10% < 10% vacancy > 10% vacancy 0 or 1
Recent Development 2010-2020 CoStar Permitted new development No new development Presence of new development 0 or 1
Household Growth 2010-2019 Census; ESRI Annual average new households Growth of < 10 households/year Growth of > 10 households/year 0 or 1
Employment Growth 2010-2017 LEHD Annual average new jobs No growth or decline in employment Growth in employment 0 or 1
TOD Demographics More than 2 criteria met 2 or fewer criteria met More than 2 criteria met 0 or 1

Non-Family Households 2019 ESRI Greater than 50% of HHs
Households without Children 2017 ACS; ESRI Greater percentage than MSA
Householders age 25-34 2019 ESRI Greater percentage than MSA
Householders age 55-64 2019 ESRI Greater percentage than MSA

Possible Score 0 to 7

Scoring Values
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MARKET MOMENTUM SUMMARY 
The market readiness scores for all focus 
areas in the City of Las Vegas are higher 
than the County, with four areas scoring 7, 
and only two areas scoring less than 4. 

Focus Areas closest into the Downtown core 
scored the best. 

 

The Focus Areas along much of the corridor 
have generally strong real estate conditions 
and have been attracting new development. 
The City of Las Vegas’s efforts to attract 
development to downtown are reflected in 
the scores for the stations.  

Market Momentum
Avg. Office 

Rent
Office Rent 

Score
Avg. Retail 

Rent
Retail Rent 

Score
Commercial 

Vacancy %
Vacancy 

Score
Recent Dev. 

Projects
Recent Dev. 

Score
Household 

Growth
HH Growth 

Score
Employment 

Growth
Emp. Growth 

Score
TOD 

Demo.
TOD Demo. 

Score
Total 

Score

City of Las Vegas
Grand Central Pkwy $20.62 1 $23.99 1 1% 1 16 1 11 1 694 1 3 1 7
Bonneville Transit Center $26.62 1 $23.70 1 7% 1 20 1 36 1 1,058 1 3 1 7
4th St $29.27 1 $39.23 1 7% 1 14 1 42 1 557 1 3 1 7
Maryland Pkwy $26.22 1 $36.00 1 7% 1 8 1 26 1 100 1 3 1 7
8th St $28.88 1 $42.34 1 8% 1 10 1 22 1 -64 0 3 1 6
Charleston Blvd $18.83 0 $9.14 0 4% 1 7 1 13 1 32 1 3 1 5
Medical Center $17.33 0 $27.00 1 4% 1 4 1 5 0 -107 0 3 1 4
Shadow Ln $17.55 0 - 0 3% 1 4 1 4 0 240 1 3 1 4
Oakey Blvd $9.61 0 $18.56 1 20% 0 5 1 11 1 6 1 1 0 4
Palomino Ln $17.46 0 $26.40 1 8% 1 3 1 1 0 -296 0 2 0 3
Sahara Ave $11.75 0 $15.49 0 11% 0 5 1 16 1 -124 0 1 0 2
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DEVELOPMENT OPPORTUNITY 
The development opportunity 
component looks at the physical and 
regulatory characteristics of parcels in 
each focus area.  

This metric measures the “readiness” of 
the physical environment for mixed-use 
TOD. Accounting factors such as 
available land, development suitability, 
and supportive policy, the metric is used 
as an indicator of the feasibility of 
development in the focus area.  

Each focus area is scored on seven 
metrics, with a score of 0 or 1 for each. 
 
The focus area’s total development 
opportunity score, ranging from 0 to 7, 
provides an indication of the current 
development potential for TOD. 
 
The scores are used to assess the 
relative differences between focus areas 
and assist in identifying areas for more 
in-depth market analysis. 
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DEVELOPMENT OPPORTUNITY METRICS AND SCORING 

Development Opportunity Year(s) Source Criteria 0 1 Scores

Development Supportiveness 2019 Assessor Average parcel size < 1/3 ac > 1/3 ac 0 or 1

Development Sites

Vacant Land 2019 Assessor Vacant acreage < 20ac vacant  > 20 ac vacant 0 or 1

Underutilized Land 2019 Assessor Acreage of parcels with building to land value ratio of 
less than 0.5 < 50 ac underutilized > 50 ac underutilized 0 or 1

Funding/Financing Opportunities 2019 Federal Data Station within value capture mechanism or federal 
investment program designation (opportunity zone)

No value capture mechanism 
present

Presence of value capture 
mechanism 0 or 1

Identifed TOD Sites n/a Existing Conditions Report Acreage identified by Paceline Consulting analysis < 2.5 ac of identified land > 2.5 ac of identified land 0 or 1

Major Destinations and Landmarks n/a Existing Conditions Report Number of major destinations and landmarks Lower half of distribution Top half of distribution 0 or 1

Population/Employment Density 2019 ESRI Residents and employees per acre Fewer than 30 
residents/employees per acre

30 residents/employees 
per acre or more 0 or 1

Possible Score 0 to 7

Scoring Values



Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. Maryland Parkway Corridor TOD Market Readiness Analysis |  17 

DEVELOPMENT OPPORTUNITY SUMMARY 
The Grand Central Parkway, Bonneville Transit 
Center, and 4th Street focus areas had the highest 
development readiness scores, with a 7/7. Only 
four focus areas scored under 4 on this metric. 

Most of the areas have larger average parcel sizes 
in addition to the presence of vacant and/or 
underutilized parcels, making them good 
candidates for (re)development. 

Development Opportunity
Avg. Parcel 

Size
Parcel 

Size Score
Vacant 

Acreage

Vacant 
Acreage 

Score
Underutilized 

Acreage

Underutilized 
Acreage 

Score

Funding / 
Financing Tool 

Presence

Funding / 
Financing 

Score

Publicly 
Owned/Vacant 
Land Acreage

Publicly 
Owned/Vacant 

Land Score

Number of Major 
Destinations/ 

Landmarks
Destinations 

Score

Population/ 
Employment 

Density
Density 

Score
Total 

Score

City of Las Vegas
Grand Central Pkwy 0.96            1 70.0 1 104.88           1 Yes 1 4.82 1 10 1 44.79           1 7
Bonneville Transit Center 0.59            1 61.5 1 105.58           1 Yes 1 5.27 1 10 1 54.29           1 7
4th St 0.56            1 40.1 1 78.71              1 Yes 1 5.45 1 9 1 56.22           1 7
Medical Center 0.53            1 35.3 1 38.41              0 Yes 1 2.50 0 6 1 37.31           1 5
Shadow Ln 0.48            1 23.6 1 19.99              0 Yes 1 1.60 0 6 1 39.01           1 5
8th St 0.45            1 5.9 0 29.59              0 Yes 1 2.75 1 5 0 54.50           1 4
Sahara Ave 0.45            1 13.5 0 65.67              1 Yes 1 2.20 0 6 1 21.03           0 4
Palomino Ln 0.47            1 32.4 1 45.03              0 Yes 1 1.24 0 3 0 19.74           0 3
Maryland Pkwy 0.34            1 3.3 0 19.73              0 Yes 1 5.60 1 3 0 29.78           0 3
Charleston Blvd 0.28            0 5.7 0 11.43              0 Yes 1 3.60 1 5 0 17.63           0 2
Oakey Blvd 0.25            0 5.5 0 5.90                0 Yes 1 10.20 1 5 0 14.83           0 2

The more urban Focus Areas are 
naturally more conducive to higher 
density development that is desired near 
transit stations. As a result, the more 
urban focus areas scored higher. It may 
be worth focusing on the less urban 
areas to increase their ability to attract 
higher density development.  
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DEFINITIONS 
Terminology and concepts used through this analysis that may need definition for the reader include: 

TOD:  Transit Oriented Development 

Focus Area:  The term used to identify the ½ mile area around each proposed transit station 

MSA:  Metropolitan Statistical Area (Las Vegas-Henderson-Paradise)  

NNN Rent:  Retail rental rates referenced are based on their triple-net rent. The rental rate 
  excludes the cost of taxes, insurance, and maintenance, which the tenant is 
  responsible for in addition to rent. 

Full Service Rent: Commercial rental rates referenced are based on their full rental cost. The rental rate 
  includes all costs including taxes, insurance, and maintenance, which is paid for and 
  provided by the owner of the building. 

Value Capture: Term to describe public financing tools that can capture taxable value generated by 
  new development for reinvestment into an area. (Example: Tax Increment Financing 
  District) 

Opportunity Zone: A Federal designation of areas where investors (in businesses or real estate 
  development) can obtain capital gains tax deference for investment made into an 
  Opportunity Zone.  



FOCUS AREAS SCORES 
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GRAND CENTRAL PKWY       MARKET MOMENTUM 

Office Retail Commercial Recent

Rent Rent Vacancy Development

$20.62 /sq. ft. $23.99 /sq. ft. 1% 16 projects

1 1 1 1

Household Employment TOD

Growth Growth Demographics

11 HH/year 694 jobs/year 3 categories

1 1 1

Market
Momentum

Score
7
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GRAND CENTRAL PKWY  DEVELOPMENT OPPORTUNITY 

Average Vacant Underutilized Funding/Financing

Parcel Size Acreage Acreage Tools

0.96 ac 70.02 ac 104.88 ac Yes

1 1 1 1

TOD Major Population &

Sites Destinations Employment Density

4.82 ac 10 destinations 44.79 persons/ac

1 1 1

Development
Opportunity

Score
7
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BONNEVILLE TRANSIT CENTER      MARKET MOMENTUM 

Office Retail Commercial Recent

Rent Rent Vacancy Development

$26.62 /sq. ft. $23.70 /sq. ft. 7% 20 projects

1 1 1 1

Household Employment TOD

Growth Growth Demographics

36 HH/year 1,058 jobs/year 3 categories

1 1 1

Market
Momentum

Score
7
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BONNEVILLE TRANSIT CENTER DEVELOPMENT OPPORTUNITY 

Average Vacant Underutilized Funding/Financing

Parcel Size Acreage Acreage Tools

0.59 ac 61.53 ac 105.58 ac Yes

1 1 1 1

TOD Major Population &

Sites Destinations Employment Density

5.27 ac 10 destinations 54.29 persons/ac

1 1 1

Development
Opportunity

Score
7
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4TH STREET         MARKET MOMENTUM 

Office Retail Commercial Recent

Rent Rent Vacancy Development

$29.27 /sq. ft. $39.23 /sq. ft. 7% 14 projects

1 1 1 1

Household Employment TOD

Growth Growth Demographics

42 HH/year 557 jobs/year 3 categories

1 1 1

Market
Momentum

Score
7
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4TH STREET    DEVELOPMENT OPPORTUNITY 

Average Vacant Underutilized Funding/Financing

Parcel Size Acreage Acreage Tools

0.56 ac 40.11 ac 78.71 ac Yes

1 1 1 1

TOD Major Population &

Sites Destinations Employment Density

5.45 ac 9 destinations 56.22 persons/ac

1 1 1

Development
Opportunity

Score
7
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MARYLAND PARKWAY       MARKET MOMENTUM 

Office Retail Commercial Recent

Rent Rent Vacancy Development

$26.22 /sq. ft. $36.00 /sq. ft. 7% 8 projects

1 1 1 1

Household Employment TOD

Growth Growth Demographics

26 HH/year 100 jobs/year 3 categories

1 1 1

Market
Momentum

Score
7
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MARYLAND PARKWAY  DEVELOPMENT OPPORTUNITY 

Average Vacant Underutilized Funding/Financing

Parcel Size Acreage Acreage Tools

0.34 ac 3.26 ac 19.73 ac Yes

1 0 0 1

TOD Major Population &

Sites Destinations Employment Density

5.60 ac 3 destinations 29.78 persons/ac

1 0 0

Development
Opportunity

Score
3
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8TH STREET         MARKET MOMENTUM 

Office Retail Commercial Recent

Rent Rent Vacancy Development

$28.88 /sq. ft. $42.34 /sq. ft. 8% 10 projects

1 1 1 1

Household Employment TOD

Growth Growth Demographics

22 HH/year Job Loss 3 categories

1 0 1

Market
Momentum

Score
6
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8TH STREET    DEVELOPMENT OPPORTUNITY 

Average Vacant Underutilized Funding/Financing

Parcel Size Acreage Acreage Tools

0.45 ac 5.92 ac 29.59 ac Yes

1 0 0 1

TOD Major Population &

Sites Destinations Employment Density

2.75 ac 5 destinations 54.50 persons/ac

1 0 1

Development
Opportunity

Score
4
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CHARLESTON BLVD       MARKET MOMENTUM 

Office Retail Commercial Recent

Rent Rent Vacancy Development

$18.83 /sq. ft. $9.14 /sq. ft. 4% 7 projects

0 0 1 1

Household Employment TOD

Growth Growth Demographics

13 HH/year 32 jobs/year 3 categories

1 1 1

Market
Momentum

Score
5
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CHARLESTON BLVD  DEVELOPMENT OPPORTUNITY 

Average Vacant Underutilized Funding/Financing

Parcel Size Acreage Acreage Tools

0.28 ac 5.73 ac 11.43 ac Yes

0 0 0 1

TOD Major Population &

Sites Destinations Employment Density

3.60 ac 5 destinations 17.63 persons/ac

1 0 0

Development
Opportunity

Score
2
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MEDICAL CENTER        MARKET MOMENTUM 

Office Retail Commercial Recent

Rent Rent Vacancy Development

$17.33 /sq. ft. $27.00 /sq. ft. 4% 4 projects

0 1 1 1

Household Employment TOD

Growth Growth Demographics

5 HH/year Job Loss 3 categories

0 0 1

Market
Momentum

Score
4
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MEDICAL CENTER   DEVELOPMENT OPPORTUNITY 

Average Vacant Underutilized Funding/Financing

Parcel Size Acreage Acreage Tools

0.53 ac 35.31 ac 38.41 ac Yes

1 1 0 1

TOD Major Population &

Sites Destinations Employment Density

2.50 ac 6 destinations 37.31 persons/ac

0 1 1

Development
Opportunity

Score
5
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SHADOW LANE        MARKET MOMENTUM 

Office Retail Commercial Recent

Rent Rent Vacancy Development

$17.55 /sq. ft. - 3% 4 projects

0 0 1 1

Household Employment TOD

Growth Growth Demographics

4 HH/year 240 jobs/year 3 categories

0 1 1

Market
Momentum

Score
4



Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. Maryland Parkway Corridor TOD Market Readiness Analysis |  35 

SHADOW LANE   DEVELOPMENT OPPORTUNITY 

Average Vacant Underutilized Funding/Financing

Parcel Size Acreage Acreage Tools

0.48 ac 23.55 ac 19.99 ac Yes

1 1 0 1

TOD Major Population &

Sites Destinations Employment Density

1.60 ac 6 destinations 39.01 persons/ac

0 1 1

Development
Opportunity

Score
5
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OAKEY BLVD        MARKET MOMENTUM 

Office Retail Commercial Recent

Rent Rent Vacancy Development

$9.61 /sq. ft. $18.56 /sq. ft. 20% 5 projects

0 1 0 1

Household Employment TOD

Growth Growth Demographics

11 HH/year 6 jobs/year 1 categories

1 1 0

Market
Momentum

Score
4
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OAKEY BLVD   DEVELOPMENT OPPORTUNITY 

Average Vacant Underutilized Funding/Financing

Parcel Size Acreage Acreage Tools

0.25 ac 5.50 ac 5.90 ac Yes

0 0 0 1

TOD Major Population &

Sites Destinations Employment Density

10.20 ac 5 destinations 14.83 persons/ac

1 0 0

Development
Opportunity

Score
2
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PALOMINO LANE        MARKET MOMENTUM 

Office Retail Commercial Recent

Rent Rent Vacancy Development

$17.46 /sq. ft. $26.40 /sq. ft. 8% 3 projects

0 1 1 1

Household Employment TOD

Growth Growth Demographics

1 HH/year Job Loss 2 categories

0 0 0

Market
Momentum

Score
3
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PALOMINO LANE   DEVELOPMENT OPPORTUNITY 

Average Vacant Underutilized Funding/Financing

Parcel Size Acreage Acreage Tools

0.47 ac 32.44 ac 45.03 ac Yes

1 1 0 1

TOD Major Population &

Sites Destinations Employment Density

1.24 ac 3 destinations 19.74 persons/ac

0 0 0

Development
Opportunity

Score
3
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SAHARA AVE        MARKET MOMENTUM 

Office Retail Commercial Recent

Rent Rent Vacancy Development

$11.75 /sq. ft. $15.49 /sq. ft. 11% 5 projects

0 0 0 1

Household Employment TOD

Growth Growth Demographics

16 HH/year Job Loss 1 categories

1 0 0

Market
Momentum

Score
2
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SAHARA AVE   DEVELOPMENT OPPORTUNITY 

Average Vacant Underutilized Funding/Financing

Parcel Size Acreage Acreage Tools

0.45 ac 13.50 ac 65.67 ac Yes

1 0 1 1

TOD Major Population &

Sites Destinations Employment Density

2.20 ac 6 destinations 21.03 persons/ac

0 1 0

Development
Opportunity

Score
4
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INTRODUCTION
The Workforce Housing Plan is an easily-accessible resource for City staff, organizations, 
partners, and developers to help educate about the importance of workforce housing, 
encourage its development along the Maryland Parkway Corridor, and provide the tools to 
implement workforce housing and equitable transit-oriented development (eTOD) practices.

This document contains an overview of workforce and affordable housing and how it 
can support and be supported by high-capacity transit investments. It also includes an 
investigation of current conditions such as ridership, housing, and affordability that can 
encourage and sustain successful workforce housing as well as indicate a strong need for 
this type of development. This Plan provides an analysis of these conditions and outlines the 
components that will support workforce housing along the Maryland Parkway Corridor to 
create a guide for successful implementation of inclusive housing policies and programs. 

This introductory chapter provides more detailed information about what workforce housing 
entails, including a brief history of how and why it is relevant, as well as how workforce and 
affordable housing relates to the Maryland Parkway Corridor, particularly in light of the 
corridor’s TOD potential, planned investment, and proximity to major employment centers.

1
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WHAT IS WORKFORCE HOUSING? 
The term “Workforce Housing” is typically defined as housing that is affordable to those 
making between 60 and 120 percent of the area median income (AMI). This subset of housing 
types aim to target middle-income workers, such as teachers, health care workers, etc., who 
may not benefit from affordability programs but will likely still struggle to find housing options. 
However, for the purposes of this document, this definition has been expanded to include 
more traditional affordable housing, affordable to people making less than 60% of the AMI, in 
addition to middle-income housing, in an effort to broaden the mix of incomes and housing 
types along the Maryland Parkway Corridor. Housing choice, a variety of housing options at a 
variety of price points, is a cornerstone of healthy and equitable communities.

Workforce housing refers primarily to the cost of housing and its proximity to employment 
centers. A housing option is considered affordable or attainable if the cost is at or below 30% 
of the household’s income. If a person or family spends more than 30% of their income on 
housing they are considered “cost burdened” and may have difficulty affording other bills and 
necessities like transportation, food, and medical care. The other primary goal of workforce 
housing is to provide housing closer to downtowns and other job centers to reduce commute 
distances, transportation costs, and associated externalities such as traffic and pollution. 

History
The mid-to-late 20th century saw many new policies and programs to meet the demand for 
affordable housing, although these policies were limited primarily at those with the most need 
and with the lowest incomes. As the cost of living began to rise significantly above wages in 
the 1990s, a need for workforce housing became increasingly present.

While housing supply expanded dramatically in the early 2000s, much of the new construction 
was large, single-family houses, far away from urban centers. This surge, which was largely 
speculative single-family home development, also drove land costs higher and many were 
unable to afford housing without bridging the gap with unsustainable solutions such as 
variable interest rate loans, second loans, and other unconventional financing options. The 
subsequent subprime mortgage crisis and economic recession led to an even larger gap 
between the workforce and quality, affordable housing options. Today, both low and middle-
income residents in cities across the country face many obstacles to finding housing, to rent or 
own. This trend continues to grow as rising housing costs outpace wage increases. This Plan 
offers a palette of housing and implementation options that can be used by the City of Las 
Vegas as well as developers to help provide workforce and affordable housing options in close 
proximity to the planned Maryland Parkway High-Capacity Transit (HCT) corridor.

Workforce housing can be realized in a variety 
of housing types including (from top to bottom), 
townhomes, apartments, and plex housing.
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Examples of higher density housing can be found 
along the corridor, such as (from top to bottom), mid-
rise apartments, mixed-use, and student housing.

RELATION TO MARYLAND PARKWAY CORRIDOR TOD PLANNING 
Workforce housing development is an important consideration for every major city, particularly 
in light of the forces of change impacting residents nation-wide, including rising costs, climate 
change, public health impacts, and limited housing supply. In responding to these forces, the 
Maryland Parkway Corridor represents a major opportunity to help meet a portion of the City’s 
housing needs, especially for those working in one of the many employment centers along the 
corridor. A number of conditions make this transportation corridor and the potential transit-
oriented development (TOD) especially well suited for workforce housing: 

• Suitability for higher density development;

• Proximity to existing residents;

• Planned public and private investment; and 

• Proximity to jobs.

Workforce housing can be realized in a variety of housing types including low, mid, or high-
rise apartments, townhomes, duplexes, triplexes, quadplexes, and mixed-use. Rarely does 
new single-family home development meet the criteria for workforce or traditionally affordable 
housing. Because workforce housing is typically more diverse and higher density, it is often 
supportive of transit, which relies on ridership in close proximity to operate efficiently.

In theory, the increased supply that accompanies higher-density development has a positive 
impact on affordability, although the laws of macro-economics are often not enough to 
ensure quality, affordable housing for all members of a community. To that end, the increased 
public and private investment that occurs along High-Capacity Transit (HCT) corridors can be 
leveraged to help support policies and programs that create and preserve affordability. These 
implementation tools will be discussed in more detail in Section 4 of this document.

As previously noted, the Maryland Parkway Corridor is especially well-positioned for the 
development of successful workforce housing units due to its proximity to jobs. The transit 
corridor connects existing residents and new development to major employment centers 
including McCarran International Airport, the Medical District, Downtown Las Vegas, a number 
of large shopping centers, and the University of Nevada- Las Vegas (UNLV). Connecting 
housing to these nearby jobs significantly improves the effectiveness of workforce housing and 
also helps to reduce resident’s transportation costs.
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EXISTING AND POTENTIAL RIDERSHIP
The Maryland Parkway Corridor currently has one of the highest transit ridership rates in 
the Las Vegas Valley. While planning for workforce housing, it is important to ensure that 
people who currently live along the Corridor can remain while attracting new residents at 
the same time, especially if they’re transit riders who will benefit most from the enhanced 
transit investment. Workforce housing is one piece of the puzzle for retaining and increasing 
ridership along the Maryland Parkway Corridor.  

Low-income residents, seniors, residents who don’t own a car, and non-family households 
often have the highest rates of transit ridership and are sometimes transit dependent for 
trips to school, work and for meeting daily needs for goods and services. For low income 
residents, housing and transportation are often the two highest household expenses. If 
good, affordable housing can be located close to high quality transit, lower income residents 
can solve two of their biggest financial challenges. 

One major intent of this TOD Plan effort for the Maryland Parkway Corridor is to encourage 
new development around HCT stations. With this potential investment comes the potential 
for gentrification of existing low-income neighborhoods. By planning ahead with a focus 
on affordable/mixed-income housing and equitable TOD (eTOD) principles, the risk of 
displacing existing transit riders can be significantly reduced.

2
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HOUSEHOLDS WITH NO VEHICLE AVAILABLE
Residents who do not own a vehicle have fewer transportation options 
and are more likely to ride transit than residents who do own a vehicle. 
Alternative transportation options like walking, biking, and rideshare 
services can also serve residents without a vehicle. 

LOW-INCOME HOUSEHOLDS
Low-income residents often have some of the highest rates of transit 
ridership. These households drove 25% to 30% fewer miles when 
living within a half mile of transit than those living outside TOD areas.

CHOICE VS. TRANSIT DEPENDENT RIDERSHIP
Transit riders are often categorized into two groups: “choice” riders and “transit dependent”riders. Choice riders are those who are more likely 
to own a car, and when they use public transit, it is due to their own preference or special occasion. “Transit dependent” ridership describes 
transit riders who often do not own a car, and often have a lower household income and/or are seniors. While these two groups may be 
perceived to have different needs, typically the most important factors for anyone using transit is the convenience, efficiency and dependability 
of the transit service itself. The following maps display common demographics that may indicate where “transit dependent” or other likely 
riders currently live in the study area. 

RIDERSHIP DEMOGRAPHICS



9 Section 2: Existing and Potential Ridership

NON-FAMILY HOUSEHOLDS 
Households without children and/or non-family households are often 
attracted to more urban places that have good transit and they tend 
to drive less than families with children. Examples include empty 
nesters, singles, young couples, and non-related roommates.

SENIORS
Public transportation can be extremely helpful in allowing seniors 
to continue to have autonomy and freedom after age may prevent 
them from safely driving. Providing senior housing near transit is 
increasingly important as the average age in the US is increasing. 
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TRANSIT SUPPORTIVE CHARACTERISTICS OF HOUSING
Housing options that achieve a minimum density, provide for a diverse mix of residents and 
incomes, and have heightened levels of design that uniquely interplays and leverages the 
public realm, are all characteristics that can significantly support transit investment. Through 
a regulatory process, such as the City of Las Vegas Form-Based Code, zoning can compel 
increases diversity and results in higher quality design.

Density near transit ensures that a critical mass of residents - and therefore, potential riders - 
have excellent access to transportation options. It also contributes to activating areas around 
transit stations, providing a necessary sense of safety and security.

Diversity of housing type, scale and cost can help to provide both “Choice” and “Transit 
Dependent” riders, who may utilize transit with different frequencies and consistency, more 
direct access to transit choice. Diversity of housing also contributes to the unique cultural 
character around transit stations. 

Careful attention to high quality design can help create places that better connect riders to 
transit, encourage transit-users to patronize local businesses and spend time in the public 
spaces nearby transit stations, whether they are nearby residents or visitors from other areas.

3
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DENSITY

For Transit Oriented Development (TOD) to be most efficient and effective in providing its users access to an economically diverse set of 
housing options and a corresponding mix of uses and amenities, a minimum density should be targeted. Moderate density of 60-120 people 
per acre, or between 15-45 dwelling units per acre, is considered transit supportive - ranges can vary widely based on development type and 
urban form. Increased density near transit often equates to increased ridership.

STRATEGIES TO INCREASE DENSITY
Intensity and Zoning

• Establish regulatory and financing 
tools that support higher commercial 
and residential intensities

• Create allowance for greater building 
height and more flexible building 
massing through the form-based 
code and/or design standards

• Require minimum building intensities 
and lot coverages 

• See the Las Vegas form-based code 
for specific strategies

Parcel Assembly
• Encourage/incentivize parcel 

assembly in order to promote 
efficient building floorplates and 
a balance of density and publicly 
accessible, private open space 

TOD Plans 
• Create TOD Plans that recommend 

targeting denser development types 
within the walkshed of a particular 
station so that regulatory policy 
aligns with TOD best practices

Reduced Parking Standards
• Continue to implement aggressive 

maximum parking standards within 
TOD Focus Areas through regulatory 
tools

• Provide parking standard relief to 
developments that can achieve target 
densities within a TOD Focus Area

• Encourage shared parking 
agreements within TOD Focus Areas 
to minimize lot area dedicated to 
parking

Consolidated access points through parcel 
assemblage can catalyze meaningful public open 
space in exchange for increased density

Selections from the City of Las Vegas Form-Based 
Code, including the Las Vegas Transect Diagram

Downtown Parking Load strategy from the City of 
Las Vegas Form-Based Code, which could extend to 
TOD Focus Areas south of Downtown

https://files.lasvegasnevada.gov/planning/Form-Based-Code.pdf
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DIVERSITY

Diversity used here refers to places that have safe, walkable access to a wide variety of housing types, retail services, food and beverage 
outlets, recreation and entertainment outlets, community services, and employment destinations. Research shows that mixing housing diversity 
with accessible commercial and retail diversity yields twice the reduction in Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) than increasing density. Housing 
diversity promotes an innately walkable and transit-supportive environment that can be amplified with increased density. The City of Las Vegas 
Form-Based Code provides for a broader spectrum of allowable building types, on flexible lot sizes, organized by Transect Zone, which is 
beneficial in providing more housing type flexibility and creativity to the market, as compared to a traditional zoning code. 

Complementary Land Use Mix
• Mix housing with complementary 

land uses including those that are 
most active at different times of day/
days of week

• Support commercial and retail 
service diversity that cater to a mix of 
incomes

• Support community-serving uses, 
such as childcare and health services 
to give residents proximate access to 
daily necessities

• Mix housing types, including market 
rate and subsidized, rental and 
ownership, and age-restricted with 
non-age-restricted

• Leverage the land use mix to 
catalyze a corresponding mix of 
public gathering places and open 
spaces that provide opportunities for 
celebrating art and cultural diversity

• Balance jobs and housing mix to 
encourage residents to live and work 
within a TOD Focus Area walkshed

Existing and New Affordable Housing
• Implement programs to retain existing 

affordable housing, while incentivizing 
developers to build new affordable 
housing within a TOD Focus Area

Active Transportation Connections
• Increase active transportation 

connections between various uses, 
open spaces, and activity nodes, 
including, but not limited to, facilities 
for pedestrians, bicycles and other 
micro-mobility, as shown in the 
Downtown Las Vegas Civic Space & 
Trails Master Plan

STRATEGIES TO INCREASE DIVERSITY

A mix of uses that is active at varying times of the 
day can provide needed goods and services to a 
more diverse base of residents

Dense, walkable mixed-use environments benefit 
greatly from well-integrated and diverse public 
gathering and open spaces

Diversity of active transportion connections and 
access can diversify the user base of the facilities to 
include all ages and abilities

https://files.lasvegasnevada.gov/planning/Downtown-Civic-Space-and-Trails.pdf
https://files.lasvegasnevada.gov/planning/Downtown-Civic-Space-and-Trails.pdf
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DESIGN
By leveraging a transit and infrastructure investment, Transit Oriented Developments (TODs) can often drive heightened levels of design, 
building, and public space articulation as reinvestment occurs in the area - establishing a true sense of place in TOD Focus Areas. These 
types of design enhancements can be compelled through regulatory mechanisms, such as the form-based code and/or design standards and 
guidelines as a layer in addition to the code, or they can be achieved through voluntary means, such as pattern books, best practice strategies, 
and purely market driven improvements. 

Development Pattern
• Encourage clustered or attached 

housing to create a dense, but 
walkable environment that has 
a human-scale and prioritizes 
pedestrian comfort

• When redeveloping larger parcel 
assemblages, establish small block 
patterns that have high degrees of 
permeability thus helping to enliven 
the streetscape environment

Setbacks and Public Space Access 
• Place buildings at or close to the 

property line to promote a dynamic 
interaction between the public realm 
and the private development

• Allow zero or minimal building 
setbacks from the sidewalk to 
create intimate, pedestrian-scaled 
environments

• Require high quality finishes within 
building setbacks that serve as a 
coherent extension of the adjacent 
public space 

Facades
• Create regular, functional building 

entries along the street frontage

• Prioritize active uses in the form-
based code through a minimum 
percentage of active use frontage, 
with higher degrees of transparency 
for non-residential uses, along 
building ground-floors to activate the 
street level

• Create pedestrian-scaled facades 
along the ground floors of buildings

• Incentivize front porches and patios

STRATEGIES TO IMPROVE DESIGN

Housing types such as clustered townhomes can 
maintain a pedestrian scale while increasing density

Setbacks and spaces between buildings should be 
utilized for high quality public spaces

Use visual keys on the facade to create a human 
scale and add interest to the pedestrian level.
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Transportation Facilities 
• Provide wide, offset sidewalks 

that make clear that areas around 
transit stations are intended to be 
pedestrian-oriented

• Establish a well-connected and 
intuitive street network

• Install high ease-of-use bike facilities 
to allow comfortable access for users 
of all ages and abilities

Parking and Access
• Prohibit access to off-street parking 

on key frontages, instead providing 
access from secondary streets 

• Locate parking areas behind or 
beside buildings and away from 
the primary street frontage where 
pedestrian comfort should be 
prioritized

• Prohibit parking spaces on the 
property between the primary 
building frontage and the street

• Screen existing parking with 
landscaping when along the 
streetscape

• Move from free parking to cost 
recovery parking, to encourage 
higher turnover and availability

• Explore opportunities to consolidate 
parking into district or shared areas

• Share driveway access and limit the 
number and width of curb cuts 

Physically separate bicycles and pedestrians from 
vehicular traffic, wherever possible.

Incorporate green infrastructure design principles as 
part of parking buffers and screening.

Parking structures should be screened or wrapped 
in active ground floor uses.
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HOUSING MIX
The current mix of housing types along the Maryland Parkway Corridor is not especially 
supportive of high capacity transit (HCT) or housing affordability and choice. Most of 
the housing along the corridor today is single-family residential, while all of the available 
affordable units are in two to four story clustered apartment homes. In order to ensure that 
the transit investment being made along this HCT corridor is being supported by adequate 
ridership and that Las Vegas residents have equitable access to housing that meets their 
needs, a greater mix of housing types at a larger variety of price points is needed along the 
Maryland Parkway Corridor. 

Expanding housing choice as part of TOD development has the two-fold benefit of first 
ensuring that low- and middle-income residents have housing options that are affordable 
and proximate to transit that can help connect them to jobs, which helps provide new 
ridership to support the transit investment. Second, this investment also provides the perfect 
opportunity to encourage and even incentivize the types of development that are needed 
along the corridor. 

This chapter summarizes the existing affordability and housing types found along the 
corridor, provides a menu of recommended new development types and how they can 
be leveraged to improve housing choice along the corridor, and a case for why new 
development should be mixed-income, with both affordable and market-rate units.

4
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EXISTING HOUSING MIX

EXISTING AFFORDABLE HOUSING 
There are currently nine affordable housing 
locations within the City of Las Vegas portion 
of the Maryland Parkway Corridor study area, 
with a total of 1,071 units. Of these, 505 
are public housing, 198 are senior public 
housing, and 368 are weekly/single room 
occupancy (SRO) units. Existing affordable 
housing types are almost all two to five story 
walk-up apartment homes. 

While weekly/SRO units are affordable 
for a short amount of time, they are not 
considered affordable in the long-term. 
However, they do provide temporary housing 
as a last resort option. Therefore, these short-
term units still serve an important purpose, 
but do not serve the larger long-term need 
of providing affordable housing. 

Another type of affordable housing that 
exists is naturally-occurring affordable 
housing (NOAH). NOAH often occurs in 
urban and aging suburban neighborhoods 
with housing that doesn’t have modern 
amenities demanded by the current market. 
This type of housing can serve the needs 
of middle-income residents, but is often at 
risk of either gentrification once improved, 
or decline/vacancy due to a deterioration. 
Programs that help subsidize the 
revitalization of these neighborhoods while 
allowing current residents to remain in place 
is important in ensuring the preservation of 
NOAH. Refer to the median income map on 
Page 8 to show where NOAH may already be 
occurring.

Stewart Pines City Impact Center Senator Harry Reid Apartments
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• One-story single-family homes - 
single-family ranch style homes are 
the predominant housing type in the 
low density neighborhoods along the 
far west and south ends of the CLV 
corridor

• One to three story clustered 
apartments - groupings of older 
apartment buildings are found north 
of Medical Center and Downtown, 
outside of the urban core

• Townhomes - a few townhome 
projects can be found on and around 
the east end of the corridor

• Mid-rise apartments - a few, new-
construction, mid-rise apartment 
buildings have filled in around the 
perimeter of Downtown

• High-rise Condominiums - Most 
condominiums in the CLV Maryland 
Parkway Corridor are older, luxury 
high-rises in or near Downtown

EXISTING CITY OF LAS VEGAS HOUSING TYPES
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RECOMMENDED HOUSING TYPES

Quadplexes

Listed and described below are a variety of potential workforce housing types that would be appropriate for the Maryland Parkway Corridor. 
A mix of these housing types should be developed as part of a TOD strategy in the City of Las Vegas. The tables found on page 23 describe 
which housing types are most appropriate in specific zone districts and TOD types along the corridor. Each workforce housing type includes 
a short description, typical lot size, density, building height, general transit supportiveness and affordability (without additional policy 
intervention), and a list of the most relevant affordablility tools that will ensure these housing types provide much needed affordable and 
workforce housing stock for the area. A more detailed list of these implementation tools can be found in the following section. The infographic 
on the following page shows the existing and recommended housing types described in this section.
Note: In the section, natural affordability is used to measure the typical market rate cost of different housing types, which is influenced by unit size, 
building density, amenities, and market demand. Additional tools should still be used to make these types more affordable.

Typical Lot Size: 
12,000-15,000 SF

Density: 
10-14 du/acre

Height: 
2-3 stories

Transit Supportiveness: 

Natural Affordability:

RECOMMENDED HOUSING TYPES

Quadplexes 
Quadplexes are multi-family buildings with four units and a 
shared entry. They can be found in a variety of configurations, 
even converted from a large single-family home, but are most 
often found with two units on the ground floor and two above. 
Four units is also the most that can be conventionally financed 
through a residential loan.

Most applicable affordability tools:

• Establish inclusionary zoning requirements
• Provide process and zoning accommodations
• Enact and enforce rent control/stabilization
• Provide right of first refusal for tenants low                        high

Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) 
An ADU or in-law unit is a secondary, separate residential living 
space on the same lot as a larger, primary house. They allow for 
more dense single-family neighborhoods and can provide for 
more diversity as well as aging-in-place.

Most applicable affordability tools:

• Provide process and zoning accommodations
• Provide incentives (density bonuses, reduced parking, etc.)
• Retain permanently affordable units (such as single-room 

occupancy) Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs)

Typical Lot Size: 
6,000-8,000 SF

Density: 
+4-8 du/acre

Height: 
1-2 stories

Transit Supportiveness: 

Natural Affordability:

low                        high
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Typical Lot Size: 
2,000-4,000 SF

Density: 
12-20 du/acre

Height: 
2-4 stories

Transit Supportiveness: 

Natural Affordability:

Townhomes

Existing and recommended housing types

Townhomes 
Townhomes or townhouses are multifamily structures, where-
in each unit has its front entry and first floor on the ground 
level, with one or more stories above, whose walls border 
at least one neighboring unit. Townhome occupants can be 
both renters and owners.

Most applicable affordability tools:

• Establish inclusionary zoning requirements
• Explore joint public/private development
• Enact and enforce rent control/stabilization
• Provide right of first refusal for tenants low                        high

Non-Traditional Student Housing
Student housing is typically constructed on or near an 
educational campus. Student housing near the Medical District 
should accommodate the needs of the non-traditional students 
in the area by providing conventional multi-family units. 

Most applicable affordability tools:

• Use public subsidies (land dedication, loans, grants)
• Establish partnerships with non-profit developers
• Provide process and zoning accommodations
• Provide incentives (density bonuses, reduced parking, etc.) Non-Traditional Student Housing

Typical Lot Size: 
2+ acres

Density: 
20-35 du/acre

Height: 
2-5 stories

Transit Supportiveness: 

Natural Affordability:

low                        high
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High-Rise Residential 
High-rise residential is typically defined as multi-family 
structures over seven stories in height. These high-density 
buildings can have units to rent or own. Parking should not be 
accommodated with large surface parking lots.

Most applicable affordability tools:

• Establish inclusionary zoning requirements
• Provide process and zoning accommodations
• Enact and enforce rent control/stabilization
• Provide right of first refusal for tenants
• Provide incentives (density bonuses, reduced parking, etc.) High-Rise Residential

Typical Lot Size: 
2,000-4,000 SF

Density: 
35-55 du/acre

Height: 
7-12 stories

Transit Supportiveness: 

Natural Affordability:

low                        high

Mid-Rise Mixed-Use Residential

Group Living Apartments

Typical Lot Size: 
varies

Density: 
15-40 du/acre

Height: 
2-5 stories

Transit Supportiveness: 

Natural Affordability:

Typical Lot Size: 
2+ acres

Density: 
20-35 du/acre

Height: 
3-5 stories

Transit Supportiveness: 

Natural Affordability:

Group Living Apartments 
Apartment complexes centered around community amenities 
such as play areas, business centers, green space, and even 
partnerships with daycares, churches, etc. Units may be smaller 
to offset larger communal spaces. They can accommodate 
specific groups such as low-income families or seniors. 

Most applicable affordability tools:

• Use public subsidies (land dedication, loans, grants)
• Establish partnerships with non-profit developers
• Provide process and zoning accommodations

Mid-Rise Mixed-Use Residential
This type is often mid-rise (3-5 stories) “podium” buildings with 
a concrete ground-floor containing retail and multiple levels 
of wood-construction residential units above, although recent 
trends have been toward all wood-construction buildings. 

Most applicable affordability tools:

• Establish inclusionary zoning requirements
• Provide process and zoning accommodations
• Enact and enforce rent control/stabilization
• Explore joint public/private development

• Provide incentives (density bonuses, reduced parking, etc.)

low                        high

low                        high
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HOUSING TYPES BY LOCATION
While all of these proposed workforce housing types should be developed along the Maryland Parkway Corridor, not all of them are 
appropriate for every TOD location. The zone district, TOD typology (as established in the RTC’s On Board Mobility Plan), and surrounding 
context should all be taken into account when locating new development types. The tables below show which of the proposed housing types 
are appropriate in the form-based code zone districts (on the left) and in the TOD typology (on the right). These guidelines will help ensure that 
new development is appropriate for the scale, market conditions, and character of the surrounding neighborhood or area.

As the TOD Types are applied in subsequent, more detailed Focus Area planning, the form-based code should be revisited to ensure that 
housing types appropriate to the recommended TOD Types align with the underlying Transect Zones in those geographies. Where there are 
areas of potential misalignment between these two tables (i.e. High-Rise Residential being recommended in the Employment and Medical 
District TOD Types, which may not all fall within the T6-Urban Core Zone), further study and outreach may be needed to see if an amendment 
to the form-based code may be palatable to the community in an effort to diversify the housing choice within the market.

Form-Based Code Transect Zone TOD Types
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Townhomes X X X X X X X X X X X X X

Quadplexes * X X X X X X X X X X X X
Group Living 
Apartments X X X X X X X X X X X X X
Mid-Rise Mixed-
Use Residential X X X X X X X X X X X X X X
High-Rise 
Residential X X X X X
Accessory 
Dwelling Units X X X X X

Student Housing X X X X X X X X
* While this is an approved type in many Transect Zones, as a general note, dependent on specific 
geography, other types may be more beneficial in preventing under-utilization of expensive land 
along key parts of the Maryland Parkway Corridor.
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Single-Family homes, as a housing type, make up 
over 3/4 of the housing stock in the Study Area

Illustration of Residential Types across the corridor

BENEFICIAL ATTRIBUTES OF MIXED-INCOME HOUSING

EXPANDING HOUSING ATTAINABILITY THROUGH TRANSIT PROXIMITY
Beyond the benefits of expanding the prospective tenant and ownership mix that can be 
achieved through an emphasis on mixed-income housing, successful TOD also facilitates all 
residents having proximate, walkable and bikeable access to transit services. About 25% of 
City of Las Vegas residents within the study area do not own a vehicle, resulting in a significant 
number of “transit dependent” riders. In addition to being residents with a high likelihood of 
utilizing transit, these individuals would also greatly benefit from housing choice that is nearby 
that critical means of transportation for their daily lives.

TOD along the Maryland Parkway Corridor, therefore, has a unique opportunity to provide 
more expansive housing choice within the City of Las Vegas. At present, about 77% of the 
existing housing in this plan’s study area is made up of Single-Family dwellings. With a median 
income within the study area ranging from ~$23,000 to ~$75,000, the disproportionate 
emphasis on Singe-Family homes in terms of housing mix doesn’t provide a broad enough 
spectrum of housing choice and attainability. Forthcoming TOD investment is an opportunity 
to directly connect transit users - and especially those without personal vehicles - to attainable 
housing options.

Though more a specific discussion of tools to implement Workforce Housing is included in 
Section 6 of this document, a few basic strategies for expanding housing attainability are:

• Tax Exemptions, such as the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC)

• Creating a condominium master lease structure to separate legal ownership and 
financial risk of different forms of finance within one master development

• Payment in Lieu of Taxes (PILOT) to the City consistent with the maintenance of the 
low-rent character of housing projects

Illustration of Median Income across the corridor
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Design quality should be indistinguishable between 
market rate and affordable housing  

Larger scale, well-coordinated developments can 
support both market rate and affordable units 

MARKET RATE AND AFFORDABLE UNIT BALANCE PROMOTES ATTAINABILITY
Regardless of the strategy employed to achieve increased access to workforce housing, 
a balance of market rate to affordable units is key to promoting housing attainability. 
Importantly, as new housing comes online within a TOD, there needs to be a uniform quality of 
the units regardless of the income of the renters or homeowners. In this way, a more consistent 
pride and personal ownership in the character of the neighborhood can be championed.

Market Rate Unit Benefits
Often times, when securing financing for residential developments that have an affordable 
component, a sufficient number of units must be designated as market rate to create a 
stable critical mass. Residents within market rate units also tend to have a more significant 
discretionary spending budget, which can positively influence the viability of commercial and 
retail uses in the immediate area. Therefore, the inclusion of market rate units into TODs not 
only helps to balance the project’s financing, but it also can make or break the best practice 
goal of catalyzing a mixed use environment around a station area. 

Affordable Unit Benefits
One of the greatest benefits of locating affordable housing units within TODs is the 
opportunity to provide direct access to an economic demographic that comprises the highest 
proportion of transit riders. In addition to those more quantitative benefits, from a qualitative 
perspective, the broader the range of affordable housing in a community, the greater the 
opportunity for a more diverse and dynamic composition of residents within the community. 
Cultivating a less homogeneous demographic within a station area is critical to creating both 
an economic and cultural richness in and around the TOD.
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AFFORDABLE HOUSING TOOLS5 There are several new tools to help fund and incentivize affordable housing in Nevada as 
a result of the last state legislative session. Federal and local governments also have an 
important role to play in affordable housing. These tools should be promoted within the 
Southern Nevada development community to increase affordable housing options and to 
better serve the needs of the community.  

Case studies can provide valuable insight on what peer cities are doing to incentivize the 
development of affordable and workforce housing, how these developments can be transit-
supportive, and funding strategies based on level of investment. 
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State of Nevada Low Income Housing Tax Credits (SLIHTC)
Senate Bill 448 in the 2019 Nevada Legislature authorized $10,000,000, annually, in 
the form of Nevada SLIHTC  that can be transferred to affordable housing projects.  
The Nevada State Housing Division estimates that SLIHTC will likely generate an 
additional 600 affordable housing units per year in Nevada. The way this legislation 
will work is any potential developer can apply to the State Housing Division for an 
allocation of the tax credits.  The State Housing Division will transfer the tax credits 
to the projects it deems best according to criteria in the State Housing Division’s 
Strategic Plan. Time is of the essence for this new tool as SLIHTC is only authorized 
for four years.

Federal Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) Through HUD
The Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) issues tax credits of 
about $8.3 million dollars annually to the State of Nevada. The State Department of 
Housing then awards the credits to private developers of affordable rental housing 
projects through a competitive process. Figure 1 describes the overall process for 
how the federal LIHTC program works. In Nevada, the federal LIHTC has been the 
primary financial tool used to build affordable housing. But demand for affordable 
housing here far exceeds the amount of new affordable housing that can be built 
from the federal allocation of LIHTC.

EXISTING AFFORDABLE HOUSING TOOLS AVAILABLE IN SOUTHERN NEVADA

Boulder Pines Affordable Family Apartments on Boulder Highway near Desert Inn Road. LIHTC, 
Private Activity Bonds, Neighborhood Stabilization Program funds and HOME Investment 
Partnerships Program/Affordable Housing Trust Funds were used to construct this development. 
Image Credit: Las Vegas Review Journal.

How the Federal LIHTC Program Works 
Image Credit: Andrew Greenlee

ROLE OF FEDERAL, STATE, AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS 
The federal government, state government and local government all have roles to play in funding and incentivizing the construction, 
preservation and rehabilitation of affordable housing.  However, in Nevada, there have been relatively few tools available to facilitate the 
construction of affordable housing for low income residents. That all changed when the Nevada Legislature passed several bills specifically 
designed to give state and local governments more tools to subsidize or incentivize affordable housing and provide a safe home for low income 
residents. The following discussion outlines the existing tools and the new tools available to practitioners.
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Elective Subsidy of Entitlement Fees for Affordable Housing
Senate Bill 103 in the 2019 Legislature authorized counties and cities to waive, or otherwise 
subsidize, any applicable impact fees, development fees or building permit fees for affordable 
housing projects that provide housing for those who make 60% or less of Clark County’s 
median gross income. The way this legislation will work is any jurisdiction that desires to 
make this subsidy available to affordable housing developers will be required to adopt an 
ordinance that establishes the criteria that a project for affordable housing must satisfy to 
receive the subsidy. The jurisdiction will also be required to hold a public hearing and make a 
determination that the ordinance will not adversely affect the jurisdiction’s finances. 

Southern Nevada Public Lands Management Act (SNPLMA)

The United States Congress passed SNPLMA in 1998.  The SNPLMA authorizes the United 
States Bureau of Land Management (BLM) to sell public land at up to a 95% discount if the 
land will be used by a local southern Nevada government for the construction of affordable 
housing. While there are no BLM owned parcels in the Maryland Parkway Corridor, the 
SNPLMA legislation does allow the Secretary of the Interior very broad discretion on how to 
use federal land ownership, sales and leases to facilitate affordable housing construction in 
southern Nevada, including the ability to swap private lands for public lands.

State of Nevada Affordable Housing Database
When Senate Bill 104 passed in the 2019 legislature it required the consolidation of affordable 
housing data from local jurisdictions and owners into a database that is in an acceptable 
and useful format to the users who need the data. The Housing Division has since created a 
statewide affordable housing database that incorporates detailed information on the market 
data of affordable housing, demographics of residents, affordable housing demand and 
supply, and the location and quality of affordable housing broken down by jurisdiction where 
possible.

The Harmon Pines  affordable senior apartments 
were developed using the SNPLMA.  

Image Credit:  harmonpines.nevadahand.org

Affordable Housing Need
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Private Activity Bond Cap A.K.A. 4% or “Bond” Deals
The Private Activity Bond Cap is an IRS provision in Federal Tax Code (Section 42) and is $53 
Million for Clark County. In order to allocate “Bond” Deals, the State determines the County’s 
annual bonding capacity and 4% tax credits on a first come, first served basis (not competitive 
applications like 9% LIHTC). The primary uses of this tool are to finance new construction and 
acquisition/rehabilitation low-income/affordable housing projects. “Bond” Deals are typically 
used to construct larger projects (180+ units) that provide housing for those who make 60% 
or less of Clark County’s median income. The benefit of this bond financing tool is the lower 
cost of capital versus conventional financing methods, and some projects may qualify for up 
to a 4% tax credit. However, this tool has a higher risk for the developer compared to LIHTC 
financing, which offers more equity in the form of up to a 9% tax credit. Developers can 
receive a 30% boost in tax credit allocation if a development is in a Qualified Census Tract 
(QCT) or Difficult Development Area (DDA). 

National Housing Trust Fund (NHTF)
The National Housing Trust Fund had an amount of $3 Million for the State of Nevada in 
the 2018/2019 program year. The NHTF is a Federal (HUD) fund and is administered by the 
Nevada Housing Division and funded by an assessment on all Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac 
loans. The NHTF is primarily used for GAP financing on new construction or acquisition/
rehabilitation/conversion projects that provide affordable or low-income housing to those 
with a lower AMI. In order to receive NHTF funding, a competitive grant (equity to project) 
application must be completed. Projects that add to the Affordable Housing inventory will be 
prioritized. An emphasis is also placed on projects with the highest percentage of extremely 
low income (ELI) units and special needs/supportive services.

The Woodcreek apartments in Clark County serve 
residents who make 60% or less AMI. Private activity 
bonds will be used to renovate all 232 units.  
Image Credit: livewoodcreekapartments.com

An affordable housing project for seniors at near 
Pebble Road and Eastern Avenue (operated by local 
nonprofit Coordinated Living of Southern Nevada 
and Ovation Development Corporation) requested 
$2 Million in NHTF funding. This land is currently 
owned by the BLM and would be acquired by Clark 
County using the SNPLMA. 
Image Credit: lasvegassun.com



31 Section 5: Affordable Housing Tools

Growing Affordable Housing Program (GAHP) 
In the second round of GAHP funding (fiscal year 2018), up to $6 Million was available, 
sourced through the Nevada Housing Division. The GAHP is primarily used for GAP financing 
and to help overcome the cost associated with 4% bond deals for new construction of low-
income/affordable housing. Financing is capped at $3 Million per project or $30,000 per 
unit. It is to be used in conjunction with the non-competitive 4% LIHTC’s (not the 9% LIHTC). 
Construction must begin within 18 months of award and units placed in service within 2 
years (150 units or less) or 3 years (projects more than 150 units). The GAHP is a financing 
mechanism with fully amortized soft debt; repayable from excess cash flows. There is a 3% 
interest rate, amortized over 30 years. A developer must be able to close on financing by year 
end, and the GAHP is subject to the LIHTC/QAP requirements.

HOME Investment Partnerships Program
The HOME Investment Partnerships Program is a federally funded, large-scale grant program 
for affordable housing.  Funds are allocated by formula to participating state and local 
governments, and those in the private sector (both for profit and not-for-profit) who build, 
own, manage, finance, and support low-income housing initiatives. 

Fort Apache Senior Apartments (currently under 
construction) will provide affordable housing to 
seniors and utilized LIHTC to fund the project. 

Image Credit: ovationdev.com

Blue Diamond Senior Apartments is applying to 
help meet the necessary underwriting criteria of the 

4% LIHTC program. 
Image Credit: ovationdev.com
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The Ramona Apartments, Portland

CASE STUDIES OF TRANSIT-SUPPORTIVE HOUSING TOOLS

Tasman Apartments, San Jose

Bay Area Transit-Oriented Affordable Housing 
In an effort to curb the Bay Area’s deepening housing crisis, with more than 30% of families 
in the nine-county area qualifying as “cost burdened,” the Bay Area Transit-Oriented 
Affordable Housing (TOAH) Fund re-launched it’s efforts to provide affordable housing 
options to residents along transit corridors, with a 10 million dollar seed investment from 
the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) in 2015. The now $40 million initiative, 
operated by five community development partners, provides funding for affordable housing 
projects, community and neighborhood services, and fresh food markets along transit 
lines across the Bay Area. The Fund, which focuses on equitable and sustainable housing 
solutions, works with local developers and prioritizes mixed-use buildings with affordable and 
market-rate units that are well connected to employment centers. For more information visit 
bayareatod.com

A variety of case studies from peer cities that aim to provide affordable and workforce housing, with and without a High-Capacity Transit 
focus, are described below to help provide more context for potential implementation strategies being considered for the Maryland Parkway 
TOD corridor. These programs, including housing funds, Tax Increment Financing (TIF) districts, and land trusts, have been successful in 
implementing equitable housing solutions in other major US cities around the country. Even without additional emphasis placed on a transit-
oriented component, all of the programs described have led to the development of projects that would be considered transit-supportive based 
on their design, density, and diverse housing types. These examples help illustrate that there are practicable solutions in helping close the 
housing gap for low- and middle-income families and aim to demonstrate the efficacy of implementation tools described in this document.

Each case study includes a description of the initiative’s approach, including level of investment and basic organization and operation, a link to 
more information, and an image of a development that was made possible by the program.

Portland TIF for Affordable Housing 
Since 2006, Portland, Oregon has been working to abate gentrification by using Tax Increment 
Financing (TIF), a tool that diverts a portion of the added tax revenue that results from 
increased private investment, and subsequently, property values, in an area to make other 
public improvements to that area. Portland has specifically earmarked 30% or more of their 
TIF funds, equaling over $152 million dollars in ten years, to affordable and workforce housing 
in nine areas of the City. This “Set Aside” money has been used to help finance affordable 
housing projects (adding thousands of affordable units to the area), preserve existing low-
income units, fund home repairs for low-income residents, and provide down payment 
assistance to help those who may otherwise not be able to access home ownership. For more 
information visit portlandoregon.gov/phb/article/653603

http://bayareatod.com
https://www.portlandoregon.gov/phb/article/653603
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Park Hill Station Apartments, Denver

Los Angeles Eco Village, Los Angeles 

Reynoldstown Senior Residences, Atlanta

Denver TOD Fund 
As Denver’s high-capacity transit corridors began to expand and trigger land speculation, 
skyrocketing prices, and increased development and gentrification, a number of partners came 
together to create a leading-edge loan fund to preserve and create affordable housing along 
these corridors. The Fund offers low-cost property acquisition loans to support affordable and 
workforce housing funds, and has successfully provided 16 such loans since its inception in 
2010. Thousands of affordable units and supportive development have been created with the 
almost $33 million that the Fund has provided. As loans are paid back, new ones are able to 
be created to continue the development of affordable housing adjacent to transit. For more 
information visit enterprisecommunity.org/financing-and-development/community-loan-fund/
denver-regional-tod-fund

Beverly Vermont Community Land Trust
With a focus on land stewardship and sustainability, the non-profit Beverly Vermont 
Community Land Trust aims to create permanently attainable housing options for those 
interested in “lower impact living patterns.” Operating in Los Angeles, the land trust not 
only obtains and manages lands at long-term affordable rates for low and moderate income 
residents, even after resale, it also works to create sustainable communities that are walkable, 
provide recreational spaces, and are integrated with nature. The method of “ground leasing” 
with home owners promotes higher home ownership rates, greater community investment in 
the properties, and long term affordability regardless of market rates. For more information 
visit bvclt.org

Atlanta Land Trust Collaborative 
Atlanta’s non-profit community land trust obtains and manages land to help reduce 
displacement and add affordable units in targeted areas of the city. It primarily focuses on 
housing opportunities along the Atlanta BeltLine - a 33 mile corridor of multi-use trails, parks, 
art, and transit that loops around Downtown Atlanta. The extensive BeltLine improvements 
have increased the risk of gentrification in many Atlanta neighborhoods. The collaborative 
seeks to preserve existing affordable units and provide 5,600 additional affordable and 
workforce units. The primary mechanism the Land Trust operates through is the purchasing 
and then leasing of land near the BeltLine to residents at affordable rates that are maintained 
over long periods of time. This also promotes homeownership and ensures homes continue to 
be affordable upon resale. For more information visit atlantalandtrust.org

http://portlandoregon.gov/phb/article/653603
http://portlandoregon.gov/phb/article/653603
https://atlantalandtrust.org/
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IMPLEMENTATION6 The following tools and strategies serve as a workforce and affordable housing toolbox, with 
the potential to implement as conditions necessitate along the Maryland Parkway Corridor. 
Ten strategies have been identified; each is summarized, the relative ease of implementation 
and potential impact of each tool is outlined (each on a scale of 1 to 5), and the TOD 
Readiness Spectrum station categories (Strategize, Catalyze, Amenitize, Energize) that the 
tool best applies to are identified in the following pages of this section.

• General
 » Build a Workforce Housing Developer Network
 » Use under-utilized public land near transit stops for affordable housing 

development
 » Create a TOD Housing and Land Trust Fund
 » Acquire land or buildings near transit for housing 
 » Moderate condo (or tenure) conversions
 » Rehabilitate or acquire at-risk affordable housing units  
 » Identify opportunities to utilize affordable housing easements or property deed 

restrictions to preserve affordable housing units
• Provide Incentives for Affordable Housing Development 

 » Regulatory Incentives
 » Financial Incentives

• Explore the use of inclusionary zoning to create affordable housing units near transit
• Develop a program(s) to link impacts of tourism and gaming development to the 

creation of affordable housing.
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Ease of Implementation:                                               Potential Impact:                                                         TOD Spectrum:  

Ease of Implementation:                                               Potential Impact:                                                         TOD Spectrum:  

IMPLEMENTING AFFORDABLE HOUSING 

STRATEGIES AND TOOLS: GENERAL

Build a Workforce Housing Developer Network
The City of Las Vegas should work with the Southern Nevada Housing Authority, the Las Vegas 
Redevelopment Agency, and other housing partners to build a network of affordable and 
workforce housing developers. Developers that are active in building affordable and mixed 
income housing projects in Nevada and/or in the western US should be contacted to increase 
awareness of needs and opportunities in the local community, including available incentives 
and tools. The network can be used to solicit feedback on potential programs, solicit interest 
in public-private partnerships, and to increase awareness of potential land purchase and 
development opportunities.  As an initial action, the City can convene a regional forum of 
developers, local government staff and elected officials, and housing service providers to 
inform short term action plans and desired legislative changes. 

Use Under-Utilized Public Land Near Transit Stops for Affordable Housing 
Development 
Where there is under-utilized public land available near transit stops, there is a significant 
opportunity to aid in the success of new affordable housing development. To best capitalize 
on this strategy, the City should create an inventory of surplus or under-utilized publicly owned 
parcels (e.g. City, County, etc.) near transit stations/stops. These parcels should be evaluated 
to determine if they are well-suited for housing development, or could be sold to generate 
funding for affordable housing. This inventory should be maintained and updated to create a 
readily accessible resource.

difficult                          easy

difficult                          easy

low                               high
STRATEGIZE          CATALYZE          AMENITIZE          ENERGIZE

STRATEGIZE          CATALYZE          AMENITIZE          ENERGIZE
low                               high
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Ease of Implementation:                                               Potential Impact:                                                         TOD Spectrum:  

Ease of Implementation:                                               Potential Impact:                                                         TOD Spectrum:  

Create a TOD Housing and Land Trust Fund
Development of affordable and workforce housing is expensive, particularly housing that is 
permanently affordable, located in areas that are best suited for supporting transit, and housing 
that is developed to best benefit residents. To make many affordable housing efforts work 
substantial funding is needed. In many cases, partnerships with mission-driven organizations 
are critical to achieving sustainable costs. A housing trust fund is a proven organizational 
strategy in furthering affordable housing goals. A fund should be created through a partnership 
between the City, County, and non-profit, philanthropic, and State partners. The trust can 
be used for variety of purposes, including: buying and holding land for affordable housing, 
addressing development feasibility gaps, achieving a greater level of access to grant/financing 
programs using the partnership approach, and having greater autonomy to operate and 
generate profits/revenues than a governmental/quasi-governmental entity.

difficult                          easy

difficult                          easy

low                               high
STRATEGIZE          CATALYZE          AMENITIZE          ENERGIZE

STRATEGIZE          CATALYZE          AMENITIZE          ENERGIZE

Rehabilitate or Acquire At-Risk Affordable Housing Units Near Transit Stations
Affordable housing, whether programmatic or naturally occurring, may exist near transit but is 
placed at risk when market conditions change with new development. Maintaining this existing 
affordable housing (whether income restricted or naturally occurring) can be as impactful as 
creating new housing units in transit station areas as market conditions improve with new public 
investments. Two methods of protecting these units are rehabilitation and acquisition. The City 
should explore targeting the use of programs funded through HOME and CDBG dollars aimed 
at home ownership, home repair, affordable rental projects, and others to mitigate the loss of 
naturally affordable units or affordable units reaching the end of their affordability requirements. 
Layer a requirement to participate in retention programs, such as first right of refusal for sale of 
rentals, section 8 vouchers, deed restricts/liens to prevent quick sales, and first right of refusal 
when affordability covenants end. 

low                              high
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Ease of Implementation:                                               Potential Impact:                                                         TOD Spectrum:  

Ease of Implementation:                                               Potential Impact:                                                         TOD Spectrum:  

Ease of Implementation:                                               Potential Impact:                                                         TOD Spectrum:  

STRATEGIZE          CATALYZE          AMENITIZE          ENERGIZE

Identify Opportunities to Utilize Affordable Housing Easements or Property Deed Restrictions to Preserve Affordable Units
In addition to ensuring the affordability of new development, preserving existing affordable housing is important, as well. To achieve this, 
easements or agreements with property owners can be made to preserve a certain percent of existing housing units as affordable. This approach 
can be used when discretionary approvals are made or when monetary contributions or incentives are provided to a project. An easement or 
property deed restriction will specify affordability (income) requirements and time length of affordability. This tool is often used to maintain and 
preserve existing affordable housing units by offering funding, financing, and/or incentives in exchange for the easement/deed restrictions. The 
functionality of this tool can be similar to historic preservation easements/tools. 

low                              high

STRATEGIZE          CATALYZE          AMENITIZE          ENERGIZE

Moderate condo (or tenure conversions)
In strong housing markets, property owners often look to convert existing rental units into for-
sale condo units. This frequently occurs with older rental projects and can result in a naturally 
occurring affordable rental unit becoming an expensive for-sale unit. To mitigate the impact of 
this change, a goal should be to protect existing rental units in transit station areas with strong 
market conditions from being converted to for-sale or other uses. This can be achieved through 
a variety of approaches including banning condo conversions, requiring a percent of units be 
made permanently affordable if converted, payment of a fee in lieu if a unit is converted, or a 
requirement allowing the City (and partners) the first opportunity to buy the project at market 
value before conversion is approved.

low                              high

Acquire Land or Buildings Near Transit for Housing 
The City should work with regional housing partners to explore ways to acquire land or buildings to create housing near transit stations. Where 
available, a Redevelopment Agency is a logical entity to purchase land or buildings for this purpose. A partnership with a non-profit entity or 
housing trust can also be successful. It should be noted that public purchases or sale of land can have an impact on the market prices in the 
surrounding area, due to the ability of a public entity to carry additional costs or risks of purchases. Because of this, caution is needed to not over- 
or under-value due to public purchases. 

low                              high
STRATEGIZE          CATALYZE          AMENITIZE          ENERGIZE

difficult                          easy

difficult                          easy

difficult                          easy
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Regulatory Incentives
Height or Density Bonuses – Height and density bonuses fit well within TOD contexts as the 
goal to encourage higher density development in these areas is already established. Height and 
density bonuses, by allowing for more revenue-generating space, can help make projects with 
financial gaps achieve feasibility, and are particularly helpful to developers of affordable housing 
projects. Bonus programs aimed at enticing market rate developers to include a portion of units 
(e.g. 10% of units) as income restricted typically need to be located in areas with strong market 
conditions and where the bonus provides a substantial increase (e.g. 50% increase) over the 
allowable height or density in the area. Height is often the most valuable bonus in TOD contexts, 
especially when a form-based zoning approach is taken. However, form-based codes often already 
provide height allowances that encourage the highest feasible density, which means additional 
height may not be enticing. Progress is being made toward this already with the City of Las Vegas 
Form-Based Code.  

STRATEGIES AND TOOLS: INCENTIVES
There are many actions the City of Las Vegas could take to create incentives for the development 
of workforce and affordable housing. There are typically two users for incentives. The first user 
type includes developers of income restricted or special population focused housing projects. 
These are private, non-profit, and public entities that develop affordable housing projects based 
on income limits and other criteria for special populations and are typically subsidized using 
Federal, State, local, and philanthropic funding sources. Most often all or a majority of units are 
Affordable, although some projects may be mixed income. These developers are often trying to 
layer multiple equity and financing sources to provide subsidized units, and benefit from even 
relatively small incentives (whether regulatory or financial) to make a project viable. The second 
user type includes developers of market rate projects that are either trying to build housing units 
that are attainable for the area workforce or are willing/required to provide Affordable units within 
a market rate project. The incentives that are appealing to this group may vary especially for 
those developers to include units within their projects that are not oriented to at or below market 
rate tenants/purchases. While any incentive provides a benefit, significant incentives are likely 
needed to entice a developer to participate voluntarily. Market conditions that are strong and 
support development at densities greater than what is allowed by zoning are often needed. 

The City of Las Vegas should formalize a set of incentives, calibrated to market conditions and 
desired outcomes, that they are willing to provide to encourage and support both TOD and 
workforce housing projects. The incentives most often offered are either regulatory or financial. 
The most commonly used and impactful incentives provided in other cities include:
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Ease of Implementation:                          Potential Impact:                                       TOD Spectrum:  

low                              high

For Regulatory 
Incentives: STRATEGIZE          CATALYZE          AMENITIZE          ENERGIZE

Regulatory Incentives Continued
Parking Reductions – The cost of providing parking in TOD contexts is a major factor in project 
feasibility. Parking in TOD contexts most often needs to be provided within a parking structure, 
which has substantially higher costs than surface parking. Land prices and available sites can 
also make providing surface parking difficult. To offset this, communities can reduce parking 
requirements for residential projects as a way to reduce needed costs. This reduction provides 
flexibility for the developer, but may not be the ultimate determinant of the parking needed. 
Financing/lending requirements can be a critical factor, often driving parking requirements in 
areas that cannot demonstrate that tenants can rely on alternative modes. While this makes TOD 
contexts the most attractive types of areas for parking flexibility, given the lack of existing fixed-
guideway or high frequency transit in the Las Vegas region it may take successful local projects 
with reduced parking to spur lenders to reduce requirements. 

Expedited Project Approvals/By Right Development – The length of time needed to 
obtain project approvals for new development can have a major impact on project feasibility. 
Delays in entitlements can add major additional financing costs. Some communities have 
instituted expedited review processes for high priority projects, such as TOD and affordable 
housing. These projects have an entitlement process that is shorter than typical projects and 
may have fewer approval steps required. While this approach can be successful, often these 
attempts to speed up the entitlement process do not see meaningful results. To address this, 
some communities have utilized by right development triggers for desired projects in order 
to encourage development. Under this approach, projects that meet desired uses/criteria can 
proceed without discretionary review and are able to directly apply for building permits. This 
requires that zoning and land use regulations include specific development requirements for 
the area/project of interest, including income limits, setbacks, parking, architecture, site layout, 
and landscaping. The City of Reno uses this approach within their TOD corridors for all projects 
meeting desired use, density, and form requirements. Expedited approval is available along the 
corridor within all areas under the form-based code.

difficult                          easy
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Ease of Implementation:                          Potential Impact:                                       TOD Spectrum:  

Financial Incentives
Fee Reduction/Waivers – Reducing project costs through fee reductions or waivers is a 
commonly used strategy to incentivize development. Building permit fees, project impact fees, 
and connection fees (e.g. water and sewer) are typically the most impactful fees that can be 
reduced or waived to support projects. While this strategy may work to spur development, it 
is important to note that some communities are required or choose to backfill the loss in fee 
revenue using other funding sources (e.g. General Fund, housing trust funds); this may be due to 
state requirements, fund enterprise structures, or because the fees are charged by quasi-municipal 
service providers (e.g. water district). The City could consider the reduction or waiving of 
development fees for affordable or workforce housing projects in TOD areas. Financial modeling 
is often needed to understand the amount needed to make a meaningful impact on projects, and 
also to understand the impact to the entity losing revenue.  

Gap Closure Funding or Financing – Some communities provide grants or low cost financing 
to developers to address feasibility gaps for affordable housing projects. Criteria needs to be 
established, with projects meeting program criteria eligible to access gap closure funds. The 
funding can be provided as a grant (with certain claw back requirements), zero or low interest 
financing, or deferred or modified repayment structures that reduce up-front financing issues/
risks. An existing pool of funding is needed to make this program viable.  

Tax Increment Financing – Tax increment financing (TIF) to support affordable housing 
projects is used in many states, but can have varying applications and rules due to state laws 
regarding redevelopment agencies and allowable uses of TIF. TIF funds from existing or new 
redevelopment areas around transit stations can be used to pay for public costs within projects 
to reduce the total development cost. Much of the CLV Maryland Parkway Corridor is within an 
existing redevelopment area. Existing TIF proceeds and/or proceeds from the affordable housing 
projects can be used to address financial gaps for affordable projects, provided as an incentive 
to include affordable units, or serve as seed or revolving loan funding for affordable housing 
programs. The use of funds to develop low-income housing is an allowable use of funds within 
Nevada, which provides greater flexibility of use than some other communities.

low                        high

For Financial  
Incentives: STRATEGIZE          CATALYZE          AMENITIZE          ENERGIZE

difficult                          easy
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Inclusionary Zoning Approaches
Voluntary – Voluntary inclusionary programs provide an incentive to a developer when they build affordable housing units as part of their projects. 
The incentives are often regulatory but can be also financial. These programs aim to have a portion (e.g. 10%) of units in a project subject to 
income or deed restrictions with corresponding AMI targets or household types. A zoning overlay or similar tool is used to designate areas where 
projects are eligible for incentives if affordable units are provided.  A fee-in-lieu approach, where the developer pays a fee instead of providing 
units, can also be used instead of or in combination with on-site units. This allows for more flexibility and inclusivity for commercial projects. 

Discretionary – Development projects throughout the City or within targeted areas (e.g. transit station area) that require a discretionary approval 
(such as annexation requests, Master Plan designation changes, and re-zoning requests) for entitlement can be made subject to an inclusionary 
housing requirement. Since the project is requesting a change from its existing use, zoning, or land use designation, the jurisdiction can tie the 
need for inclusion of area goals/needs or mitigation of impacts to approval for these requests. 

Mandate – A mandate program is where a jurisdiction requires new development projects to provide affordable housing units (or pay a fee-in-
lieu) to offset the need for affordable housing caused by the project. Mandates are the most aggressive form of inclusionary zoning. They will 
likely require changes to state law to implement and attract push-back from the development community. Mandate programs can be successful, 
especially in areas with high demand and high prices. However, the mandates do increase the cost of development, which may cause unintended 
impacts on overall housing affordability. Mandate programs are often required to be enforced community-wide (rather than area-specific) and 
therefore can have disproportionate impacts on different portions of a community. To address varying market conditions and housing needs, some 
communities vary mandate requirements based on use and location. Some programs are structured to produce housing units on-site, within each 
development project, while others encourage use of fees, in lieu of providing on-site units, in order to raise funds for more flexible applications.  

Ease of Implementation:                                               Potential Impact:                                                         TOD Spectrum:  

STRATEGIES AND TOOLS: INCLUSIONARY ZONING
Inclusionary zoning can be a powerful tool to create affordable housing. This tool is often most 
successful when the gap between market rate and affordable housing prices/rents is large and 
cannot be overcome by existing affordable housing programs. There are three primary applications 
of inclusionary zoning to consider: voluntary, discretionary, and mandates. Stakeholders often 
presume inclusionary zoning means mandated requirements, but there are successful approaches 
that are voluntary or only applied in certain contexts or situations. Best practice applications for use 
of inclusionary zoning couple the tool with incentives to offset the impact of the requirements and 
reduce development costs/barriers. The incentives used should be varied to match with the context 
of its application (e.g. density of area, market strength, need for affordable units). The goal is to 
help reduce the cost to developers of the inclusionary zoning ordinance but continue to use the 
development community to build affordable housing units.

low                              high

low                              high

low                              high

most impact

STRATEGIZE          CATALYZE          AMENITIZE          ENERGIZE

STRATEGIZE          CATALYZE          AMENITIZE          ENERGIZE

STRATEGIZE          CATALYZE          AMENITIZE          ENERGIZE

difficult                          easy

difficult                          easy

difficult                          easy
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Ease of Implementation:                                               Potential Impact:                                                         TOD Spectrum:  

Partnerships with Businesses and Housing Providers – In other large cities, local government has partnered with local businesses to create 
affordable housing options for employees. The involvement of private businesses can take many forms, including matching funding from local and 
non-profit providers to subsidize rent and/or provide down-payment assistance. This type of partnership is more often found in smaller cities that 
have or are adjacent to major tourism destinations (e.g. ski towns). However, there are examples within larger, urban setting such as Denver (LIVE 
Denver pilot program) and San Antonio (Spurs Sports & Entertainment Downtown-Area Housing Incentive Program for Employees). The City can 
create these partnerships with major employers or a pool of employers in Downtown Las Vegas to provide housing along the Maryland Parkway 
Corridor within the Downtown Las Vegas. 

Discretionary Impact Mitigation/Linkage Fees – Given the link between these industries and the need for affordable housing, the City could 
require payment of mitigation fees linked to the impact of new, large scale tourism related projects (gaming, entertainment, or accommodation) 
that require discretionary approvals (such as annexation requests, Master Plan designation changes, rezoning requests) for entitlement. This fee 
approach may require a nexus study to establish the relationship and associated cost of the project with the fee being charged. The use of an 
impact fee may also have legal barriers within Nevada Revised Statutes. 

Linkage Development Fee – Commercial linkage fees are inclusionary housing programs used by communities with affordable housing 
challenges due to employees generated by major employers or industries. A linkage fee, similar to an impact fee, charges a fee related to the 
size or value of a development to help fund the construction of affordable housing units. This fee approach typically requires a nexus study to 
demonstrate the impacts and costs of providing affordable housing caused by the business/development. (i.e. the number of affordable units 
required as a result of the development, and the cost of providing those units). While a traditional linkage fee may not not currently be allowed 
in Nevada, a program may be able to operate like an impact fee for infrastructure (which is allowed in Nevada). This fee structure may be more 
manageable to use for housing than other public facilities (e.g. fire stations) given time limits on use of funds from impact fees within Nevada 
Revised Statutes. These programs are most often applied city or county wide but the use of the funds could be tied to creating units near transit.

STRATEGIES AND TOOLS: LINKAGE/IMPACT FEES
The gaming and hospitality industries are a major component of the economy in southern 
Nevada, accounting for 30% of employment in Clark County. While these industries provide a 
large number of jobs, they pay wages that are generally lower than the County average ($30,000 
per year for gaming, $43,000 for accommodations), and these workers may struggle to access 
affordable housing, especially options near work.  There are a variety of approaches to address 
workforce housing needs generated by these industries. Three potential approaches are described 
below that range across the spectrum in terms of ease of implementation and impact. 

low                              high

low                              high

low                              high

STRATEGIZE          CATALYZE          AMENITIZE          ENERGIZE

STRATEGIZE          CATALYZE          AMENITIZE          ENERGIZE

STRATEGIZE          CATALYZE          AMENITIZE          ENERGIZE

difficult                          easy

difficult                          easy

difficult                          easy
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Figure 1: This figure shows an example of transit-oriented development- high-density residential development with 
wide sidewalks, street trees, and other amenities and close and easy access to public transit.
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INTRODUCTION

MARYLAND PARKWAY CORRIDOR TRANSIT STUDY BACKGROUND 
The Maryland Parkway Corridor Transit Oriented Development (TOD) Plan is a collaborative 
endeavor between the Regional Transportation Commission of Southern Nevada (RTC), 
the City of Las Vegas, Clark County, stakeholders, and community members to improve 
transportation and spur TOD (see Figure 1 on left page) along the Maryland Parkway 
Corridor. Based on extensive input from local stakeholders and multi-agency technical 
groups, the resulting Plan will identify priority locations for TOD, preferred types of 
development and characteristics, as well as implementation actions and tools to guide 
investment along the corridor. This value capture toolkit is one such tool to guide investment 
in the corridor.

GOALS
Participants in the Maryland Parkway TOD plan described many aspirations for the future 
of the Maryland Parkway Corridor. In considering results from the range of engagement 
activities, several commonalities emerged. Below are five outcomes for which to strive for 
through planning and investment, which will help guide the value capture tool evaluation 
and selection process:

• Significant Mode Shift 

• Easy, High Quality Transit and Destination Experience

• Diverse Housing Options

• Safe, Comfortable Environment

• Quality Development

1
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WHAT IS VALUE CAPTURE?

Our transportation thoroughfares (streets, highways, transit lines, bike paths, sidewalks, multi-
use paths, etc.) are the most common forms of public space. Not only do they shape our 
cities, empower our economies, and make neighborhoods inviting (or the opposite), they also 
provide access to people, places, and property. New transportation infrastructure projects, like 
roads and transit systems, further improve access to property and can add significant increases 
to property values (see Figure 2). 

However, as the value of real estate increases from transportation investments, most 
governments do not have systems in place to benefit from it (see Figure 3). And in fast-growth 
markets, neighborhoods are at risk of becoming unaffordable for current residents. This raises 
three important questions: 

1. As public space is planned, prioritized, and improved, and property values 
begin to rise, how can some of that increased property value be captured and 
reinvested into the community? 

2. How do we do this in a way that sustains the operations of public transit that 
catalyzed value creation? 

3. How can we capture and distribute a portion of this new value—in real estate, 
local business, jobs, and more—in a manner that benefits local residents? 

The answers to all of these questions can be provided by the proper implementation of value 
capture tools.1

Figure 3: Property with better 
transit access provides higher 
increases in land values than 
equally situated properties 
without similar accessibility. 
(Adapted from National 
Academies of Sciences, 
Engineering, and Medicine 
2018. Guidebook to Funding 
Transportation Through Land 
Value Return and Recycling. 
Washington, DC: The National 
Academies Press. https://doi.
org/10.17226/25110)

Figure 2: Investment in transportation infrastructure 
increases property value. (Source: Adapted from 
National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, 
and Medicine 2018. Guidebook to Funding 
Transportation Through Land Value Return 
and Recycling. Washington, DC: The National 
Academies Press. https://doi.org/10.17226/25110)
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VALUE CAPTURE AND THE INFRASTRUCTURE FUNDING CHALLENGE
Paying for improved access to transportation is often very expensive. It has been well documented that the Federal Highway Trust Fund—the 
primary funding vehicle for federal investment in transportation infrastructure—has declined significantly in real dollars and has led to the 
inability of the federal government to keep pace with the need for investment in transportation. 

Nevada has responded to this situation by increasing state and local transportation revenues from the indexation of the gas tax to inflation. 
However, Article 9, Section 5 of the Nevada Constitution prevents gas tax funds from being used for mass transit projects. As such, Southern 
Nevada, and much of the rest of the country, has not been able to rely on traditional funding sources at the federal, state, or local level to 
build and maintain transit infrastructure. However, as we will see from this toolkit, value capture funding and financing tools can help fill transit 
funding gaps so that needed projects can go forward and provide for viable alternatives to single-occupant vehicle travel (significant mode shift 
to transit). And, if implemented properly, value capture tools can simultaneously help achieve other desired outcomes such as:

• Housing choices for all income levels (diverse housing options)

• Improved streetscapes and walkability (safe, comfortable environment)

• Environmental sustainability and placemaking (high-quality transit and destination connections)

• Revitalization of economically distressed corridors (quality development)

All of these outcomes correspond well with the goals that stakeholders set for the Maryland Parkway TOD study. 
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Figure 4: The figure to the left demonstrates the 
current system of transportation funding with its 
subsequent disproportionate benefits to property 
owners compared to those who paid for the 
transportation. This is contrasted with the figure 
on the right that shows the value capture system 
of more balanced funding and equal benefit 
to property owners and those who paid for the 
transportation.

CURRENT FUNDING MODEL VERSUS VALUE CAPTURE FUNDING MODEL
As mentioned previously, federal, local, and state governments don’t have the money to build their planned transportation programs. Land 
value created by transportation investments that improve performance is largely overlooked as a means of generating funding for such 
investments. Traditional property taxes return only about 1% of the land value created by public infrastructure investment.2  

The basic concept behind land value capture, as opposed to the current system of funding transportation, is that providing public 
transportation infrastructure creates value, and those who receive that value should return a portion of that value to the public sector to 
compensate for the costs incurred to provide the public goods and services.

Figure 4 demonstrates this concept that those who benefit from the transportation value should return an equal portion of the value created 
from it, which is also known as the “Beneficiary Pays Principle.” The left side of the figure shows the current system where the government, 
which pays for all the cost of transportation investments, only receives a marginal return on its investment, and the adjacent property owners 
capture the majority of the monetary benefits resulting from that investment. The right side of Figure 4 demonstrates the Beneficiary Pays 
Principle, where the government and the adjacent property owners jointly pay for the transportation investment and equally benefit from the 
increased land value created. 

Stated another way, value capture is the public recovery of a portion of the increased land value created as a result of public-sector 
investment in infrastructure. Under the right circumstances, this may allow practitioners to help close funding gaps and accelerate project 
delivery, as well as provide other real-estate-related benefits.3
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KEY PRINCIPLES OF VALUE CAPTURE
When public agencies consider pursuing value capture as a form of public infrastructure 
funding, there are key principles to keep in mind that are based on the experience of those 
jurisdictions that have implemented them. These key principles are as follows:

1. Early partnership of private and public developers, local government, and transit 
agencies is critical for success. When included in the first phases of project planning 
and throughout the project delivery process, value capture can be a planning and 
policy lever to align public and private objectives.

2. Careful and purposeful integration of transportation planning and land use planning 
is necessary for successful outputs. Development, in this case TOD, then supports 
transit.

3. Value capture is not a replacement for traditional funding sources for transportation. It 
is only a complement to, instead of a replacement for, the traditional funding sources 
of federal, state, and local funds, farebox revenues, and tolls.4

4. A strong value capture business case is an equitable distribution of costs and risks 
among both public and private participants. 

5. The value capture business case should consider the need of investors and developers 
to meet profitability, financing, and timing thresholds. Public and private benefits 
and costs should appropriately balance return and risk for each party to make value 
capture investment feasible.5

6. The cornerstone of successful value capture implementation is the clear identification 
of the broader economic opportunity associated with (1) transit projects, and (2) 
embracing a value capture strategy that optimizes benefits both for public and private 
partners.6

This last key principle of value capture emphasizes the need to demonstrate to landowners 
and developers that there is a clear economic benefit that will accrue to them if they 
participate in the funding of a project that will clearly raise their property value. But what 
can a community do if the business case value of the transit project is not perceived as 
strong, attractive, or readily apparent? One case study indicates that if a strong value capture 
business case is not provided from either the transit investment itself or the basic underlying 
characteristics of the real estate market in and around the focus areas, then external incentives 
need to be infused to strengthen the business case for value capture. Such was the case in 
the weak real-estate market in Cleveland, Ohio, when the Greater Cleveland Regional Transit 
Authority (RTA) embarked on using The Health Line, a Bus Rapid Transit project, to revitalize 
the Euclid Avenue Corridor that connected a number of key hospitals and medical centers to 
downtown Cleveland. 

The City of Cleveland and the RTA worked 
with developers to implement a number of 
different incentives to spur development 
up and down the corridor, including the 
implementation of a TIF District, property 
tax abatements, and historical tax credits.7  
By 2018, the RTA estimated that the Health 
Line brought 9.5 billion dollars of economic 
development to the Euclid Corridor.8 

Other TOD-related incentives that have been 
successfully used to improve the prospects 
for TOD in weak real-estate markets include 
the following:

• Discounted or free land

• Expedited entitlements

• Waiver of development fees

• Subsidies such as cash, lease 
guarantees, prepaid infrastructure, 
utilities, parking, discounted loans, 
etc.

Figure 5: High-density development is seen behind 
a Health Line transit station along the Euclid 
Corridor in Cleveland, Ohio.
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BENEFITS OF VALUE CAPTURE
The primary reason jurisdictions pursue 
value capture is to secure project funding 
so that transportation projects can be 
accelerated. Value capture is rapidly 
becoming much more of a traditional 
funding source, however. For example, the 
Chicago Metropolitan Agency for Planning 
(CMAP) began evaluating land value return 
for major capital projects as part of its Go 
To 2040 long-range plan after it realized 
the potential number of additional projects 
that could be funded while keeping within 
the same financial constraints. Also, several 
state Departments of Transportation now are 
turning to value capture forms of funding as 
part of their standard funding processes.9

But value capture can be much more than 
a way of achieving project funding. Value 
capture also presents an opportunity to 
meet public policy objectives. Because 
communities like sharing the costs along 
with the benefits, projects funded by value 
capture may more likely meet community 
goals and advance equity, sustainability, and 
quality. Value capture facilitates projects that 
are tailored to maximize community benefits. 
Selecting a value capture strategy that meets 
community values and policy objectives 
can result in a way forward to implement a 
coherent vision for transportation, mobility, 
and land use. As the case studies in Section 
Two will illustrate, there are many policy and 
community benefits tied to implementation 
of value capture tools. A brief summary of 
those benefits is summarized on the right.

1. Value capture can encourage community members to become more involved in a 
project because it requires engaging diverse stakeholders and bringing them together 
around a common goal of maximizing a transit project’s value. This support can then 
often be leveraged to gain the political support to move forward with a value capture 
funding tool that is then used to obtain needed funds.

2. Value capture helps to integrate the land-use planning and transportation planning 
processes. Value capture tools such as Special Assessment Districts, Tax Increment 
Financing, and Joint Development are strongly associated with TOD.

3. Value capture can promote smarter land use by minimizing developer speculation. 
If developers know they are being assessed a fee for the benefit of being located 
next to a significantly improved transportation system, the uncertainty about the 
expected payoff from a development project is reduced thereby promoting envisioned 
development. It is also important to note that land speculators are simply taking 
advantage of a system that allows publicly created land values to accrue as windfalls 
to private owners (see Figure 4). The solution is to change the system. Land value 
capture, by returning publicly created land values to the public sector, removes the 
fuel for land speculation.

4. Value capture can advance social equity, sustainability, and quality of life objectives. 
Revenues collected through value capture are sometimes used to fund related 
infrastructure, affordable housing, community service facilities, or to revitalize 
distressed neighborhoods (see the 
case studies on Portland Streetcar, 
Cleveland Healthline BRT, and Denver 
TOD Fund)

5. By involving communities, 
value capture can also create 
opportunities for open space and 
recreational facilities, streetscapes 
or environmentally sustainable 
designs, reconnection of divided 
neighborhoods, business districts 
and parks, and other improvements 
to quality of life and economic 
development. Figure 6: TOD is often the result of the successful 

implementation of the value capture process.
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The key questions that this toolkit will answer are as follows: 

“Can value capture tools be readily applied to the Maryland Parkway Bus Rapid Transit 
project to achieve the goals of the TOD Study?” 

If the answer is yes, then the next question is: 

“Where in the City of Las Vegas corridor can value capture tools be successfully applied 
(blocks, specific focus areas, districts, jurisdiction, entire corridor)?” 

Followed by: 

“Which value capture tools are most likely to be successful in the City of Las Vegas 
to meet the goals of the Maryland Parkway High Capacity Project as stated in the 
introduction?” 

This exercise needs to be done in the context of the legal, institutional, political, regulatory, 
and market environment unique to the City of Las Vegas. We also need to incorporate the 
analysis of the unique property ownership, focus area markets, and economic (Re)development 
opportunities of the corridor as well as the institutional capacities of the RTC and the City of 
Las Vegas.

To help answer these questions, an analysis of what types of public policies that different value 
capture techniques support will be required. For example, if an equitable financing approach is 
a desired policy outcome, then the Beneficiary Pays model from a Special Assessment District 
may work best. If social policies such as the provision of affordable housing are desired, 
then joint development agreements, establishment of a community land trust, and/or a new 
redevelopment district where a portion of the increment of the new property tax generated by 
development is dedicated to incentivizing affordable housing may work best. 

The next section will discuss the universe of tried and true value capture tools as implemented 
by municipalities and transit agencies from around the country. We will also briefly highlight 
some emerging value capture tools for further consideration. The last section will conclude 
with answers to the key questions stated above and recommendations for how to take the next 
steps in implementation of the selected tools.

KEY QUESTIONS TO ANSWER
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VALUE CAPTURE TOOLS 
In this section, we will provide an overview of existing value capture tools and put them into 
the following categories:

• Developer Contributions

• Special Taxes or Fees

• Monetization of Public Lands

• Monetization of Private Lands

We will then outline the benefits and drawbacks of each tool, and also identify best 
practices/case studies that are applicable for each tool to the City of Las Vegas’s 
implementation context. Finally, we will provide a brief summary of the following key 
evaluation criteria (the key criteria will be explained in more detail in Section 3 for each value 
capture tool):

• Legality to use tool in Nevada 

• Ease of implementation

• Revenue considerations

• Stakeholder support

• Jurisdiction implementation capacity

• Fit of tool to the Maryland Parkway Corridor context and goals

2
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DEVELOPER CONTRIBUTIONS

IMPACT FEES
Impact fees are charges imposed on 
developers by municipalities to help fund 
additional public services, infrastructure, or 
transportation facilities required due to the 
new development.

Use of Impact Fees for Transit

Impact fees are frequently used to fund 
transit projects in Texas, California, Oregon, 
and Florida. In these states, impact fees are 
used for both capital and operations and 
maintenance. Impact fees traditionally have 
produced small amounts of revenue when 
compared to the large capital and operations 
and maintenance costs required of high-
capacity transit systems.

Benefits of Impact Fees
• Because impact fees do not directly 

affect existing taxpayers, they are 
less likely to create public resistance. 
Impact fees may be appropriate 
in jurisdictions in which taxpayers 
oppose property tax increases on 
current residents to pay for new 
infrastructure.

• Impact fees are economically efficient 
and relatively easy to implement. 
Because they are collected up front, 
public agencies can access these 
funds earlier than with incremental tax 
charges or property tax revenues.

• Although impact fees may not fully 
offset new infrastructure costs, they 
directly link those paying for and 
those receiving benefits, promoting 
economic efficiency and equity.

• Because impact fees are applied 
similarly across all new developments 
within a jurisdiction, they help create 
a level playing field and predictability 
and certainty for the developer.

Drawbacks of Impact Fees
• Impact fees are unlikely to fund 

the entire cost of the infrastructure 
or service required. In addition, it 
can be challenging to estimate the 
incremental cost impact of a new 
development. Impact fees also 
sometimes face resistance from 
developers and landowners.

• The public may not be aware of the 
benefits and challenges of impact 
fees, including by whom they are paid 
and for what they are intended, and 
they could be perceived as a new tax.

• Impact fees could discourage 
development by raising the cost. This 
could result in developers moving 
their projects—and the accompanying 
job growth and development—to 
jurisdictions that do not have an 
equivalent impact fee.

Legal in Nevada? 
It’s complicated. Nevada Revised Statutes 
(NRS) Chapter 278b indicates that “streets, 
including all their appurtenances, traffic 
signals and incidentals necessary for any such 
facilities” are an allowable use for impact 
fees in Nevada, which would include many 
of the elements of the Maryland Parkway Bus 
Rapid Transit (MPBRT) project, but use for 
transit systems is not specifically authorized. 
NRS 278b 160.1 specifies that “a local 
government may by ordinance impose an 
impact fee in a service area to pay the cost of 
constructing a capital improvement or facility 
expansion necessitated by and attributable 
to new development.” Thus, it is the new 
development that requires the transportation 
project, which is not the case for the MPBRT 
project. The lack of a specific authorization 
for impact fees to be used for a mass-transit 
project, coupled with the requirement that 
the impact fee needs to be necessitated by 
new development may likely preclude the 
implementation of impact fees in the City of 
Las Vegas. New authorizing legislation would 
likely be required if use of impact fees is 
desired.

Ease of Implementation of Impact Fees 
Easy. As one-time, standardized charges 
included in the development process, impact 
fees typically have low implementation 
costs. Nevertheless, an implementing 
agency should possess a robust framework 
for estimating the costs of development 
on existing infrastructure and services. 
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Best Practice for Transit Implementation: 
San Francisco, CA, Transportation Sustainability Fee

The transportation sustainability fee is a citywide impact fee that addresses impacts by non-
residential uses on the transit system. The fee has been in place since 1981 after a rise in 
office development in the 1970s increased the demand for transit. Although the transportation 
impact development fee was initially limited to funding growth in demand during peak hours 
and through the downtown, it was eventually applied to the entire city.

Revenue generated by the transportation sustainability fee is directed to the San Francisco 
Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) and can be used to fund transit capital and 
operating expenses imposed by new developments. The fee is assessed in proportion to the 
size of the new development, with residential, non-residential, and production distribution 
paying $7.74, $18.04, and $7.61 per square foot, respectively.

The transportation sustainability fee represents a small component of SFMTA’s revenues 
and can be an unreliable funding source given year-to-year fluctuations. Nevertheless, the 
fee provides an important additional revenue stream. The transportation sustainability fee is 
projected to add about $14 million per year, or $1.2 billion over 30 years.

This may be easier for greenfield projects 
than for existing developments that create 
incremental cost impacts. This tool is difficult 
to use for large, complex infrastructure 
projects in an already built-up area. It might 
be possible to use this tool for upgrades 
to utilities that may be needed for higher 
TOD densities along the Maryland Parkway 
Corridor. 

Revenue Considerations
Impact fees are typically used for capital 
expenses, although state law in Nevada 
does allow jurisdictions to use impact fees 
for maintenance, repair, or replacement 
of existing facilities. Impact fees are 
immediately distributed; however, they 
typically do not pay for a significant portion 
of a transit project as the development 

industry cannot bear that much of a major 
capital cost that often ranges in the hundreds 
of millions of dollars to the billions of dollars. 
Impact fees, similar to Clark County’s 215 
Beltway development tax, demonstrate a 
pattern of very wide fluctuation in annual 
revenue because they are driven by the level 
of development from year to year. As such, 
they are too unreliable for use as a primary 
financing source for capital. 

Stakeholder Support
Based on developer and stakeholder 
interviews, there is very little support for the 
use of exactions for a BRT project. However, 
because impact fees do not directly affect 
existing taxpayers, they are less likely to 
create public resistance from the general 
public.

Figure 7: San Francisco’s world-famous cable car is 
partially subsidized by their “Sustainability Impact 
Fee”: Image Source MUNI website

Fit to Context and Typology
Impact fees may be easier to justify in 
robust real estate markets.10 Downtown CLV 
provides the best place along the corridor 
where developers may be more willing to pay 
an additional levy to build a highly profitable 
development.

Institutional Capacity
The City of Las Vegas has  the requisite 
administrative expertise and capability to 
administer an impact fee.
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EXACTIONS
Exactions and proffers are one-time, 
negotiated requirements placed on a private 
developer to provide in-kind services, 
property, or payment as a condition for 
development approval where existing 
infrastructure, including transportation, 
lacks the capacity to accommodate new 
development. 

Exactions differ from development impact 
fees, which are cash payments determined by 
a legislated formula. They can take the form 
of private provision of land, or construction 
of transportation, or other infrastructure 
facilities. Exactions are intended to cover 
costs that would otherwise be incurred 
by the public sector in providing needed 
infrastructure to serve new development. 
Exactions are applied very locally to site-
specific improvements and are negotiated on 
a case-by-case basis. The legal requirements 
for exactions and proffers are very similar 
to those required for development impact 
fees in that the exaction or proffer must 
be related to and proportional to the 
infrastructure requirements created by the 
proposed development. Agencies may 
consider negotiated exactions when a new 
development creates demands on existing 
infrastructure or municipal services.

Use of Exactions for Mass Transit
Most of the jurisdictions in southern Nevada 
have used the exaction process for decades 
to obtain right of way and capital from 
developers to construct bus turnouts for 
the RTC’s bus system. Other jurisdictions 
have obtained significant amounts from 
developers in exchange for connection rights 

to rail transit—please see the best practice 
example on the page to the right.

Benefits of Exactions
• Because exactions do not directly 

affect existing taxpayers, they are less 
likely to create public resistance. 

• Exactions are relatively easy to 
implement. Because they are 
collected up front, public agencies 
can access these funds/infrastructures 
earlier than with incremental tax 
charges or property tax revenues.

• Although exactions may not fully 
offset new infrastructure costs, they 
directly link those paying for and 
those receiving benefits, promoting 
economic efficiency and equity.

Drawbacks of Exactions
• Exactions are unlikely to fund the 

entire cost of the infrastructure 
or service required. In addition, it 
can be challenging to estimate the 
incremental cost impact of a new 
development. 

• Exactions can also face resistance 
from developers and landowners.

• The public is generally unaware of the 
existence of exactions including by 
whom they are paid and for what they 
are intended.

• There is always the potential legal 
concern that exactions could be 
considered so onerous that they 

become a public taking of private 
property.

Legal in Nevada?
Yes, NRS 278—Planning & Zoning Chapter. 

Ease of Implementation of Exactions
Similar to impact fees, exactions are 
essential one-time, standardized charges/in 
kind services included in the development 
process. Exactions typically have low 
implementation costs. Nevertheless, an 
implementing agency should possess a 
robust framework for estimating the costs 
of development on existing infrastructure 
and services and have staff skilled in 
negotiations with developers. This may be 
easier for greenfield projects than for existing 
developments that create incremental cost 
impacts. This tool is difficult to use for large, 
complex infrastructure projects in an already 
built-up area. It might be possible to use 
this tool for upgrades to utilities that may be 
needed for higher densities in the Maryland 
Parkway Corridor. 

Revenue Considerations of Exactions
Revenue generation is relatively low for 
exactions, but it depends on the size, 
scope, and scale of the project. Revenue 
can be cash or in-kind goods. Contribution 
or payment is made one time, not on a 
recurring basis. As such, exactions are limited 
to capital contributions only. Exactions are 
a funding source and cannot be used for 
financing. Exactions are also dependent on 
the rate of development and demonstrate a 
very high fluctuation from year to year. 
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Stakeholder Support for Exactions
Based on developer and stakeholder 
interviews, there is very little to no support 
for the use of exactions for a BRT project. 
However, because exactions do not directly 
affect existing taxpayers, they are less likely 
to create public resistance from the general 
public. 

Fit to Context and Typology
Exactions from developers may be easier to 
obtain in hot real-estate markets. Downtown 
CLV provides the best place along the 
corridor where developers may be more 
willing to pay for infrastructure to build a 
highly profitable development. 

Institutional Capacity
The City of Las Vegas has extensive 
experience and resources in the use of 
exactions.

Best Practice of Transit Implementation 
of Exactions: 
Boston, MA

The Brighton neighborhood in western 
Boston is the site of the 15.48-acre Boston 
Landing at Allston/Brighton (Boston Landing) 
development. Boston Landing is a mixed-use 
development adjacent to the existing New 
Balance world headquarters building. The 
site is being developed by NB Development 
Group, a subsidiary of New Balance. The 
estimated $500 million Boston Landing 
project includes a $25 million commuter rail 
stop that is primarily funded and built by 
New Balance as part of the Exaction process 
(see Figure 8 below). An additional $8 million 
of track and signal work will be funded by the 
Massachusetts Department of Transportation. 
The station will be on the MBTA’s east-
west Framingham/Worcester Commuter 
Rail Line. New Balance has also agreed to 
contribute $47,000 per year for 10 years 
for costs incurred by the MBTA for station 
maintenance, repairs, and replacements. 
Interestingly enough, the Boston Landing 
development utilizes two value capture 
mechanisms: negotiated exaction and 
naming rights.11 

Figure 8: New Balance Corporation paid $25 million 
dollars to construct a new commuter rail station 
as seen in this rendering to be integrated into the 
overall Boston Landing development.



16 CITY OF LAS VEGAS MARYLAND PARKWAY CORRIDOR TOD PLAN | Value Capture Toolkit

TRANSPORTATION UTILITY FEE (TUF)
Fees paid by property owners or building 
occupants to a municipality based on their 
estimated use of the transportation system. 
TUFs treat the transportation system like a 
utility, charging property owners or occupants 
for their share of transportation costs based 
on system use.

TUFs are paid on an ongoing basis, often 
monthly. They are imposed on an entire area 
and continue in perpetuity. Fees are typically 
determined by the land use of the property, 
the number of parking spaces, square 
footage, or gross floor area of all buildings in 
the area.

TUFs are based on the cost principle 
which is those who impose costs on the 
transportation system should compensate 
the public for those costs, and that if users 
are not responsible for paying their fair share, 
overuse and inefficiencies in the system 
result. It is precisely these inefficiencies 
that are applied currently by using property 
taxes and sales taxes to provide roadway 
maintenance. 

Benefits of TUF
• TUF is more equitable and efficient 

than a property tax or a sales tax. 
With a property tax, a percentage of 
road users do not pay due to tax-
exempt status, while every local traffic 
generator contributes to supporting 
the road system through TUFs. 

TAXES, ASSESSMENTS, AND FEES

Legal in Nevada?
No. Perceived likelihood of legislative 
authorization is also low because 
Transportation Utility Fees are considered 
a tax and would require a super majority 
vote of the Nevada legislature as well as a 
signature from the Governor to be approved. 

Feasibility/Ease of Administration 
Difficult
When existing billing systems are used, local 
governments theoretically incur no additional 
costs beyond initial costs associated with 
classifying land uses and, in some cases, 
establishing accounts for properties that do 
not yet receive services. Experience shows, 
however, that local governments still suffer an 
administrative burden from the TUF. 

Revenue Considerations
Revenue generated from a TUF is considered 
to be low as they are designed specifically 
to provide for ongoing maintenance of 
roads or as an operational subsidy for transit 
systems—see the case study for Corvallis, 
Oregon. Residents and businesses in the TUF 
district make monthly payments, usually as 
part of their utility bills. 

• TUFs advance economic efficiency 
by linking the cost of maintaining 
transportation with the derived 
benefits.

• When the TUF is combined with 
other utility bills, the jurisdiction can 
easily discontinue water and other 
utility services for failure to pay the 
full utility bill, which is a very effective 
enforcement mechanism.

• TUF works well in any real-estate 
market.

Drawbacks of TUF
• TUFs require broad stakeholder 

acceptance of the methodology for 
pricing and assessing fees. In cases 
where stakeholders have challenged 
the pricing methodology, the fees 
have had to be eliminated.

• TUFs may be subject to political 
resistance because they are perceived 
as a new or an additional tax.

• Because the TUF fee often places 
group land-use codes into broad 
categories, inequities can arise in fee 
categories. 

• Other institutions such as not-
for-profits, schools, etc. may try 
to be exempted from the fees. 
If imposed only within a benefit 
area, transportation utility fees may 
discourage location in the area near 
the transportation facility.
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Stakeholder Support
TUF is difficult to understand as a new 
concept and would take a very high level 
of public and stakeholder outreach for the 
general public to understand, trust it, and 
support it. TUF is often perceived as an 
additional tax and so is rather unpopular. 

Institutional Capacity
It seems likely that no county or city staff 
have experience in administering such a 
program. 

Tool Fits Maryland Parkway Corridor 
Context and TOD Typology
This tool is seldom used for public transit 
but is more frequently used for financing 
roadway maintenance. This is because the 
concept that virtually everyone benefits from 
use of the roads, so everyone should pay to 
have that benefit is perceived as equitable. 
However, if the City of Las Vegas were to 
create a TUF district along the Maryland 
Parkway Corridor, and require all residents 
and businesses along the corridor to pay a 
separate fee for transit, whether or not they 
actually use the transit, such a policy may 

be perceived as highly inequitable. This 
would be true especially if fares continue to 
be charged for users of the transit system. 
Unless the transit project is perceived to offer 
a very high benefit to those in close proximity 
to it, a TUF fee would not fit the scale of 
the transit well. TUF has a better fit for 
application throughout an entire jurisdiction 
rather than in a specific corridor or portion 
of a corridor. However, if applied to an entire 
jurisdiction, a TUF fee that bundled together 
roadway, transit, sidewalk, bike lane, and 
landscaping maintenance together would 
result in a more efficient and more equitable 
source of funding than property or sales tax. 

Figure 9: Corvallis Transit System buses are fare free 
to all because of imposition of a Transit Utility Fee.

Best Practice of TUF in Transit Application: 
Corvallis, OR 

In 2011, Corvallis, OR, passed a transit operations fee that was imposed on all 56,425 
city residents. This ordinance, which narrowly passed with a 5-4 vote, started out as a 
recommendation from a community sustainability task force to make the Corvallis Transit 
System (CTS) completely fare free for all users. The city still needed to somehow replace the 
revenue from the transit farebox, so they proposed to impose a monthly transit utility fee (TUF) 
of $2.75 on all utility users in the City of Corvallis. 

The ordinance did three things: (1) It eliminated fares systemwide on CTS, (2) it ended 
the property tax subsidy of CTS from the City of Corvallis’s general fund, and (3) it added 
additional funds to expand the CTS route network. The TUF is generating an annual surplus of 
$72,000 compared to the former property tax subsidy. The result has been an astounding 71% 
increase in ridership on the CTS. Of note, Corvallis, OR, uses the TUF proceeds to improve 
and maintain sidewalks and street trees as well as the street that the buses run on.12
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LAND VALUE TAXATION
A land value tax (LVT) is where a higher tax 
rate is imposed on land than on buildings. 
This is also known as a split rate property tax. 
By shifting the property tax from the value 
of improvements to the value of the land, 
property tax payments are in proportion with 
benefits from public investments.

Under the typical property tax regime in 
the United States, property owners pay a 
tax that is tied to the total value of land and 
improvements on each piece of property. 
Investments in civic assets often increase 
nearby land value. LVTs would allow 
municipalities to capture a portion of the 
value of positive spillover effects and inject 
it back into the public spaces that boost 
land values. They are a way to redistribute a 
portion of land value from individual property 
owners to the civic assets that boost land 
value.13

But because investing in a property causes 
its assessed value and property tax level to 
rise, taxes on improvements can discourage 
investment. This system also creates very 
low holding costs for vacant land, which 
encourages land speculation. If a lot is 
unimproved or is kept for a low-value use 
like site storage or parking, the owner may 
pay little in property taxes. Speculative real 
estate developers may purchase vacant, 
underdeveloped land in hopes that a surge 

• LVTs encourage investment and 
development.

• By returning the publicly created 
land value to the public sector, a land 
value tax removes incentive for land 
speculation.

Drawbacks of a LVT
• Land value taxes are often 

misunderstood and require significant 
outreach and education to implement.

• Because of their limited use to date, 
implementation costs may be high.

• Public opposition has meant for 
very limited applications of LVTs 
nationwide.

• It is difficult to separate the value 
of the land from the value of land 
improvements.

• LVTs can result in significant changes 
in property tax liabilities for some 
property owners; it may be beneficial 
to phase in land value or split rate 
taxes over time. A phase-in period 
enables property owners to adjust 
their investment decisions to the new 
incentives.

in nearby development will increase the 
value of their property. LVTs discourage this 
type of speculative land holding by requiring 
property owners to pay a significant tax 
regardless of how well or poorly the land is 
used.14

Application to Transit
A land value tax has a significant place in 
the literature for value capture funding 
for transportation, yet there are no extant 
examples of property tax revenue actually 
being used to fund mass transit. While it is 
true that a land value tax was implemented 
in several cities in Pennsylvania for many 
decades during the 20th century, those 
tax revenues were used for city general 
fund budgets, which may have included 
transit in some cities such as Harrisburg or 
Scranton, PA, but there is no mention of 
it in the literature. Certainly, there is great 
potential to equitably fund transit and other 
municipal activities from a land value tax, but 
actual implementation has not found a wide 
foothold in the United States.

Benefits of a LVT
• Taxing land at a higher rate than 

property is more economically 
efficient and equitable than taxing 
land at a lower rate than buildings.
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Legal in Nevada? 
No. To implement LVTs in Nevada new, 
authorizing legislation is required.

Feasibility/Ease of Administration 
The experience of the Pennsylvania cities 
demonstrates that LVTs are difficult to set 
up and administer at first. Once set up and 
appeals are dealt with etc., the normal land 
assessment and taxation process will adjust. 

Revenue Generation High
Revenue generation is high, and because 
it is a property tax, the revenue source is 
perpetual, very reliable, and can be used to 
finance bonds. It can be used for both capital 
and operations and maintenance. 

Stakeholder Support
Despite their equity and efficiency, LVTs have 
proven to be a highly controversial issue 
in their implementation in other states and 
municipalities. Private landowners of existing 
properties would likely be opposed to such a 
policy change. 

Institutional Capacity
It is likely that no city staff have any 
experience in implementation of this tool.

Match to Maryland Parkway Corridor
The CLV has several vacant parcels and a 
few vacant buildings along the transit route, 
so this is a good match of LVT to the CLV 
context. 

Best Practice Example: 
Pennsylvania Cities

Pennsylvania state law authorizes cities to 
tax land value at a higher rate than structures 
or improvements. Pittsburgh, Harrisburg, 
and Scranton were the only large cities to 
enact the land value tax. In the late 1970s 
and 1980s, Pittsburgh increased its tax on 
land values to six times the rate of the city’s 
tax on buildings. Office and residential 
development in Pittsburgh grew considerably 
in the 1980s, even as the city’s steel industry 
was struggling. Development within the city 
was faster than in the suburbs, unlike much 
of the United States, which demonstrated 
the ability of the land value tax to discourage 
land speculation.15 In 1995, a review of 
Pittsburgh’s land value tax practice found that 
it produced significant revenues for the city 
while causing no harm to the local economy. 
Although the practice was successfully 
challenged in court by wealthy homeowners 
in Pittsburgh, it has continued to show 
promise in cities like Harrisburg.16

Between 1982 and 2010, Harrisburg 
witnessed several positive outcomes from 
its land value tax policy. The taxable value 
of properties increased from $212 million to 
$1.6 billion, the number of residential units 
in the city sharply increased, and vacant 
structures in the city fell by 80 percent.17

The land value tax revenues went to the City 
of Pittsburgh’s general fund and did not fund 
transit. In Harrisburg, the revenues appear 
to have contributed to funding Harrisburg’s 
transit system as well as the city’s general 
fund. 

Figure 10: Pittsburgh, PA, has used an LVT for 
almost a century.

Figure 11: Harrisburg, PA

Figure 12: A Harrisburg bus
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SPECIAL ASSESSMENT DISTRICTS
SADs are a funding technique under which 
a fee is charged on property owners within 
a designated district whose properties are 
the primary beneficiaries of an infrastructure 
improvement.

In Nevada, SADs apply an additional 
property tax assessment on all private land 
parcels within a defined geographic area in 
order to fund a specific public improvement 
project. Most states, including Nevada, 
require at least 50% or more of all property 
owners in the proposed assessment district 
to not oppose the additional tax. 

SADs are often implemented in areas that 
are already economically stable but are 
looking to make additional investment in 
infrastructure—most often consisting of 
curbs, gutters, streetlights and sidewalks. 
But, in Nevada, according to NRS Chapter 
271, they can also include roads, water and 
sewer systems, transit projects, streetscapes, 
landscaping, public parks, greenspaces, and 
other amenities. 

Benefits of SAD
• Equity: user pays and user benefits.

• Relatively easy to administer once 
created.

• Establishing a SAD may speed up 
the project’s timeline because it is 
typically more efficient than waiting to 
assemble all the public funds needed.

• Municipalities sometimes offer zoning 
concessions that allow for increased 
density on properties within the SAD, 

which is an excellent incentive for 
TOD.

• SADs are commonly used throughout 
the City of Las Vegas in various forms 
such as Special Improvement Districts 
(SIDs), Local Improvement Districts 
(LIDs) Note: Business Improvement 
Districts are not legal in Nevada, but 
businesses can impose costs on all 
willing participants.

• SADs are the most common form 
of value capture for transit projects 
nationwide.

Drawbacks of SAD
• It is a new tax and can often result in 

significant opposition from property 
owners.

• Coordination between property 
valuations/schedules of different 
jurisdictions can be problematic.

• Coordination of large numbers of 
different property owners in urban 
areas is difficult.

• Requires extensive due process: 
public outreach, notifications, public 
hearings, and coordination to obtain 
landowner approval.

• Tends to exacerbate displacement of 
existing residents due to higher taxes.

Use of SADs in Public Transit
SADs are considered the gold standard in 
transit value capture funding. One of the 
primary reasons SADs are so popular is that 

a SAD distributes a significant portion of 
the costs of the project to those (property 
owners close to the transit line) who benefit 
directly from the increase in property value 
the transit investment provides. The property 
owners themselves are frequently the ones 
who advocate for the SAD and other funding 
so they can benefit. The list of transit projects 
funded partly from SADs is impressive and 
diverse as seen in Table 1 to the right.

Legal in Nevada? 
Yes. NRS Chapter 271, and NRS 318 For 
SADs. NRS 271.369 specifically authorizes 
a transportation improvement district. 
NRS 271.237 defines a  “Transportation 
project”  to mean “a project to provide local 
transportation for public use, and includes 
works, systems, and facilities for transporting 
persons, rolling stock, equipment, terminals, 
stations, platforms, and other facilities 
necessary, useful, or desirable for such a 
project, and all property, easements, rights-
of-way and other rights or interest incidental 
to the project. This language clearly 
authorizes a mass-transit project as eligible 
for use of a SAD.

Feasibility/Ease of Administration
It is relatively easy to incorporate additional 
special assessments into existing property 
tax billing processes; municipalities can 
use existing collection and enforcement 
processes to collect assessment fees, 
incurring little to no additional cost.
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Table 1

Revenue Generation
Depending on the district context, a SAD 
can provide a high amount of revenue. SADs 
are designed to primarily pay for new capital 
projects by providing a very stable, low-risk 
dollars source of financing to repay for bonds 
over time, but they can also be used for 
paying as you go funding of capital projects. 
In Nevada, SADS are limited to capital only, 
but many other states authorize SAD use for 
operations and maintenance.

Institutional Capacity
Staff in the City of Las Vegas are very familiar 
with SADs having used them extensively, 
usually in the form of a special improvement 
district or a local improvement district, in a 
wide variety of locations throughout the city.

Match of SAD to CLV Context
SADs fit best in districts, neighborhoods, 
and corridors where there is a good real-
estate market and characterized by a high-
density urban typology with strong prospects 
of continued growth.19 This makes SADs 
a very good fit to the typology in the City 
of Las Vegas with its existing high-density 

downtown core, redevelopment areas, 
special districts (Fremont East and Las Vegas 
Medical District). The reduced parking 
requirements and density incentives in the 
city also make for good SAD implementation. 
SADs are also a good fit to the city’s stated 
goals of improving mobility in the downtown 
area and their expressed desire for a higher 
level of transit. The grid street network of 
downtown also supports the implementation 
of SAD as the better connectivity of the grid 
allows for a larger network of properties that 
can benefit from the transit and, therefore, 
create a larger SAD district along with higher 
revenue generation.

Stakeholder Support
The Environmental Assessment for the 
Maryland Parkway High Capacity Transit 
Project indicates there is much higher 
economic development potential and 
public support for Light Rail Transit (LRT) as 
opposed to Bus Rapid Transit (BRT).20  Also, 
based on our interviews with stakeholders, 
there is limited support for BRT, and strong 
support for LRT. SADs are successful only in 
the case of considerable public and private 
support for the proposed improvements—
in this case there would be minimal to 
no support for a SAD for a BRT project. 
However, SAD may be a successful strategy 
to use to transition the BRT project to an LRT 
project seeing as several developers, and the 
public have expressed support for LRT, and 
that SAD has been such a successful source 
of local match financing and generation of 
community support for rail projects in other 
jurisdictions around the country.
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SADs Best Practice Example
Los Angeles, CA, Streetcar

Since 2011, the City of Los Angeles, CA, and 
the LA Metro have worked on a streetcar 
system for downtown Los Angeles. The 
project consists of a 3.8-mile loop that 
will serve many downtown districts and 
destinations. The $290 million project is 
expected to be funded through an $85 
million SAD, funds from the Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation, a grant from 
the State of California, and a $100 million 
Federal Transit Administration Small Starts 
grant.

In December 2012, local businesses voted 
overwhelmingly in favor, by 72.9 percent, of 
a special tax assessment, officially called the 
“City of Los Angeles Community Facilities 
District No. 9” (Downtown Streetcar). 
Properties in the district will be taxed based 
on their proximity to the streetcar line and 
on their size. A 10,000 square-foot parcel 
directly on the route will pay $4,490 annually, 
properties one or two blocks from the 
streetcar line will pay $3,640, and properties 
three blocks away will pay $1,730. Most 
property owners will pay less than $100 a 
year, and the median property owner will pay 
$60 annually.

This case highlights the importance of strong 
public outreach for the establishment of a tax 
district. LA Streetcar Inc., (Streetcar or LASI), 
a non-profit formed to promote the project, 
worked with property owners for more than 
four years. They held outreach events to 
educate potential voters prior to the 2012 
vote organizing meetings, presentations, 
a “Taste of Streetcar” event, and a public 
screening of the project at a new local 
park. In August 2012, they launched a 
voter registration and streetcar education 
campaign related to the community 
facilities district. As a result of their efforts, 
the number of registered voters increased 
from 7,497 on May 21, 2012, to 10,283 on 
November 1, 2012—a 37.2 percent increase. 
The general counsel for LASI noted that 
“the more people knew and understood 
the streetcar and why it’s important for 
Downtown, the more strongly they supported 
the streetcar.”18

Figure 12: Kansas City, MO, is one of several cities 
in the United States to successfully use a Special 
Assessment District to fund/finance a streetcar 
project. (Image Credit: Jason Doss.)

Figure 13: A rendering of the proposed LA 
Streetcar—the project is on track for completion in 
2021.
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EMERGING TOOL: EXCESS CAPITAL GAINS TAX
A capital gains tax is a tool a government or municipality can use to capture the value generated by the appreciation of real estate. Unlike 
a transfer tax, which is applied when a property changes hands and is typically based on the sale price of the property, a capital gains 
tax targets the profit generated from the sale of property. The capital gain is defined as the difference between the original (adjusted) 
purchase price and the sale price. Municipalities can fine tune the capital gains tax to apply only to gains that exceed the average gains 
on parcels in the area. These newly generated funds can then be dedicated to civic asset maintenance or affordable housing, which may 
help both offset potential displacement from rising real-estate values and advance residential socioeconomic mixing.21 In mature strong 
markets, it may be too late to put capital gains taxation into place as a tool to capture value.22 This emerging value capture tool has yet to 
be used to fund public transit, but it offers potential to do so and should be considered for further study.
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MONETIZATION OF PUBLIC LAND

JOINT DEVELOPMENT (LEASE OR SALE 
OF PUBLIC LAND)
In a joint development project, a public 
agency or a group of agencies partner with a 
private developer, or developers, to improve 
the use of land near, at grade, or above or 
below the infrastructure facility. An agency 
may solicit private developer involvement and 
then provide the private partner with access 
to land near transportation infrastructure. 
The agency can also alter zoning and other 
regulations—or at least advocate that with 
other public bodies—to incentivize the private 
partner to improve the land.

Benefits of Joint Development
• Joint development is characterized 

by the sale or lease of public property 
that is part of or directly adjacent to 
the transportation infrastructure, which 
creates very high value land and allows 
developers to charge high lease rates 
to tenants for that direct access to the 
transit

• Besides revenue windfalls for the 
lessee, the municipality receives 
increased property and sales taxes 
from the development

• Increased walking, biking and transit 
use

• Explicit requirements for affordability 
can help prevent displacement of 
low-income residents

Drawbacks of Joint Development
• Financing on leased land may be 

difficult to obtain unless the lease 
term is long

• Very tall buildings on leased 
government land can be very 
controversial

• Market rate only development may 
result in displacement of low-income 
residents 

Potential Application to the Transit 
System
Many large transit agencies, particularly 
those with rail systems have acquired a 
sizable portfolio of land, especially in the 
form of surface park-and-ride lots. The 
success of the rail transit investment has 
caused the value of the park-and-ride 
lots to increase to the point that private 
development has sought to develop 
transit-oriented development either at 
grade or above or below the surface 
parking. Transit agencies then enter into 
direct sale agreements or, more typically, 
long-term leases for development of their 
surface parking lots as transit-oriented 
development. 

Agencies may consider at-grade or above 
or below-grade joint development to fund 
transportation projects. In New York City, 
the New York Metropolitan Transit Authority 
entered into an agreement with The Related 
Company to build 12 million square feet of 

new residential and commercial property on 
top of their 27 acres of commuter rail yards 
in midtown Manhattan. The MTA leased the 
site to The Related Company for 99 years in 
exchange for one billion dollars.23

Some transit agencies, such as Sound 
Transit in Seattle, use their land to address 
other social and equity challenges, 
particularly those of affordable housing and 
neighborhood connectivity. Sound Transit’s 
new policy requires that all of its surplus land 
be developed with equitable transit oriented 
development where a minimum of 80 percent 
of the residential units built on their surplus 
land be leased to area residents who earn 
80 percent of the area median income for 
the county in which the property is located.24 
The RTC and its partner jurisdictions could 
consider a similar policy.

Figure 14: Phase 1 of Hudson Yards with the new 
commercial and residential buildings toward the 
back and the existing MTA rail yards (which will be 
covered by future phases of Hudson Yards) in the 
foreground.
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Legal in Nevada? 
Yes, NRS 277A, NRS 277.180.

Feasibility/Ease of Administration 
Simple at-grade joint development projects 
such as land sales or leases are very 
straightforward and simple to administer. 
Negotiating a lease of public land will require 
real estate and legal expertise. Once the 
lease is in place it is simple to administer with 
minimal resources.

Revenue Generation 
Joint development payments can be 
made one time in a land sale, up-front in 
a lease payment, or over time in several 
installments (the latter is typically the case). 

The funds from joint development can be 
spent on capital expenses or operations 
and maintenance over time. Funds from 
the sale or ground lease of public land 
typically only provide a small portion of 
the capital cost required for a major transit 
investment. Leasing of public land is typically 
considered to be the better approach to 
revenue generation than a sale. Depending 
on timing and location, a long-term lease 
of property after the transit investment has 
occurred can secure significant long-term 
rental revenue compared to the cost of 
acquisition of the land. This revenue can then 
be used for operations and maintenance of 
the new transit line, or it can pay for the cost 
of new civic space, or it can help with bond 
payments. 

Figure 15: Chamblee Station is where a local 
developer is building a 70,000 square foot office 
building with 10,000 square feet of retail on a two-
acre parcel owned by MARTA. The parcel is directly 
adjacent to Chamblee Station.

Stakeholder Support
Joint development is well supported and 
usually non-controversial in many jurisdictions 
nationwide. It adds taxable development on 
land that previously was tax exempt, and it 
provides a mechanism to deal with equity 
issues and other social and neighborhood 
problems.

Institutional Capacity

The RTC has limited real-estate expertise, 
but it has the resources to outsource it 
when needed. The City of Las Vegas has a 
considerable real estate portfolio (although 
some parcels may already be committed 
to specific developers or otherwise be 
unavailable) and a staff that has experience 
and expertise in land acquisition and real-
estate portfolio management.

Tool Fits Context and TOD Typology
The City of Las Vegas and the RTC own 
considerable land in the corridor that could 
be used for land sale, or leased for joint 
development. The RTC and the CLV also 
have established a pattern of recent land 
sales/leases that indicates a demand for, and 
a track record of, doing joint development 
such as the lease transactions for the 
Bonneville Transit Center and the new City 
Hall.

Best Practice Case Study: 
Atlanta, GA’s Metropolitan Atlanta 
Rapid Transit Authority 

(MARTA) began its joint development 
program in 2001, but despite a major 
transaction in the early 2000s, the 
program did not truly take off until 
2013 when MARTA sought to enter into 
agreements to develop land near five 
of its rail stations. Currently, MARTA 
engages in air rights leases above 
its rail stations and ground leases for 
land adjacent to its stations. It was 
projected to receive $7.4 million from 
current lease obligations in 2018. 
MARTA engages in a wide range of joint 
development transactions, and one of 
its most common strategies is to replace 
underutilized parking lots near metro 
stations with mixed-use commercial and 

residential developments. In addition to the 
revenue and ridership benefits of MARTA’s 
joint development projects, the agency is 
also seeking to increase density, create jobs, 
and ensure a supply of affordable housing 
with easy access to transit stations.25
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GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE
Green infrastructure is a network providing 
the “ingredients” for solving urban and 
climatic challenges by building with 
nature. The main components of this 
approach include stormwater management, 
climate adaptation, less heat stress, more 
biodiversity, food production, better air 
quality, sustainable energy production, clean 
water, and healthy soils, as well as the more 
anthropocentric functions such as increased 
quality of life through recreation and 
providing shade and shelter in and around 
towns and cities. Green infrastructure also 
serves to provide an ecological framework for 
social, economic, and environmental health 
of the surroundings.26

Green infrastructure can create a wealth of 
benefits that extend beyond environmental 
stewardship. Incorporating green 
infrastructure into civic asset projects can 
make each asset work double time by 
offering environmental and financial value. 
By developing a revenue-producing asset, 
green infrastructure can return the upfront 
investment over time in the form of an 
ongoing revenue stream. This revenue can 
supplement public space maintenance over 
the long term. Power purchase agreements 
for solar are mechanisms civic institutions 
can consider when thinking about additional 
ways to monetize their assets. 

Potential Application to the 
Transportation System or the Civic 
Commons
State Departments of Transportation have 
been leasing surplus rights of way for 
solar companies as a common practice 
for decades. There are also numerous 
examples of roadway and transit projects that 
incorporate the use of green infrastructure 
such as bioswales, green roofs, permeable 
pavement, etc. The RTC has even 
incorporated solar infrastructure into the 
transit stations along the Strip to Downtown 
Express route. The surplus energy is not 
captured for value since it is just returned to 
the grid. 

Solar panels, green roofs, urban forests, 
bioswales, permeable pavement, water 
harvesting, and other stormwater 
management practices are all examples 
of green infrastructure. None at this time, 
however, appear to be legal for monetization 
in Nevada except for solar energy 
generation. With solar infrastructure, for 
instance, power purchase agreements (PPAs) 
provide investors with rights to the revenue 
produced by the solar system for decades. 

The MPBRT project provides an opportunity 
to combine various green infrastructure 
components into not just the transit 
system itself but also into the transit-
oriented development projects that will 
come from the transit investment. Such a 
system, coordinated by a local Community 
Development Corporation or other not for 
profit, could include a large enough solar 
program to justify the program costs. 

Benefits of Green Infrastructure
• Easy to obtain stakeholder support.

• Programs provide environmental as 
well as financial value.

• Green infrastructure improves 
property value and lends itself to use 
with other value capture tools.

Drawbacks of Green Infrastructure
• Projects need to be large enough 

to drive economies of scale on 
the cost side of building the green 
infrastructure. It may be difficult to 
put together a large enough solar 
project on roofs, transit stations, etc., 
in the corridor to amount to anything 
to justify the costs to administer the 
program.

• Typically, civic institutions are not 
in the green infrastructure business 
(it is not their core expertise), so 
they will likely need to seek third 
party ownership models such 
as a Community Development 
Corporation.

Legal in Nevada? 
Yes, NRS 82 Not for Profit Corporations, NRS 
704 Regulation of Public Utilities, and NRS 
598.9807 Power Purchase Agreements.

Feasibility/Ease of Administration
Difficult to set up at first—may need 
perpetual subsidy.
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Figure 16: The four heavy rail stations that make up the Southern Green Line Station Area Green Infrastructure Plan.

Revenue Considerations
Depends on scale of program, but revenue 
generation would likely be low. The revenue 
would be used for operation & maintenance  
(O&M) only and would be returned 
periodically.

Stakeholder Support
Stakeholder support is high for such 
programs as they can provide significant 
community benefit, solve many 
environmental problems, and have little 
controversy.

Institutional Capacity
Green infrastructure is not a core focus of the 
jurisdictions, and they likely do not have staff 
that could administer a green infrastructure 
corridor program full time. But there are staff 
at the City of Las Vegas that have that do 
have expertise in sustainability, not-for-profit 
management, environmental planning, urban 
design, etc. There are also institutions such as 
NV Energy, the Clark County Regional Flood 
Control District, the Southern Nevada Water 
Authority, and the Desert Research Institute 
that could be very helpful in supporting a 
program.

Tool Fits Context and TOD Typology
Green infrastructure does not necessarily 
lend itself to any particular urban or suburban 
typology. It can be deployed anywhere 
there is an organization to administer it 
and a market for the green infrastructure 
product—solar energy, stormwater credits, 
etc. However, the presence of existing 
neighborhood associations such as the 
Maryland Parkway Coalition, the Las Vegas 
Medical District, etc., are good indicators of 
neighborhood support systems that can be 
sponsored and supported by both public 
and private interests and philanthropy to 
move forward. It is noteworthy that green 
infrastructure is called out in the City of Las 
Vegas 2050 Master Plan.

Best Practice Example:
Washington D.C. and Maryland, the 
Southern Green Line Station Area Plan

The Maryland-National Capital Park and 
Planning Commission used HUD Community 
Challenge Planning Grant funding to develop 
the Southern Green Line Station Area Plan. 
The focus of the plan was on four metro 
rail transit station areas at the southern 
end of the Metro Green Line operated by 
the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit 
Authority in southeast Washington, DC, and 
in Prince George’s County, Maryland. The 
plan contains policies and recommendations 
for how shared green infrastructure could 
be coordinated with future transit-oriented 
development in the four heavy rail station 
areas of Maryland.27
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NAMING RIGHTS
In a naming rights transaction, an agency 
sells the rights to name infrastructure to a 
private company. This type of value capture 
does not have to involve a traditional real-
estate developer; it can involve any private 
company that is looking to advertise. 

Agencies may consider naming rights for 
transit stations and agency-owned fleets 
as a relatively straightforward way to raise 
funds. But revenue from any naming rights 
program has to be weighed against the 
reputational risks of naming rights projects 
because constitutional free speech and equal 
protection clauses prevent agencies from 
limiting the types of organizations that can 
purchase naming rights from them.

Benefits of Naming Rights
• It can be an easy way to earn revenue 

with very little expense or effort from 
the agency.

• It can help to improve overall 
recognition of the transit by 
“branding” a corridor.

Drawbacks of Naming Rights
• Legal risk from free speech and equal 

protection clauses can cause bad 
publicity, legal expense, and political 
challenges.

Legal in Nevada? 
Yes, NRS 277A. 

Naming rights agreements appear simple 
on the surface, but implementation of 
naming rights can be problematic because 
of the free speech mandates of the First 
Amendment and the equal protection clause 
of the 14th amendment to the United States 
Constitution. First Amendment principles 
disallow “viewpoint discrimination,” meaning 
that a company cannot be excluded from 
a naming rights transaction because of its 
image or business practices or whether it 
is a match with an agency’s desired image. 
Therefore, if an agency rejects a naming 
rights sponsorship, it could potentially be 
exposed to legal challenges. 

Feasibility/Ease of Administration
Naming rights agreements are not usually 
complex, as they involve a standard 
procurement process. However, they should 
involve a financial feasibility study before 
implementation so that their potential 
revenues are accurately gauged.

Revenue Generation
There are very few instances of naming rights 
in the transit industry, and those examples 
usually can only raise moderate sums of 
money.

Stakeholder Support
The type of organization that wins a naming 
rights deal and its behavior may also create 
political challenges, since controversial 
organizations cannot necessarily be denied 
by the transit agency as discussed above 
under Legal in Nevada. As such, a public 
asset sponsored by a company with a 
controversial reputation could damage an 
agency’s public image. One way to deal 
with the legal issues and potential political 
issues is to exclusively negotiate with one 
respected, noncommercial entity. UNLV 
plans to use the MPBRT line as an unofficial, 
intercampus shuttle, and there have been 
discussions within UNLV about the potential 
of theming the line to reflect the university 
and its two campuses along the corridor. 
Additionally, RTC has always shown the 
vehicles in the renderings for Maryland 
Parkway in red colors, which are reflective of 
UNLV’s colors. It is noteworthy that several 
developers have recommended a UNLV 
theme/colors to identify stations and to add 
value to their developments and property. 
The Las Vegas Medical District and the core 
casino district downtown also offer potential 
naming rights opportunities.
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EMERGING TECHNOLOGY: 
TRANSFER OF DEVELOPMENT 
RIGHTS
Transferable development rights (TDR) 
are a mechanism through which the 
public sector and other civic institutions 
can generate revenue, especially in 
markets with a scarcity of developable 
land. With TDR, landowners can sell their 
development rights to another property 
owner. The unused floor area then 
transfers to the buyer’s property, allowing 
them to build a taller or larger building 
than local zoning would otherwise 
allow. At the same time, the height of 
the seller’s property becomes capped 
permanently. Transferring unused 
floor area from public land to a nearby 
property owner can generate revenue 
to help cities accomplish multiple 
goals, such as maintaining designated 
landmarks, conserving environmentally 
sensitive areas, or generating revenue 
to be used for other public purposes. 
TDR has been tested and shown to be 
effective in densely populated cities 
with a scarcity of land.28 TDR has yet to 
be used to fund transit infrastructure 
probably because it is very difficult to 
establish and administer a TDR program. 
However, it has potential as a value 
capture tool, especially in markets where 
there is both the desire to conserve and 
protect development of environmentally 
sensitive land and transfer development 
to districts with high demand and very 
little developable land.

Institutional Capacity
The RTC, which would likely be the entity 
that would control any naming rights deal, 
has an extensive history and experience 
dealing with the legal and administrative 
issues associated with free speech and the 
equal protection clauses through its highly 
successful bus advertising program. The 
City of Las Vegas has indicated that Naming 
Rights may not work into the existing 
branding strategy of the LVMD or the 
Symphony Park focus areas.

Figure 17: A view of NRG Station from the street.

Best Practice in Implementation: 
NRG Station, Philadelphia, PA

In 2018, the South East Pennsylvania 
Transit Authority (SEPTA) negotiated a five 
year $5.25 million agreement to rename 
Pattison Avenue Station to NRG Station. 
NRG is the regional electric utility provider 
in the Philadelphia area. This naming 
rights agreement is thought to be the 
most lucrative agreement in the United 
States transit industry. NRG Station is the 
terminus for the Broad Street Subway, 
and the station serves the nearby stadium 
complex. NRG Station averages over one 
million passenger boardings per year. NRG 
will pay for changing out all of the station 
name plaques and signs.

Tool Fits Context and TOD Typology
UNLV has both of its campuses as major 
destinations: the Main Maryland Campus 
on the southern end of the Corridor and the 
Shadow Lane Campus at the far northern 
end. In the City of Las Vegas, the Fremont 
East, Casino District, Symphony Park, and 
the Las Vegas Medical District all offer some 
potential for naming rights for a station or for 
the system itself. 
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MONETIZATION OF PRIVATE ASSETS

TAX INCREMENT FINANCING
Tax increment financing (TIF) is a mechanism for capturing all or part of future tax revenue 
increases above an established base level within a designated geographic area that will 
benefit from a transportation investment. 

Unlike special assessment districts, TIF programs do not increase tax rates, but rather 
capture the additional tax revenue generated when improved properties increase in 
value. After a TIF district is established, property tax revenues from the district are 
split between the existing tax districts (e.g. state, municipality general fund, public 
schools, libraries) and a fund for special projects inside the TIF district, with a focus on 
investments that could attract new economic activity. The existing tax districts continue 
to receive property taxes generated from the base asset value of properties in the 
redevelopment district (blue area in Figure 18). The incremental value, or the additional 
tax collected from properties in the district that increased in value, goes into a fund for 
economic development projects within the TIF district (gold triangle area in Figure 18).

In Nevada, cities and counties are authorized 
to create redevelopment districts so that 
they can use the incremental property tax 
revenue created over time to revitalize a 
district that has demonstrable blight and 
underinvestment and to improve public 
health, safety, and welfare within the district.

NRS also authorizes TIF revenue created 
from a redevelopment district to be used “to 
develop an adequate supply of decent, safe, 
and sanitary low-income housing,” which 
could be an important subsidy for TOD if a 
new redevelopment district is created along 
the Maryland Parkway Corridor. It is also 
noteworthy that under NRS 279.685 Section 
1(C), The City of Las Vegas is required to set 
aside 18% of their TIF revenue to improve 
the operational viability of affordable 
housing.29

If accelerated project benefits are desired, 
Nevada redevelopment law allows a 
redevelopment authority to borrow against 
a redevelopment district’s future property 
tax revenues to help fund public projects, 
including civic assets. The municipality 
may opt to sell bonds secured against the 
district’s expected revenues in order to help 
start construction immediately, which can 
jump start development and increase real 
estate value in the redevelopment area. The 
bonds are repaid over time using the tax 
increment funds.30

Figure 18: How tax increment financing works.
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Potential Application of TIF to Public Transit
Nevada redevelopment law does not specifically identify transit projects by category, but there 
is very broad eligibility in the language of NRS 279.408 where “Redevelopment” is defined as 
follows:

1. “Redevelopment” means the planning, development, replanning, redesign, clearance, 
reconstruction or rehabilitation, or any combination of these, of all or part of a 
redevelopment area, and the provision of such residential, commercial, industrial, 
public or other structures or spaces as may be appropriate or necessary in the 
interest of the general welfare, including:

• Recreational and other facilities appurtenant thereto.

• Eligible railroads or facilities related to eligible railroads.

• The alteration, improvement, modernization, reconstruction or rehabilitation, 
or any combination thereof, of existing structures in a redevelopment area

• Provision for uses involving open space, such as:

• Streets and other public grounds;

• Space around buildings, structures and improvements;

• Improvements of recreational areas; and

• Improvement of other public grounds.” 

This broad eligibility language specifically authorizes the use of TIF revenue for buildings, 
streets, public spaces, sidewalks, bike lanes, traffic signal systems and controls, as well as 
electrical and all other utility systems. While this interpretation is not an official legal opinion, 
it appears TIF revenue can be used for many elements of a transit system that uses a 
roadway or other public space. It also seems clear TIF revenue can be used for improving 
access to transit in public space, and it appears, arguably, that TIF revenue can even be 
used to subsidize private transit-oriented development (buildings) and spaces (vacant 
land). We recommend getting a separate legal opinion for the specifics of what transit 
elements are TIF eligible and what specific types of TOD incentives that TIF can be used for.

Use of TIF for Public Transit
City of Chicago TIF Districts

• The City of Chicago has ten TIF 
districts and has made extensive 
use of TIF revenue to support public 
transit for commuter rail (Metra), 
heavy rail and bus (Chicago Transit 
Authority) infrastructure. The state 
of Illinois has 250 jurisdictions that 
have collectively authorized more 
than 1000 TIF districts that fund all 
types of infrastructure, including TOD 
development.31

The Transbay Transfer Terminal in San 
Francisco

• The Transbay project is partially 
funded through a tax increment. 
A portion of the tax increment is 
allocated to pay capital costs for 
the Transbay Terminal, while the 
rest is used to address other needs, 
including affordable housing. 
Specifically, $126 million of the total 
tax increment will fund affordable 
housing activities within the Transbay 
Redevelopment Project Area.32

 Denver Union Station

• Denver’s main transit transfer terminal 
in Lower Downtown (LoDo) has 
used both a SAD and TIF to provide 
funding and financing for the project.
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Benefits of TIF
• TIF’s biggest benefit is that it is not a 

tax; it does not add to development 
costs and, therefore, is easier to 
obtain stakeholder support than other 
tools.

• TIF financing often provides 
development incentives to 
transportation or TOD by using TIF 
revenues to pay for infrastructure 
that a developer would normally be 
required to pay for on their own. 

• Nevada redevelopment law offers 
enormous flexibility to use TIF to pay 
for a wide variety of infrastructure and 
redevelopment costs.

Drawbacks of TIF
• TIF can be complex and expensive to 

administer, often requiring extensive 
financial and fiscal impact analyses, 
the use of experts in bond financing, 
economic development, real estate 
appraisal, civil engineering, and 
redevelopment law. 

• Opportunity cost: Existing units of 
government, typically school districts, 
library districts, or the municipality 
itself pay for the project by forgoing 
the incremental growth in property 
tax revenue that is diverted away from 
them to the TIF project.

• Tax increment financing revenue 
is speculative and can fall short of 
projections as a result of reasons 
both related and not related to the 
infrastructure investment (i.e., changes 

in general economic conditions, 
delayed or incomplete development, 
decline in assessed property values, or 
abatements and incentives).

• How property is taxed in Nevada: 
Property value in Nevada is based 
on an estimated land value that 
is generated by comparable 
sales (standard approach). The 
improvement/building is valued based 
on replacement cost and this value 
is discounted/depreciated based on 
age of the building. Given this (not 
factoring in growth in value from re-
evaluations), the amount a building 
produces in property tax decreases 
annually. This valuation approach 
makes TIF even more volatile/risky in 
Nevada. Specific project-based TIF 
approaches can be more risk adverse 
than a large district-based TIF where 
timing of development is unknown.

Legal in Nevada?
Yes NRS 278 & 279.

Feasibility/Ease of Administration
NRS 278 requires the formation of an 
organizational structure (redevelopment 
agency) that is separate from the 
municipality. Supporting the required analysis 
and administration of the agency is complex 
and expensive.

Revenue Considerations
TIF can generate sizable revenues 
(depending on the size of the redevelopment 
area and actual market growth) that can be 

used for both capital and O&M, but only for 
a maximum of 30 years in Nevada, unless the 
legislature authorizes an extension. However, 
there is no guarantee that any TIF funded 
project will actually result in the generation 
of incremental tax revenues from new growth 
in assessed value. For example, during the 
great recession of 2008–2013, assessed 
value growth was negative in a number of 
redevelopment districts statewide. 

Stakeholder Support
The City of Las Vegas already has mature 
redevelopment districts throughout most 
of the proposed transit route north of 
Charleston Avenue where the TIF revenue 
has been pledged to other projects. The 
prospects of establishing a new TIF district 
south of Charleston Blvd would be daunting 
as many properties may not meet the 
requirement for blighted conditions. 

Institutional Capacity 
The City of Las Vegas has demonstrated they 
have extensive experience and staff skilled in 
the use of TIF. 

TOD Context/Typology for Tool Use
In general, TIF is an effective tool for weaker 
or stable neighborhoods within cities 
where the overall market is strengthening.34 
TIF is usually best in weaker or stable 
brownfield markets, and the City of Las 
Vegas has a very strong real estate market 
in and around Downtown Las Vegas. The 
City has successfully used TIF in several 
redevelopment areas in and near the 
downtown area. One need look no further 
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Figure 19: A photo of the Pearl District in Portland, 
OR, (railyard and low-rise warehouses in the 
foreground) before imposition of the TIF.

Figure 20: Photo of the redeveloped Pearl District 
several years after the TIF was imposed.

Figure 21: The Portland Streetcar winds its way 
through Transit Oriented Development in the Pearl 
District. (Photo Credit travelportland.com)

than Downtown Las Vegas to see how 
successful the City of Las Vegas has been in 
using TIF revenue to reinvigorate Downtown 
Las Vegas and transform it from a largely 
blighted and underutilized area into the 
attractive place to live, work, and play. TIF is 
not highly recommended for the City of Las 
Vegas as its context is not highly relevant 
since most of the corridor is already part 
of an existing redevelopment area and 
TIF revenue has been committed to other 
infrastructure.

Best Practice in Implementation of TIF: 
Portland, OR, Streetcar, TOD, and 
Affordable Housing 

Tax increment financing (TIF) is a 
tool that municipalities use not just 
to spur development in blighted or 
underdeveloped areas, but also to achieve 
specific social, equity, and economic 
goals. One such example is the Targeted 
TIF district created in the City of Portland, 
Oregon. 

Portland was the first city in the United 
States to revive the urban streetcar. The City 
of Portland funded the streetcar primarily 
by using value capture tools, including a 
SAD and a Targeted TIF. While most of 
the Targeted TIF revenue (60%) was used 
to fund the construction of the streetcar, 
Portland made it a primary goal to increase 
the number of affordable housing units 
in the Pearl District. 40% of the future 
Targeted TIF revenue ($250,000,000 since 
2010) was set aside to a dedicated fund 
for affordable housing in the district. 
Portland used the dedicated Targeted 
TIF revenue to construct more than 2,200 
affordable housing units in this now, 
upscale and highly desired neighborhood. 
These new affordable housing 
developments are interspersed with market 
rate developments throughout the Pearl 
District, which has been experiencing rapid 
development. The Targeted TIF strategy 
has been particularly effective at preserving 
housing affordability in the area.

When compared to other methods of 
affordable housing production, Targeted 
TIF financing in the Pearl District has 
outperformed the most popular methods. 
In fact, the number of affordable units 
generated in the Pearl District through 
Targeted TIF assistance has exceeded those 
produced by inclusionary housing programs 
in all but a few cities.

Portland’s plan to use Targeted TIF funds 
for affordable housing is desirable for two 
reasons. First, Targeted TIF funding doesn’t 
cost developers any additional money or 
add costs to the development process. 
Second, Targeted TIF generates revenue 
from both the value of new investment and 
the appreciation of existing properties and 
structures.33
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LAND BANKING
A community land trust (CLT) is a property 
trust which aims to benefit the surrounding 
community by ensuring the long-term 
availability of affordable housing and access 
to land. Land is taken out of the market and 
separated from its productive use so that 
the impact of land appreciation is removed. 
Using this mechanism, a community land 
trust, usually known as a CLT, attempts to 
meet the needs of residents least served by 
the prevailing market.35

Potential Application to the Civic 
Commons and the Transit System
A direct way to capture increases in real 
estate value is to acquire and hold land 
parcels (well in advance of the transit) in 
prime locations relative to the planned transit 
system. For example, when planning the 
design of a transit line a not-for-profit entity, 

such as a mission-based Community Land 
Trust (CLT), could acquire key properties in 
close proximity to transit stations early in the 
process. The CLT then leases their acquired 
land to affordable housing developers, or for 
that matter, any prospective buyer that meets 
the CLT’s criteria. 

Ground leasing gives prospective buyers the 
right to develop the land or acquire physical 
structures on it, but not to acquire the 
land itself. Since the value of land typically 
increases at a faster rate than the value of 
built structures, CLTs keep housing and 
other structures affordable. When the lessee 
of the built addition sells the structure, the 
lessee receives their investment paid to date 
plus a portion of the structure’s increase in 
value (typically 25%). The CLT receives the 
remaining 75% of that equity and can use 
it to acquire new property or other mission-
related costs such as ongoing maintenance 
and operations etc.36

The CLT could then work with the 
jurisdictions to improve access to and from 
those properties to the transit stations. This 
would help capture the most value to deploy 
toward the operations of the asset (affordable 
or workforce housing) while also ensuring 
that existing residents can stay and thrive in 
place and benefit from the new transit system 
and its accompanying access amenities.

Benefits of CLTs
• Long-term affordability: CLTs keep 

land and housing  affordable for low 
income residents over the long term 
and they also account for the needs of 
the very- and extremely-low income 
households in the corridor.

• Match municipal goals to mission 
of CLT: A mission-based community 
development organization (CDO) can 
acquire and maintain ownership of 
land as a tool to advance community 
objectives, such as programming and 
maintaining public spaces, preventing 
displacement of lower-income or 
workforce individuals by ensuring 
long-term housing affordability, 
providing affordable retail or office 
space for local businesses, etc. 

• Deep community engagement: 
The CDO can provide a sense of 
permanent community control and 
deeply engage community members 
in decision-making processes. This is 
especially true where the governing 
board is made up of representatives of 
neighborhood associations, business 
districts, philanthropies, and local 
government. Figure 22: How a community land trust works. (Source: Beverly Lamont Community Land Trust.)
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• Blight prevention: CLTs prevent 
blight by requiring the owners of 
homes and other structures on 
CLT land to adhere to established 
maintenance standards.

• Reduces absentee ownership of 
affordable housing stock.

Drawbacks of CLTs
• Dependence on additional funding: 

Many CDOs will depend on outside 
funding sources (municipal, state, 
philanthropic) unless a reliable 
revenue-generating model is created 
such as a revolving loan fund (See 
discussion of Denver TOD Fund).

• Access to property in high-cost 
markets: Acquiring land can be 
difficult if CDOs are bidding against 
for-profit developers. 

• Management continuity: CDOs may 
also struggle to continue operations 
after a management transition and risk 
dissolution if a clear succession plan is 
not in place.37

Examples of Community Land Trusts:
• Bay Area Transit Oriented Affordable 

Housing Trust Fund (TOAH)

• Beverly Lamont Community Land Trust

• Community Housing Land Trust (Reno, 
NV)

Legal in Nevada? 
Yes NRS 82 Not for Profit Corporations.

Feasibility/Ease of Administration 
CLTs are essentially simple not for profits 
that are self-governing and relatively easy to 
administer.

Revenue Generation 
CLTs, and TOD Trust Funds are not-for-profit 
organizations, and they do not generate 
revenue for transit systems; rather, they 
take the land value out of a real-estate 
transaction to preserve affordability of use 
of the buildings that are built on the land. 
Nevertheless, the land value they capture can 
be used to generate equity that stays in the 
organization, and that equity can be used to 
purchase additional land or to operate and 
maintain the organization and its assets.

Stakeholder Support
Support for such an organization has been 
growing in southern Nevada as evidenced by 
the newly formed Nevada Housing Coalition 
and the activism and support of Southern 
Nevada Strong, The Federal Reserve 
Bank of San Francisco, and other similar 
organizations.

Institutional Capacity
Southern Nevada does not currently have 
a CLT, but a new CLT could obtain support 
and guidance from the two CLTs in northern 
Nevada (the Community Housing Land 
Trust and the Northern Nevada Land Trust. 
The State of Nevada Housing Division and 
the Nevada Housing Coalition and other 
community-based organizations could also 
provide additional support. 

Tool Fit to Maryland Parkway Context 
and Goals 
The City of Las Vegas portion of the 
proposed transit route has vacant properties, 
both publicly and privately owned, that could 
be donated or sold at a discount to a new 
CLT.
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Best Practice Case Study:
Denver Regional Transit-Oriented 
Development (TOD) Fund

Investment in public transit infrastructure 
often prompts land speculation, new 
development, gentrification, and 
displacement of low-income households 
from station areas. However, these 
households are most likely to use transit, 
thereby limiting the effectiveness of the 
infrastructure investment. Therefore, 
low-cost property-acquisition loan funds 
can be invaluable tools to preserve land 
affordability before speculation and until 
station areas can support affordable-
housing development.

In 2010, Denver-area partners launched a 
first-of-its-kind fund to create and preserve 
affordable housing along current and future 
transit corridors in the City of Denver. 
As the region’s transit system extended 
beyond the City, the fund expanded 
to meet new demand. Today, the $24 
million Denver Regional Transit-Oriented 
Development Fund is available to qualified 
borrowers in seven Metro Denver counties 
to acquire property for affordable housing 
and supportive commercial space. 

Since the Fund’s inception, sixteen loans 
have been made, deploying $32.8 million in 
capital for acquisition of land or operating 
properties near public transit in the 
Denver Metro area. Of the sixteen loans 
made, eleven loans have been repaid, 
allowing money to be recycled into future 
acquisitions, creating additional leverage 
for all the Fund’s investors. The loans made 
to-date have created or preserved 1,354 
affordable homes, a new public library, and 
well over 100,000 square feet of supportive 
commercial and non-profit space, all near 
public transit.38

In most urban areas including Denver, 
transportation is the second highest 
household expense after housing. In Denver, 
working families who earn between $20,000 
and $55,000 spend an average of 59 percent 
of their gross household income on housing 
and transportation.

Locating affordable housing in transit 
corridors allows households to reduce 
expenses while increasing access to 
employment, educational opportunities, and 
services. It is essential that transit-accessible, 
affordable housing in the Denver region be 
preserved and developed to ensure long-
term affordability and access to greater 
opportunity for low-income residents.

Figure 23: Evans Station Lofts, in Denver, CO. 
Denver TOD Fund purchased this one-acre parcel 
and developed this five-story workforce housing 
development—the first ever family-based low-
income housing to be build adjacent to a Denver 
light rail station.
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EMERGING TOOL: PUBLIC UPZONING MARKET
A public upzoning market is a tool for generating revenue when a change in zoning, such as an increase in height limits, creates additional 
development opportunities in an area. Rather than granting the new development rights to all existing property owners, an open auction 
could be created where developers trade or purchase development rights or floor area ratio (FAR) credits.

The proceeds would then contribute to a public fund that could be used to improve, maintain, or operate civic assets. While a public 
upzoning market is effective at generating upfront revenue, future revenue streams are less predictable. In addition, it would require 
significant upzoning to work in certain areas and possibly downzoning in other areas to create the market.

Upzoning may also be effective in neighborhoods with weak markets if applied close to a particular site, such as a new or improved amenity. 
While this tool has not been widely used in the United States, Latin American cities are experimenting with it.39
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VALUE CAPTURE TOOL EVALUATION FRAMEWORK
To determine whether any of the above value capture tools can be considered to be 
reasonably available as a funding source to meet the unique challenges of the Maryland 
Parkway Corridor and the transit technology used (Bus Rapid Transit), we selected the 
following key factors to build our evaluation framework:

1. Legal and Due Process

2. Ease of Implementation

3. Revenue Considerations

4. Stakeholder Support

5. Institutional Capacity

6. Match to Corridor Typology and Context 

3
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1. LEGAL AND DUE PROCESS
Because Nevada is a Dillon’s rule state, 
jurisdictions such as the City of Las Vegas, 
the RTC, or any other implementing entity 
will need to have specific legal enabling 
powers to use value capture tools. If none of 
the implementing agencies has the express 
legal authority to use the tool, then that tool 
cannot be used until the Nevada legislature 
and the Governor of the State of Nevada 
authorize its use. So, for each tool, we did 
research to determine the answer to the 
following questions: 

• Does the implementing agency have 
the legal authority from the State 
of Nevada to impose and collect a 
particular value capture tax or fee?

• Does the jurisdiction have due process 
steps/requirements in place to ensure 
that people who have to pay the 
proposed tax or fee are provided 
with an adequate opportunity to be 
informed of the fee well in advance 
of its imposition, and then be able to 
oppose, approve, modify, or appeal 
the tax or fee?

Jurisdictional authority to use the tools is a 
very important evaluation factor so we have 
assigned a total of ten points maximum if the 
jurisdictions have the authority to use that 
particular tool and also have in place the due 
process steps to minimize legal challenges to 
the use of the tool. 

Maximum point value: 10 points.

2. EASE OF IMPLEMENTATION
This factor is based upon if existing systems 
of administration within the City of Las Vegas/
RTC can be used to easily implement and 
administer the new value capture revenue 
stream. For example, most municipalities, 
including the City of Las Vegas, already have 
the ability to easily administer a TUF by 
adding on the TUF assessment to monthly 
utility bills. In this case, the TUF score for CLV 
would be the highest score possible, which 
for this factor is 5 points. Other tools such as 
TIF districts, which require the formation of 
separate entities to administer the TIF and 
the frequent use of financial, legal, and real-
estate professionals, and can be difficult to 
set up and costly to administer, would have a 
lower score. 

Maximum point value: 5 points.

3. REVENUE CONSIDERATIONS
The ability to generate a significant amount 
of revenue to fill funding or financing gaps in 
a project is one of the primary reasons why 
transit agencies and municipalities around 
the country are using value capture tools. 
We used guidance from our review of value 
capture literature, federal source guidance, 
and our professional experience to generate 
the following revenue considerations table. 
Table 2 shows each value capture tool 
along with (1) that tool’s ability to generate 
low, medium, or high revenue amounts, (2) 
that tool’s timing for generation of revenue 
(immediate or over time), and (3) that tool’s 
legal support and/or precedent for use 
for capital or operations and maintenance 
funding or both. 

It is noteworthy to point out that the RTC’s 
current financial plan for the MPBRT project 
shows the use of three primary sources of 
capital: (1) $100 million contribution from 
the federal government in the form of a 
Small Starts transit capital grant from the 
Federal Transit Administration, (2) $60 million 
from eligible roadway improvements from 
the RTC’s local fuel tax account, and (3) the 
remainder from future Congestion Mitigation 
Air Quality or other flexible funding accounts 
the RTC has access to. The design scope of 
the project is now capped at a $300,000,000 
total project cost to maintain eligibility for the 
Small Starts grant. 
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The above summary indicates that the RTC 
is not seeking additional capital dollars for 
the project. It should be noted, however, 
that operations and maintenance costs for 
the MPBRT project are not identified for the 
long term, especially in light of the extensive 
financial setbacks from the outbreak of 
COVID-19, and the continued erosion of 
transit market share from Transportation 
Network Companies such as Uber, Lyft, and 
other forms of new mobility. 

While the various jurisdictions may identify 
additional desired capital needs such as 
infrastructure for TOD, biking, and walking 
facilities, affordable housing, etc., there 
appears to be a greater need for O&M 

funding going forward. Because of this 
discrepancy of need, the value capture tools 
that are designed to provide ongoing O&M 
funding will receive an additional two points.

The use of value capture techniques in 
funding transit projects is not a new or 
recent innovation. There is a substantial track 
record of the use of value capture tools to fill 
funding gaps in transit projects nationwide. 
Because revenue is such a key factor in being 
able to fill funding gaps in transit projects, 
this factor will have a maximum allocation of 
twelve points, including the two extra points 
for tools that could provide O&M funding. 

Maximum point value: 12 points.

4. STAKEHOLDER SUPPORT
Value capture has been a frequently 
overlooked source of transportation funding 
partly because stakeholders take for granted 
the tremendous value that transportation 
infrastructure provides to property owners. 
Many landowners feel that because they 
pay property taxes, sales taxes, fuel taxes, 
etc., they should not have to pay anything 
additional to support transportation. This 
is because landowners do not have a full 
appreciation of the government’s cost in 
providing that infrastructure. For example, 
for every $100 of land value created by 
government investment in transportation, 
landowners typically only pay $1 to $2 
annually in existing traditional property 
taxes.40  

Obtaining support for using value capture 
tools from stakeholders, the general public, 
and elected officials will require a change 
in this understanding and in expectations 
regarding how transportation infrastructure 
is funded. Depending on the value 
capture strategy and mix of tools selected, 
stakeholder support may also be needed 
to obtain new legislative authority as well 
as general concurrence with a new funding 
approach. 

Because of the sensitivity and difficulty 
in establishing a new and potentially 
controversial source of funding 
transportation, stakeholder support from the 
general public, elected officials, and property 
owners becomes a key evaluation factor and 
is allotted a maximum of ten points.

Maximum point value: 10 points.

Table 2
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5. INSTITUTIONAL CAPACITY
Institutional Capacity refers to the 
knowledge, skills, abilities, experience, and 
training that City of Las Vegas/RTC key 
personnel will be required to use in the 
implementation and administration of the 
selected value capture tools. For example, 
the City of Las Vegas has made extensive use 
of redevelopment areas, and the City has the 
full suite of expertise necessary to administer 
TIF in a new redevelopment area. Therefore, 
the score for TIF would be the highest score 
possible, which is 5 points. Conversely, 
since a land value tax is currently illegal in 
Nevada, and the CLV has no or very limited 
experience dealing with a land value tax, the 
score for land value tax would be very low. 

Maximum point value: 5 points.

6. MATCH TO CORRIDOR TYPOLOGY 
AND CONTEXT 
Corridor context and typology refers to how 
well each value capture tool fits within the 
development context of each focus area. 
Some value capture tools will work well in a 
focus area with a specific real-estate market 
dynamic, a certain type of development 
intensity and urban form, but may not work 
at all in a focus area with a different context. 
Thus, different value capture strategies may 
be appropriate depending on where along 
the corridor they are going to be used. 

While the evaluation of this factor may be 
a bit more art than science, there is some 
experience and guidance that will help 
guide the evaluation process. For example, 
we have inserted Table 3, “Value Capture 
Mechanisms by Station Type” from the 
Transit Cooperative Research Program’s 
Guide to Value Capture in Public Transit. 
This table provides some rough guidance 
in categorizing how some value capture 
tools apply to station type. For example, 
station types (focus areas) that are in mature 
urban locations may lend themselves well 
to a transfer of development rights, naming 
rights, and possible joint development. 

Table 3 also indicates that use of a SID may 
not work well in this context because a lack 
of future development may be likely in the 
context of the Metro Center area—the most 
densely developed area in Washington, 
D.C. Conversely, in instances where land for 
development, automobile ownership, travel, 
and parking are plentiful and inexpensive, 
such as that found in the Clark County 
portion of the corridor, developers may 
perceive significant additional market risk 
both in pursuing optimal TOD yield and in 
embracing value capture. In these types of 
brownfield focus areas, value capture tools 
that offer benefits, incentives, or subsidies 
to developers, such as TIF, naming rights, 
joint development, and land banking may be 
more appropriate. 

We have applied the cited source guidance, 
our previous work, and data gained from 
analysis of the Maryland Parkway Corridor 
focus areas, the previous real estate market 
analysis done by EPS, the Task 1 Existing 
Conditions report, as well as the guidance 
obtained from our literature review to 
generate a score for each focus area. 

Maximum point value: 10 points.
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Table 3: Value Capture Mechanisms by Station Type. Different transit station context lends itself to different 
Value Capture Tools. (Source: TCRP, Guide to Value Capture Financing for Public Transportation Projects, 
2016.)

Station Type
(Example) Value Capture Opportunity

Mature urban locations
(Metro Center in 
Washington, D.C.)

Greenfield
(Dulles Metrorail in
Washington, D.C., region)

Brownfield
(Denver Union Station)

Park and ride
(Eagan Transit Station in
Minneapolis, MN)

Densely developed; increased density realizable only through upzoning; 
more difficult to impose special assessments; naming rights and some join 
development possible.

Greatest opportunity for new development, dependent on land use and zoning 
changes; transit agency may own property for joint development; special 
assessment district could be implemented with property owner cooperation.

Depending on neighborhood, TIF may be most applicable; joint 
development could also be attempted if the transit agency or local 
government owns nearby property.

Like greenfield yet with more limited short-term development opportunity; 
depends on surrounding planning since access to station may be limited to 
cars or infrequent buses.
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ANALYSIS OF VALUE CAPTURE TOOLS FOR THE 
MARYLAND PARKWAY CORRIDOR

Now that our evaluation framework is complete, we can move onto 
the analysis of the framework so that we can answer the key questions 
outlined in the introduction section of this toolkit.

4
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KEY QUESTION #1: 
Can Value Capture techniques be readily 
applied to the Maryland Parkway High 
Capacity Transit Project to achieve the 
goals of the TOD Study? 

Answer: Yes

Based on the research we have undertaken, 
it is apparent that not only can many value 
capture tools be applied to the Maryland 
Parkway High Capacity Transit Project, there 
are some value capture tools already in use in 
jurisdictions in southern Nevada as follows:

• The City of Las Vegas have extensive 
experience with special assessment 
districts, more commonly referred to 
in Nevada as special improvement 
districts (SID) or Local Improvement 
Districts (LID). SIDs and LIDs 
have been used extensively for 
transportation improvements—usually 
for roads, curbs, gutters, sidewalks, 
and streetlights. 

• The City of Las Vegas also has 
extensive experience successfully 
using TIF as part of redevelopment 
districts.

• The City of Las Vegas is also very 
familiar with negotiated exactions 
and impact fees. Exactions have even 
been used extensively to provide bus 
turnouts for transit infrastructure in the 
City of Las Vegas.

KEY QUESTION #2: 
Where in the City of Las Vegas Corridor 
Can Value Capture Tools be Successfully 
Applied?

As discussed in Section 3, Match to Corridor 
Context, the opportunity for value creation 
and subsequent value capture will vary as a 
typical, linear transit line progresses through 
different districts, neighborhoods and station 
types. Each focus area will have different real 
estate market and zoning characteristics etc., 
that will lend themselves to different value 
capture tools. 

For example, the relatively few landowners 
around the Boulevard Mall may work well 

for the formation of a special assessment 
district if a few key property owners could 
see the benefits of working together for 
their own mutual interests. Conversely, the 
age, blight and presence of several vacant, 
abandoned or underutilized properties along 
much of the northern portion of Maryland 
Parkway could lend itself to the formation 
of a redevelopment area and the use of 
TIF revenue to fund needed infrastructure. 
The solid real estate market in and around 
Downtown Las Vegas combined with an 
abundance of vacant, developable land in 
the area may lend itself well to the formation 
of a Special Assessment District. And finally, 
the shortage of developable land and 
good student housing around both UNLV 

ANSWERS TO KEY QUESTIONS

Table 4: Value Capture Potential by City of Las Vegas Focus Areas
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campuses has created tremendous residential 
market demand near both campuses. By 
coupling the available vacant land and 
or abandoned buildings in the corridor, 
with the presence of a transit system that 
connects properties further away from both 
campuses, UNLV and the jurisdictions could 
create opportunities for the use of joint 
development or land banking tools. 

To answer the questions of where can 
value capture tools be used by focus area, 
we analyzed each value capture tool to 
determine which were the most favorable for 
the scope, scale and real estate market for 
each CLV focus area. We then applied the 
data and principles used in our Tool Match to 
Context analysis. A score of “High” indicates 
a good fit for that tool in that focus area. A 
“Med” score indicates a fair fit for that tool in 
that focus area, and a “Low” score indicates 
a poor fit for that tool in that particular focus 
area. The results can be seen in Table 4 on 
the page to the left.

KEY QUESTION #3: 
Which Value Capture Tools are Most Likely 
to be Successful in the City of Las Vegas?

To determine the answer to the question of 
which value capture tools provide the best 
fit for the Maryland Parkway Corridor, we 
applied the evaluation framework discussed 
in Section 3 for each value capture tool. 
Table 5 to the right contains the scores in the 
framework as applied. 

We recommend that those tools with a 
score above 30 be considered for further 
evaluation and possible implementation by 
the City of Las Vegas. Based on the scores 
as applied, the tools that are the best fit for 
the City of Las Vegas portion of the corridor 
are ranked in order as follows:

1. Land Banking

2. Joint Development

3. Naming Rights

4. Special Assessment District

5. Green Infrastructure

6. Tax Increment Financing

VA
LU

E
 C

A
PT

U
R

E
 T

O
O

LS

Eval. Factor Legal Feasibility Revenue
Stakeholder 

Support
Institutional 

Capacity
Tool Fit to 
Context Point 

Total
Max Points 10 5 12 10 5 10

TIF 10 5 8 3 5 0 31

SAD 10 5 10 0 5 7 37

LVT 0 3 12 1 0 10 26

Impact 
Fees 10 5 2 0 5 5 27

Exactions 10 5 2 0 5 5 27

Green Inf 8 4 3 10 2 9 36

Naming Rt 10 5 2 10 5 8 40

TUF 0 4 8 0 0 4 16

JD 10 5 7 8 5 7 42

Land Bank 10 5 5 9 3 10 42

Table 5: City of Las Vegas Evaluation Framework Matrix

RECOMMENDED VALUE CAPTURE TOOLS FOR  
FURTHER EVALUATION AND IMPLEMENTATION
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SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR NEXT STEPS
If the City of Las Vegas and/or RTC decide they want to implement the 
recommended value capture tools, then they will be making some major changes 
to “the way things have always been done.” When you ask stakeholders to actually 
start to pay for the economic benefit they have been receiving for free or for very 
little cost, there may be challenges ahead. Whenever there is change to the status 
quo, there is usually opposition because stakeholders may react with fear and 
anxiety to the unknown, or they may actively organize and campaign against the 
change because they perceive that they will be at a disadvantage if the change is 
made.

To address the concerns of stakeholders; transit investments, TOD, and any 
associated value capture tools must demonstrate the potential to create more value 
for landowners/developers than they cost, or property will not be developed, and 
the transit may not be funded. The key question that will need to be answered 
if value capture is to be seriously considered for implementation is “does the 
proposed transit project provide enough of a value proposition that landowners/
developers will be motivated to take on the increased risk and costs that come with 
the transit project and any accompanying TOD?”

Providing a solid business case for the transit project and its plan of finance 
is the solution to attracting stakeholders and keeping them on board for the 
implementation of the value capture process. Value capture is appropriate only when 
there is support for moving forward from key stakeholders and the general public. 
Such circumstances and conditions are indicative of a well-thought-out business and 
economic case. The jurisdictions should consider a range of funding options before 
deciding which value capture tools are most appropriate for a jurisdiction and a 
particular project. Value capture tools that align with government and stakeholder 
policies and infrastructure priorities will have the best chance for success. 

5
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For value capture tools to be accepted, 
the proponents of value capture will have 
to pursue a number of steps and put in a 
considerable amount of time and effort 
to build a compelling business case for 
the project and financing. We suggest the 
following steps: 

1. IDENTIFY, RECRUIT AND TRAIN 
VALUE CAPTURE CHAMPIONS
An agency undertaking the utilization of 
land value return and recycling should have 
champions to provide leadership. Leadership 
should be broad based and should come 
from developers, business leaders, elected 
officials, agency staff, and appointed officials. 
Champions can focus public attention 
and motivate action. Champions for any 
transportation agency or local government 
should be able to bring credibility and a 
broad reach of influence over numerous 
stakeholders. When it comes to influencing a 
decision or shifting a debate, the messenger 
can be as important or even more important 
than the actual message. 

2. INCORPORATE VALUE CAPTURE 
TOOLS INTO STANDARD PROJECT 
SELECTION PROCEDURES
As a funding tool, value capture is growing in 
frequency. As mentioned above, some state 
departments of transportation now regularly 
include the use of value capture tools as part 
of their fiscally constrained transportation 
planning processes. Also, one of the nation’s 
leading Metropolitan Planning Organizations, 
The Chicago Metropolitan Agency for 
Planning (CMAP) began considering value 
capture funding options as part of their long 
range, fiscally constrained transportation 
plan. CMAP plans to continue using value 
capture funding going forward. The RTC may 
also want to consider adding value capture 
review as part of their transportation planning 
process.  

IMPLEMENTING VALUE CAPTURE
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3. CONSIDER FORMING A NOT 
FOR PROFIT FOR VALUE CAPTURE 
ADVOCACY 
Not-for-profit corporations can be very 
effective in assisting public agencies 
to educate and build support from the 
community. As we have seen from one case 
study in this toolkit, the Los Angeles Streetcar 
benefited tremendously from the advocacy 
efforts of a not for profit. Landowners and 
community advocates near NOMA Station, 
part of Washington D.C.’s heavy rail metro 
system, also formed their own not for profit 
to promote using a SAD to fund the station. 

4. BRING IN OUTSIDE EXPERTS
Other transportation agencies and local 
governments have had much success with 
value capture as a funding source to fill gaps 
in important transit capital and operating 
budgets. Success tends to breed success. 
Bringing in another community’s successful 
champions to tell their story and discuss how 
they overcame adversity to bring about a 
successful project can help to start the value 
capture ball rolling and overcome opposition. 
These visits and visitors can inspire others 
and help to identify local champions. Training 
for agency officials and peer exchanges with 
colleagues who have experience can enrich 
the champions’ and others’ understanding of 
the tools of value capture and how the use 
of these tools may vary to achieve specific 
objectives. 

5. BUILD A SOLID ECONOMIC CASE FOR 
VALUE CAPTURE
To build a compelling economic and business 
case for value capture, the project sponsor(s) 
will need to conduct specific, formal studies 
to ascertain value generation increases 
resulting from the Maryland Parkway BRT 
project or other transportation projects. An 
implementing agency will need to develop 
specific technical information to build their 
case such as the following:

• Forecasting of revenue streams 

• Forecasting of economic benefits

• Estimation of property value 

• Fiscal impact analysis 
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APPENDIX
A. Footnotes

B. Value Capture Tool Implementation Checklist 

C. A Summary of Tax Increment Financing Best Practices

D. Special Assessment District Checklist

E. Joint Development Checklist 

F. Naming Rights Checklist

G. Further Readings on Emerging Value Capture Tools

6



54 CITY OF LAS VEGAS MARYLAND PARKWAY CORRIDOR TOD PLAN | Value Capture Toolkit
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Step 1: Understand what is possible.
• Engage legal counsel to make a list of 

all possible value capture mechanisms 
that can be used for the project.

• If a desired value capture tool is not 
currently authorized, then begin the 
process to identify a bill draft request 
and seek political support to support 
needed authorizing legislation.

• Explore strategic land parcels near the 
project area that may be used for joint 
development and other mechanisms. 
Pay particular attention to parcels that 
are owned by the local government or 
another public entity.

• Identify possible stakeholders 
and partners (public, private, and 
institutional) that could serve 
as a starting point for strategic 
partnerships and investments.

Step 2: Select promising mechanisms for 
further exploration.

• Review value capture tools by focus 
area type to help identify value 
capture tools that may be most 
appropriate for the project.

• Consider focus area context 
including existing land uses, density, 
demographics, real-estate market 
dynamics, zoning, and other economic 
considerations such as opportunity 
zones, redevelopment districts, etc., 
when selecting value capture tools.

• Use the needs of the project as 
selection criteria for the value capture 
mechanisms. For example, if up-
front capital costs are needed, then 
a financing option that offers a large 
infusion of funds up front such as a 
Special Assessment District or Tax 
Increment Financing funds from 
a redevelopment district may be 
more appropriate. If operations and 
maintenance funds are needed, then 
an assessment that provides long-
term, dedicated funding streams such 
as a Transit Utility Fee or a Land Value 
Tax may be more applicable.

Step 3: Evaluate promising tools to 
ascertain value capture potential.

• Coordinate with public agencies such 
as the RTC’s metropolitan planning 
organization and transit departments, 
planning departments, redevelopment 
agencies, county assessor, and 
state department of taxation to 
gather needed data and initiate 
conversations.

• Establish appropriate criteria and 
assumptions for estimating and 
evaluating value capture tools.

• Include assumptions for growth, 
inflation, catchment areas, assessment 
levels, and so forth.

• Evaluate promising mechanisms to 
get a back-of-the-envelope estimate 
of revenue and data.

Step 4: Decide on the most appropriate 
value capture tools that will further the 
project.

• Create selection criteria for the 
value capture mechanisms based 
on feasibility, appropriateness of 
the revenue generated in relation to 
project needs, stakeholder support, 
and so forth.

• Include major stakeholders in 
discussions and up-front coordination.

• For large, complex projects, consider 
establishing a task force to help with 
generating stakeholder support, 
decision making and providing 
recommendations.

Step 5: Engage with wide array of 
stakeholders and the public.

• Engage a wide array of stakeholders 
and the public, and include ample 
time for this process and workshops, 
as needed.

Step 6: Initiate and establish value 
capture tool(s).

• All tasks in this step are dependent on 
the specifics of the project and what 
is needed to utilize the selected value 
capture tool

APPENDIX B: VALUE CAPTURE TOOL IMPLEMENTATION CHECKLIST  
(ADAPTED FROM TRCP VALUE CAPTURE AND PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION)
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Experience with several TIF financial models 
that have been used extensively throughout 
the country quantify several important issues 
to consider in evaluating potential TIFs. 
These financial issues are as follows:

1. Property assessment growth rates 
are key to identifying worthy TIF 
reinvestment zones. Areas with above 
average growth rates (in the local 
context) are developing without TIF 
and probably do not warrant public 
stimulus.

2. Net Present Value (NPV) is the 
appropriate tool to assess program 
paybacks. NPV is strongly affected 
by assumed interest rates. High bond 
rates decrease NPV, while low rates 
elevate NPV. The goal is to select 
rates that reflect market conditions 
so that observed paybacks match 
original estimates.

3. Financial viability is the minimum 
criterion for TIF programs. A TIF 
needs to repay fully borrowing and 
administrative costs related to its 
creation. It is deemed financially 
viable if it can.

4. Financial efficiency is highly 
desirable. Many underperforming 
areas will experience assessment 
growth without a TIF. Incremental 
tax receipts generated (above the 
underlying assessment growth 
pattern) determine a TIF’s efficiency—
the greater this value, the more 

valuable the TIF is to a community 
and to potential developers in the 
redevelopment area.

5. Spillover effects are highly desirable. 
When a TIF positively influences 
assessment growth rates in adjacent 
non-TIF areas, this contributes to the 
TIF’s efficiency and contributes to the 
public good.

In addition to the financial criteria presented 
above, the literature review identified several 
characteristics of successful TIFs. These are:

1. A seriously blighted zone holding 
little attraction for private 
development. Public investment is 
needed to encourage private interest 
in the target area. Typically, there is 
poor infrastructure and coordinated 
redevelopment must be undertaken. 
A TIF program can provide the 
administrative structure and project 
plan to make large projects happen.

2. Well-planned projects conforming 
to the County’s master plan for 
development. The resulting 
investment will enhance the 
community and contribute to 
the public good, especially if the 
County’s master plan has been based 
on extensive community feedback 
and direction.

3. Projects with extensive public 
support. Public support will lessen 
opposition and encourage overlying 

tax districts (school districts) to 
participate. 

4. Projects with clear causal linkages 
to private development within 
the target area. Clear attribution 
of assessment gains to a TIF will 
lessen opposition and encourage 
the participation of overlying tax 
districts (school districts,) because the 
overlying tax districts will perceive 
that there is long term property 
tax benefit that will accrue to them 
after the term of the TIF district is 
complete.

5. Projects presenting few barriers to 
implementation. Factors strongly 
conducive to success include: 

• No/minimal residential 
relocation needs.

• No/minimal business relocation 
needs.

• No requirement to provide low/
moderate income housing.

• Current property ownership 
concentrated in few hands.

Adapted from Tax Increment Financing (TIF) 
Best Practices Study Institute for Policy and 
Economic Development

APPENDIX C: A SUMMARY OF TAX INCREMENT FINANCING (TIF) BEST PRACTICES
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1. Review NRS legislation and City of Las Vegas Charter to determine the extent of SAD 
eligibility to fund the desired project elements

2. Conduct detailed research on how other cities have implemented SAD for transit in 
their communities

3. Conduct a risk assessment for how SAD could function from a real estate market 
standpoint including revenue generation needs and assessment scenarios

4. Conduct a benefit assessment study to determine how the project will benefit the 
properties assessed, e.g., reductions in travel time, increased transit capacity, etc., to 
establish a solid business case for property benefits

5. Determine the geographic area that will fund the SAD and what type of properties, 
e.g., commercial and/or residential, public, etc. that will be assessed.

6. Once the economic benefit data and business case are established, consider forming 
a not for profit to advocate for the creation of the district or begin outreach to 
stakeholders to gauge support for SAD creation

7. Determine the best process to ascertain amount of assessment fees, e.g., property 
frontage, property value, distance from improvement, type of use, size of property, etc.

8. Determine how property owners will pay for the assessment, e.g., up front, over time, 
etc.

9. Decide how the City will collect and manage the assessment fees

10. Proceed with the City Special Assessment District due process requirements, e.g., 
engineering, engineer’s estimate, resolution, public hearing, etc.

APPENDIX D: SPECIAL ASSESSMENT DISTRICT CHECKLIST
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1. Consider a financial feasibility analysis of the use of Naming Rights along the Maryland 
Parkway/Downtown Las Vegas/Las Vegas Medical District corridor

2. Contact potential sponsors, e.g., Downtown Project, downtown casino resorts, UNLV, 
Las Vegas Medical District founders, etc., to determine interest for sponsorship of 
either a station, a group of stations or for the entire corridor

3. Evaluate the political and legal risk for naming of public infrastructure of the line in this 
specific corridor

4. Issue Request for Information or Request for Proposals for identified station(s) or          
corridor 

APPENDIX F: NAMING RIGHTS CHECKLIST

1. Determine if vacant property or air rights above or below existing public facilities 
would be available for lease or sale as TOD

2. Match available properties with surrounding context to see if medium to high 
residential/commercial density is appropriate for the location

3. Assess if up-front cash is desired or if long term revenues would be preferred to 
ascertain if a direct sale or a long-term lease is preferable.

4. Determine desired mix of uses on the site, e.g., residential, commercial, mixed income 
housing, affordable housing, market rate housing, etc. 

5. Consider using economic consultants to evaluate market feasibility of desired land use 
mix

6. Issue Request For Interest (RFI) document and/or contact potential developers to 
ascertain interest.

APPENDIX E: JOINT DEVELOPMENT CHECKLIST
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Municipal Tax on Excess Capital Gains Tax
• State Taxes on Capital Gains, Elizabeth McNichol, December 2018 

https://www.cbpp.org/research/state-budget-and-tax/state-taxes-on-capital-gains

Transfer of Development Rights
• A Survey of Transferable Development Rights Mechanisms in New York City. 

Department of City Planning. February 2015  
https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/planning/download/pdf/plans-studies/transferable-
development-rights/research.pdf

• Nevada Planning Guide:  American Planning Association Nevada Chapter, 2017 
http://lands.nv.gov/uploads/documents/Docs_and_Pubs_E2017-146.pdf

• Brookings Institution “TDRs, How They Work and Their Role in Shaping Metropolitan 
Growth” 
https://www.brookings.edu/research/tdrs-and-other-market-based-land-mechanisms-
how-they-work-and-their-role-in-shaping-metropolitan-growth/

Public Upzoning Market
• https://urban-regeneration.worldbank.org/node/21

Upzoning, Public Policy & Fairness—A Study & Proposal
• https://scholarship.law.wm.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?referer=https://www.google.

com/&httpsredir=1&article=2494&context=wmlr

APPENDIX G: FURTHER READINGS ON EMERGING VALUE CAPTURE TOOLS
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MEDICAL CENTER MARKET ANALYSIS
This report provides an analysis of the market demand for and feasibility of transit-oriented 
development (TOD) in the area around the Medical Center transit station. This analysis is 
conducted with consideration to two market geographies:

FOCUS AREA
The Focus Area is a ½ mile area surrounding the Medical Center station. This area is to 
the west of the Downtown core and is in the center of the Las Vegas Medical District. The 
Medical District includes seven institutions of higher learning, four hospitals and other 
medical services and research uses. The area is anchored by Valley Hospital Medical Center, 
University Medical Center, the Cleveland Clinic Lou Ruvo Center, and the new UNLV Medical 
School. This area extends east of I-15 to include the Las Vegas North premium outlets. Most 
vacant or developable land in the Focus Area is within the blocks of the Medical District. 

MARKET AREA
The Market Area, as shown in the map on the next page, is an 8.8 square mile area 
surrounding the Medical Center. This area is bounded by West Sahara Avenue on the 
south, Decatur Boulevard on the west, Vegas Drive/West Owens Avenue on the north, 
and H Street/Western Avenue on the east. The Market Area, as an area with similar market 
conditions and attributes, is used to gauge the market strengths and weaknesses for various 
development types (residential, retail, office, hospitality) in order to characterize the existing 
market potential for TOD in the Focus Area.

The Market Area is partially within the “Medical District Extension” district identified in the 
Vision 2045 Downtown Las Vegas Master Plan. This area is anticipated to be a hub that 
includes mixed-use residential/office/retail projects, as well as medical retail services and 
medical supply/equipment manufacturing. The Medical Hub is proposed along Shadow 
Lane within the Las Vegas Medical District and will accommodate the UNLV Medical 
Campus expansion and provide opportunity sites for accommodating medical offices, R&D 
incubators, and housing products in the vicinity.



2 CITY OF LAS VEGAS MARYLAND PARKWAY CORRIDOR TOD PLAN | Medical Center Focus Area Market Analysis 

Major Destinations

University Medical Center

Children’s Hospital of Nevada 

Valley Hospital Medical Center 

Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department 

Las Vegas North Premium Outlets 

STRENGTHS AND OPPORTUNITIES
The Medical Center Market Area is a 
regional hub for medical services. These 
medical services, with their associated 
employment and visitors, are currently 
the major drivers of market demand for 
new development in the area. Through 
future growth there is an opportunity 
to increase demand through more local 
residents, and for integration of this area 
with the downtown to the east as well as the 
surrounding residential areas. 

Medical Center Market Area
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POPULATION AND HOUSEHOLDS

The Medical Center Market Area (illustrated in the map on page 2) is home to approximately 
36,300 residents, an increase of nearly 2,100 residents since 2010. This growth represents 
2.9% of the City of Las Vegas’s population growth of nearly 67,400 new residents since 2010. 
Despite this capture of growth, the Market Area population has grown at a slower annual 
rate than the City over this time, at 0.6% annual growth compared to 1.2% per year citywide. 
Between 2010 and 2019 the Market Area added 500 households, an annual growth rate of 
0.4%. This accounted for 2.3% of all new households in Las Vegas, a slightly lower capture 
rate than for population. 

The Market Area has similar levels of car ownership to the City, 
and higher levels of car ownership than other station areas along the 
corridor. While low levels of car ownership correlate with higher transit 
ridership, only 18% of households in this area do not have a vehicle, 
similar to the 15% of households without a vehicle citywide.

Market Area residents have a lower level of educational attainment 
than the City average. Within the Market Area 26% of the population 
age 25 and older has completed a post-secondary education 
(Associate’s Degree or higher), compared to 33% in the city.

SECTION 1: STATION AREA OVERVIEW

City of Las Vegas

2019 Demographics
Population: 652,200
Households: 233,600
Average HH Size: 2.75

Population Growth
The City of Las Vegas grew by an 

average of 7,500 new residents per year 
from 2010 to 2019.

Income
Median household income of $57,300

Education (Population Age 25+), 2019 Source: ESRI Business Analyst

Source: ESRI Business Analyst

The large employers and 
workforce employed in the 
Focus Area generate significant 
demand for transit riders, 
however, the hours for medical 
services run throughout the 
day and night. Transit service 
demand in this area likely does 
not entirely match the demand 
for other areas that are aligned 
with peak travel times (morning 
and afternoon commutes).  

DEMOGRAPHIC 
SNAPSHOT

Market Area

2019 Demographics
Population: 36,300
Households: 12,450

Average HH Size: 2.88 

Population Growth
The Market Area grew by an average of 

200 new residents per year from  
2010 to 2019.

Income
Median household income of $47,100 
in the Market Area is 18% lower than 

City of Las Vegas ($57,300)

Households with No Vehicle, 2019
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HOUSING CONDITIONS
There are approximately 14,500 housing 
units in the Market Area, an increase from 
14,100 in 2010. Between 2010 and 2019 the 
Market Area captured 1.8% of the housing 
growth in the City of Las Vegas, which added 
22,800 new units over this time. Overall, 
5.4% of the City’s housing is located in the 
Medical Center Market Area.

Despite its proximity to the center city, 
housing composition in the Market Area 
is similar to the City overall and less 
characteristic of a center city area. Citywide 
61% of housing units are single family 
detached homes, and they account for 62% 
of homes in the Market Area.  

Housing Units by Year Built (2019)

Housing Units in Structure, 2019

Source: ESRI Business Analyst

 
There is also a similar share of multifamily housing in the Market Area 
compared to the City overall; 7% of homes are in buildings with 50 or more 
units, compared to 6% in the City. In both the Market Area and citywide, 
3% of homes are in buildings with 20 to 49 units. There is a slightly higher 
percentage of renters in the Market Area, with 49% of households renting 
their homes, compared to 46% of households citywide. 

The housing stock in the Market Area is older than the City overall. Within 
the Market Area, 43% of housing units were built in the 1950s and 1960s, 
compared to 12% of homes across the City. The building boom that the City 
saw in the 1990s (when 32% of homes in the City were built) did not reach 
the Market Area, as only 10% of area homes were built in this decade. The 
Market Area also saw less new development in the first decade of the 2000s, 
with only 6% of its housing stock built during that period (compared to 23% 
of all homes in the City). 

Source: ESRI Business Analyst
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Market Area Jobs by Wage, 2017

Market Area Top Employment Sectors, 2019

Source: US Census LEHD

EMPLOYMENT
There are 35,500 jobs in the Market Area – 14.3% of the City’s 248,000 jobs. Employment 
in the area is made up of primarily health care and related facilities. The largest industries 
include Health Care (22% of jobs) and Retail Trade (17%), which along with Professional 
Services (8% of jobs) account for nearly half the employment in the Market Area. 

The prevalence of service and support jobs is reflected in the wages of jobs. 54% of 
jobs in the Market Area are lower paying, with annual earnings less than $40,000 per 
year. This wage distribution is similar to the City overall, where 58% of jobs earn less 
than $40,000 annually.

Within the Market Area, there are jobs available at a variety of education levels, 
with 11% of jobs requiring less than a high school education and 23% requiring a 
Bachelor’s or advanced degree. This distribution reflects a diversity of jobs available 
within the Market Area, and is typical of a service-oriented area. Even in a healthcare 
focused environment, while direct provider jobs require higher education there are 
numerous support positions also required across healthcare and medical service facilities.

Source: ERSI Business Analyst
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EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY 
SNAPSHOT

Market Area

Major Employment Industries:

1. Health Care (22%)

2. Retail (17%)

3. Professional Services (8%)

Typical of a center city area, as well as an industry-centered area (in this case health care), 
workers employed in the Market Area live throughout the City of Las Vegas and Clark County. 
While 70% of Market Area employees commute less than 10 miles to the area, 97% of those 
employed in the Market Area live outside its boundaries. 

Of the Market Area residents who are employed, 92% work outside of the area, while 8% 
both live and work in the Market Area. One-third of commuters into the area live in the City 
of Las Vegas, while a significant number also live in North Las Vegas, Henderson, Spring 
Valley, Paradise, Enterprise, and Sunrise Manor.

City of Las Vegas

Major Employment Industries:

1.  Retail (13%)

2. Health Care (12%)

3.  Public Administration (11%) 

Source: U.S. Census Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics (LEHD), 2017

Market Area In-Commuting, 2017
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MULTIFAMILY RESIDENTIAL MARKET
There are 4,450 multifamily units in the Medical Center Market Area, accounting for 2.5% 
of the City of Las Vegas inventory. There have been no new units built in the Market Area 
since 2015 – the most recent development was the 19-unit Aldene Kline Barlow Senior 
Apartments, built in 2013. There are two projects currently under construction and another 
project proposed, which would add nearly 970 units to the area. 

Market Area rents are about on par with the City as a whole, with overall rents averaging 
$1.14 per square foot (compared to $1.16 citywide). Rents in the Market Area have increased 
by over 3% annually over the past 10 years, although they have not experienced the 
increased escalation of over 5% per year that the City has seen more recently (in the past 5 
years). Multifamily vacancy is lower in the Market Area (4.7%) compared to the City overall 
(7.4%), and has averaged 4.8% since 2015. 

Multifamily development is gaining momentum in the Market Area, with two projects 
currently under construction and another proposed. The Auric Symphony Park (344 units) 
and Aspen Heights (290 units) are both under construction and anticipated to be completed 
in 2021. The Meadows Apartments is proposed for 4300 Meadows Lane (adjacent to 
Meadows Mall), and if constructed is planned to add 334 units to the Market Area in 2022.

Market Opportunity

While the only new multifamily development 
recently has been senior housing, the 
increase in employment and investment 
at the Medical District will likely increase 
demand for housing near and within the 
area. Within the City of Las Vegas, 23% of 
all multifamily units under construction are 
located in the Market Area.

MULTIFAMILY SNAPSHOT

• 4,450 units

 › No units built since 2015

 › 634 under construction

 › 334 proposed

• Average rent of $1.92/sf for all units

• Average rent of $1.14/sf for units

• 4.7% vacancy 

The Market Area has 23% of multifamily 
units under construction in the City

Multifamily Vacancy and Rent, 2005-2020

Source: CoStar
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Recent Multifamily Development
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COMMERCIAL MARKET

RETAIL
There are 6.34 million square feet of retail space in the Market Area, accounting for 7.0% 
of the City’s 89.8 million square feet of retail. The Market Area inventory has only grown by 
0.8% since 2015, adding 52,000 square feet of new space. Over this time the Citywide retail 
inventory grew by 3.6%. Rents in the Market Area are lower than the City overall, at $14.76 per 
square foot compared to $18.73 citywide. Rents across the City have not yet reached the peak 
that they saw in 2007, but have been steadily increasing since 2014. In the Market Area rents 
also hit a peak in 2007, at $16.12, but did not reach a low until 2015 when they were $11.83. 
Retail vacancy in the Market Area is 7.9%, higher than the citywide average of 6.3%. 

HOTEL 
There is only 1 hotel in the Market Area, the 
Kensington Suites with 192 rooms. There 
are 3 proposed hotels in the area, all around 
Symphony Park. If built, these developments 
would add 847 rooms to the inventory. 

RETAIL SNAPSHOT

• 6.34 million SF 

• 52,000 SF built since 2015  
(0.8% growth)

• Captured 1.7% of City growth

Retail Vacancy and Rent, 2007-2020

Source: CoStar
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OFFICE
There are 5.56 million square feet of office space in the Market Area, accounting for 9.9% 
of the 56.27 million square feet of space in the City. The Market Area has only added 
4,900 square feet of new office space since 2015, and over this time has seen a net loss of 
inventory of 6,100 square feet (due to demolitions). There is one project proposed at 100 S 
City Parkway that would add 200,000 square feet of office space to the area. 

Office rents in the Market Area are $19.25, and have averaged $18.69 since 2015. This 
is slightly lower than the Citywide average of $19.59 over this time. Office vacancy in the 
Market Area is 11.2%, and has averaged 13.8% since 2015, higher than the citywide average 
vacancy rate of 12.2% over this time. 

Office Vacancy and Rent, 2005-2020

OFFICE SNAPSHOT

• 5.56 million SF 

• 4,900 SF built since 2015

• 200,000 SF proposed

• Captured 0.23% of City growth

Source: CoStar
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Commercial Development Since 2015
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RESIDENTIAL

Growth Trend
Capture rates of housing development in 
the Market Area were used to estimate the 
potential demand for housing based on 
the forecast of countywide growth (growth 
forecasts are not available at the City level). 
Additionally, development trends by type 
of housing (i.e., single family vs multifamily) 
were used to estimate the portion of new 
households likely to create demand for TOD 
housing products (e.g., condos, apartments). 

The Medical Center Market Area grew by an 
average of 44 residential units per year from 
2010 to 2019, capturing less than 1.0% of 
the County’s overall growth over this time. 
Despite this small capture, developments 
under construction and proposed in the 
Market Area indicate that demand for 
residential space is strengthening, and the 
capture of County growth will be higher in 
the future.

Demand Forecast
Clark County population growth forecasts 
(prepared by Center for Business and 
Economic Research) anticipate an additional 
337,000 residents in the County between 
2020 and 2030, an average of 33,700 per 
year (1.3% annual growth). This annual 
growth rate, applied to the County’s housing 
stock, translates to approximately 135,770 
new housing units over the next 10 years. 
Accounting for the 4,090 units currently 
under construction in the County (including 

614 in the Market Area), there is a net 
demand for 131,680 new units, or 13,168 
new housing units per year. Applying recent 
trends, 40% of this growth can be expected 
in multifamily housing (including apartments 
and condos), or an additional 52,700 
multifamily units by 2030. 

Two trends were used to create growth 
scenarios for the Market Area. The first is 
2.0% capture of County growth, reflecting 
the area’s increasingly strong position 
within the County market. The second 
trend is a stronger 3.0% capture of growth, 
accounting for the significant amount of 
proposed development in the area and the 
market strength that implies. Based on the 
projected County-wide growth of 52,700 
multifamily housing units by 2030 and 
applying these capture rates, the Medical 
Center Market Area could capture between 
1,100 and 1,600 new multifamily housing 
units over this time period. This translates 
to average annual production of between 
110 and 160 new multifamily units per year, 
or one medium-to-large project every year. 
Note that while this accounts for potential 
demand based on market strength, a key 
constraint in this area will be developable 
land (see Development Sites section).

New Housing Demand 2020-2030

SECTION 2: DEMAND ANALYSIS

Source: Economic & Planning Systems

1,100

1,600

Conservative Growth Optimistic Growth

New Housing Demand, 2020 to 2030

Multifamily Units
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RETAIL 
An estimate for future retail space demand 
in the Market Area was developed based 
on anticipated population growth and 
the related growth in retail spending. This 
analysis of retail development potential in 
the Market Area accounts for capture of 
demand from new residents, considering the 
spending patterns for local retail (i.e., inflow 
and outflow of resident dollars). Demand 
analysis is based on the population of the 
area, per capita income, and spending 
habits for consumers in Nevada as reported 
by the Census of Retail Trade and ESRI Retail 
Marketplace data. To estimate retail demand 
for the area, the total personal income (TPI) 
is calculated by multiplying the population 
by per capita income for the Market Area. 
TPI is used along with spending patterns 
for consumers in the state to estimate retail 
expenditure potential: the amount of money 
that the average resident spends on retail 
goods. After accounting for leakage (outflow 
of dollars to retailers outside of the Market 
Area), this spending potential is converted to 
the amount of retail square footage that can 
be supported by new residents living in the 
area based on sales per square foot by store 
category. 

Utilizing the growth capture scenarios from 
the residential demand analysis, there is 
potential for between 6,700 and 10,100 new 
residents in the Market Area by 2030. Retail 
expenditures of these residents will create 
demand for an additional 172,200 to 258,300 
square feet of retail space over this time.

Of this total demand, not all is likely to be accommodated within the Market Area. 
Depending on the retail sector, there is potential for the Market Area to capture between 0 
and 75% of resident spending. The highest capture rates are for convenience goods (e.g., 
grocery stores, pharmacies, liquor stores) and shoppers’ goods (e.g., apparel, electronics, 
sporting goods, etc.), as well as restaurants, while spending in general merchandise stores 
(e.g., Target, Walmart) and more specialized sectors such as building material and garden 
stores is more likely to occur elsewhere in the community. Accounting for the capture and 
leakage of spending across sectors, the growth scenarios for the Market Area project demand 
for between 111,700 and 168,500 square feet of retail space by 2030.

This new demand is summarized in the chart below. Within the Market Area, the opportunities 
for capture of new spending are approximately equal across Convenience Goods, Other 
Shopper’s Goods, and Eating & Drinking, with support for between 27,000 (conservative 
growth) and 40,000 (optimistic growth) square feet of new space in each retail category. 
These retail sectors with the strongest potential are also the most likely to locate in a TOD 
and downtown area. There will be limited ability to capture sales (and attract stores) within 
large-format General Merchandise stores and Building Material and Garden stores. TOD and 
downtown locations are more likely to attract local and destination-oriented retailers.

Market Area Capture of New Retail Sq. Ft. 2020-2030

Source: Economic & Planning Systems
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Market Area Capture of New Retail Sq. Ft. 2020-2030

Retail Sales

Description
% of TPI (2019) Capture 

Rate
Expenditure 

Potential
Supportable 

Sq. Ft.
Expenditure 

Potential
Supportable 

Sq. Ft.

Convenience Goods
Grocery Stores 5.6% 75% $7,030,674 17,577 $10,546,010 26,365
Specialty Food Stores 0.2% 50% $204,132 510 $306,198 765
Beer, Wine, & Liquor Stores 0.3% 75% $346,797 1,156 $520,195 1,734
Health and Personal Care 2.7% 75% $3,375,344 8,438 $5,063,016 12,658
Total Convenience Goods 8.8% $10,956,946 27,681 $16,435,420 41,522

Shopper's Goods
General Merchandise

Department Stores (including discount department, 
superstores, and warehouse clubs) 5.3% 75% $6,644,394 22,148 $9,966,591 33,222
Other General Merchandise Stores 2.5% 50% $2,120,960 6,060 $3,181,440 9,090
Subtotal (General Merchandise) 7.8% $8,765,355 28,208 $13,148,032 42,312

Other Shopper's Goods
Clothing & Accessories 3.7% 50% $3,062,688 8,751 $4,594,031 13,126
Furniture & Home Furnishings 1.2% 25% $519,822 2,079 $779,733 3,119
Electronics & Appliances 1.1% 50% $947,038 1,894 $1,420,557 2,841
Sporting Goods, Hobby, Book, & Music Stores 1.2% 50% $1,004,563 2,870 $1,506,845 4,305
Miscellaneous Retail 1.9% 75% $2,424,565 9,698 $3,636,848 14,547
Subtotal (Other Shopper's Goods) 9.2% $7,958,676 25,292 $11,938,014 37,939

Total Shopper's Goods 17.0% $16,724,031 53,500 $25,086,046 80,250

Eating and Drinking 7.0% 75% $8,722,915 24,923 $13,084,373 37,384

Building Material & Garden
Building Material & Supplies Dealers 2.0% 50% $1,672,585 5,575 $2,508,878 8,363
Lawn & Garden Equipment & Supply Stores 0.1% 0% $0 0 $0 0
Total Building Material & Garden 2.1% $1,672,585 5,575 $2,508,878 8,363

Total Retail Goods 34.9% $38,076,478 111,679 $57,114,717 167,519

Source: ESRI; Economic & Planning Systems
Z:\Shared\Projects\DEN\203013-Las Vegas Maryland Pkwy TOD Corridor Study\Data\Market Analysis\[203013- Market Analysis TPI 7-29-20.xlsx]MC - Summary

Conservative Growth Optimistic Growth
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OFFICE
Employment Growth

Countywide employment growth forecasts (already cited) outline an increase of 43,670 jobs (private 
non-farm employment) in Clark County between 2020 and 2030. This equates to an average of 
4,367 new jobs per year, or 0.3% average annual growth. Over 70% of this growth is expected 
in just two industries – Health Care (36% of growth) and Accommodations and Food 
Services (35% of growth), while nine industries are expected to remain flat or decrease. 

Based on the current capture of County employment, the Medical Center Market Area 
is expected to grow by 1,550 jobs over this time – 3.5% of County growth. Applying the 
countywide growth rates by industry, 60% of employment growth in the Market Area 
is estimated to be Health Care, with additional significant growth in Professional & 
Technical Services (8.4% of growth) and Accommodations & Food (7.6% of growth).

Office Demand

Demand for office development in the Market Area is based on employment 
growth in sectors that occupy office space. Accounting for the share of employees 
within each employment sector that utilize office space (e.g., 100% of employment 
in Finance and Insurance, compared to 50% of employment in Health Care), over 
the next 10 years the Market Area is expected to see demand for an additional 
290,000 square feet of office space. This demand is primarily generated by Health 
Care, accounting for 62% of office space demand. This indicates that major development 
opportunities are likely to be associated with medical office and other related uses.

New Office Demand by Sector

Market Area Office 
Demand 2020-2030

Source: Economic & Planning Systems

10-Year 10-Year New Annual New
Description 2020 2030 Job Growth Office Sq. Ft Office Sq. Ft

Medical Center Market Area
Services (Retail & Accommodations) 11,667 11,853 185 4,770 477
Professional Services 11,681 12,083 402 75,292 7,529
Education 2,081 2,219 139 20,821 2,082
Health Care 10,384 11,829 1,445 180,583 18,058
Arts, Entertainment, Recreation 2,570 2,736 167 8,343 834
Total 44,318 45,867 1,549 289,809 28,981

* Note: total may not add to sum of industries show n due to exclusion of industries that do not generate off ice demand
Source: Center for Business and Economic Research; Economic & Planning Systems
Z:\Shared\Projects\DEN\203013-Las Vegas Maryland Pkwy TOD Corridor Study\Data\Market Analysis\[203013- County Population and Employment Forecasts - incl. Housing 
and Office Space.xlsx]MC Office  Demand (rolled up)
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DEVELOPMENT SITES
The analysis of development opportunities 
for TOD looks at the Medical Center 
Focus Area – the ½ mile radius around the 
proposed station. 

The growing Medical Center District has 
a significant amount of employment in an 
area that is largely built out. Aside from 
parking lots serving employment uses in 
the area, there are a limited number of sites 
that are vacant or underutilized in terms of 
site coverage/floor area ratio. The value 
of existing uses in some cases may be low 
enough to attract redevelopment, but this 
is difficult to gauge fully through analysis of 
market and assessor data.  

PARCEL ANALYSIS
Within the Focus Area, development 
opportunity analysis was conducted at a 
parcel level. Using a multi-layered approach, 
parcels were identified that are:

• Over ½ acre in size (as parcels smaller 
than this likely cannot accommodate a 
development of scale)

And 

• Currently vacant

Or

• Existing development is low value 
(defined as a ratio of improvement value 
to land value of less than 0.5)

As an additional layer of analysis, parcels that did not meet the size threshold but have the 
potential to be assembled for a development site were included as potential development 
sites. A sizeable portion of the Focus Area has lower density uses, which could allow for 
redevelopment. It is difficult to know which sites are more likely to be candidates for 
redevelopment without more in-depth analysis and outreach. There is opportunity to consider 
redevelopment of the larger surface parking lots in the Focus Areas if structured parking can 
be provided to free up land for development.

SECTION 3: DEVELOPMENT OPPORTUNITIES

Opportunity Parcels
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DEVELOPMENT FEASIBILITY
Two measures of development feasibility— 
land sale prices and rental rates—were 
applied to the Market Area to gauge the 
supportability of new development by type. 

LAND SALES
For this analysis, land sales are defined as 
property sales that were completed for the 
purpose of development (or redevelopment) 
and include both parcels that are vacant 
and those that are already developed. The 
average sale price per square foot for land 
from property sales completed within the 
Market Area is compared to the average 
countywide. This comparison assesses the 
value of land in the Market Area by use type 
to estimate the strength of the market for 
new development. Land sales for each TOD 
land use category are included. 

The average sale price for land sales in the 
Medical Center Market Area from 2017 
through mid-2020 is $27.89 per square foot, 
as shown in the table. This average price 
is 58 percent higher than the countywide 
average of $17.67 per square foot. The 
average sale price per square foot was 
higher than the countywide average for 
all proposed development types. Retail 
and commercial projects achieved the 
highest average sales price of $30.79 per 
square foot. This category includes sales for 
proposed medical office buildings. 

Medical Center Market Area Land Sales, 2017-2020

The higher-than-average land sale prices 
indicate the parcels in the Medical Center 
area are valuable even if development is not 
imminent. The average land sale prices also 
indicate that redevelopment may be feasible 
for lower value parcels/uses.

%
Proposed Use Price per SF # of Sales Price per SF # of Sales Diff.

Retail/Commercial $21.28 649 $30.79 9 45%
Unknown $15.32 780 $23.13 3 51%
Multifamily/Residential $12.43 156 $16.08 1 29%

Average/Total $17.67 1,749 $27.89 13 58%

Source: CoStar; Economic & Planning Systems

Clark County Medical Center
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RENTAL RATES
To gauge the feasibility of new development, 
the average rental rates (both overall and 
for new development) for retail space, office 
space, and apartments within the Focus Area 
are compared to the countywide average. 
This measure gauges if rental rates achieved 
for new space in the Focus Area are high 
enough to support new development.

Retail - The average rental rates for new 
space in the Market Area indicate that 
retail uses can achieve high enough rents 
to support new development despite no 
new space being built in the Focus Area. 
The average rental rate for new retail space 
in the Market Area is $32.96 compared to 
$35.16 in the county. 

Office - Office rents in the Market Area and 
Focus Area are in line with the county-wide 
average. There is one new medical office 
building in the Focus Area that is under 
construction. This development’s unleased 
spaces are being listed for $24 per square 
foot, which is less than the county average 
for new space. However, since this is a 

medical office building the lease structure 
may not be comparable. The supportability 
of non-medical office spaces is difficult 
to gauge based on the available metrics. 
Medical office spaces will likely continue 
to be in demand and supportable. There is 
potential to attract development of an office 
building providing medical office spaces and 
spaces suitable to more professional service 
type users (e.g., law office). 

Multifamily - For apartments, the average 
rental rates for all units in the Market Area 
and Focus Area are in line with the county-
wide average. Units in the Focus Area have 
a higher average rate ($1.24 per sf) than in 
the larger Market Area, indicating there may 
be a premium for proximity to the Medical 
Center. The introduction of the new UNLV 
Medical Center will likely drive demand 
for apartment units to serve students, 
which may attract investment in multifamily 
housing in or near the Focus Area. 

FEASIBILITY FINDINGS
The major barrier to infill and redevelopment 
in the Medical Center is the availability of 
development sites. The area is largely built 
out and lacks easily redeveloped sites aside 
from surface parking lots. The feasibility 
metrics (land sales and rental rates) indicate 
supportable land prices and rental rates 
for retail, medical office, and multifamily 
development if sizeable sites can be found. 
The area has a wealth of daytime/hospital-
oriented visitors and traffic to attract 
investment in retail and medical office uses. 
The lack of non-daytime and non-peak 
activity limits the demand and viability of 
restaurants and retail uses. Providing support 
for a new project that can prove market 
demand and establish supportable rents, 
coupled with the construction of the transit 
station, can help to change the market 
dynamics of the area. Additionally, support 
for reinvestment in existing commercial 
uses may help to illustrate demand for new 
commercial development and supportability 
of higher rental rates. Lastly, attracting new 
housing to the Focus Area and surrounding 
areas will help increase vitality in the area 
and attract investment in non-residential 
uses.

Focus Area and Market Area 
Average Rental Rates Comparison 

Rent per
Use Sq. Ft. Factor Time-Period New All New All New All

Retail per sf (NNN) Annual $35.16 $18.78 $32.96 $14.76 --- $20.36
Office per sf (Gross) Annual $32.51 $20.74 $24.00 $19.25 $24.00 $18.62
Apartment per sf Monthly $1.38 $1.17 --- $1.14 --- $1.24

Source: CoStar; Economic & Planning Systems

Clark County MC Market Area MC Focus Area
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TOD MATURITY
A TOD Readiness Spectrum was created to 
categorize Focus Areas along the corridor 
in terms of their readiness to attract and 
support TOD. Focus Areas have been 
organized into four categories (Energize, 
Amenitize, Catalyze, and Strategize) 
based on their market readiness and 
supportiveness of the built environment. 
Overarching strategies for supporting TOD 
were developed for each category. 

The Medical Center Focus Area is within the 
Amenitize category as shown to the right. 
Strategies for this category include:

• Provide/improve amenities within the public 
realm

• Create multi-modal first and final mile 
connections to surrounding area

• Prioritize and complete necessary 
infrastructure investments

• Improve ground-floor experience

• Incentivize mixed income/affordable 
housing

TOD READINESS SPECTRUM
The Medical Center Focus Area can benefit 
from an increased focus on walkability, 
the public realm, and transit supportive 
infrastructure. Many of these improvements 
are identified in the Medical District Master 
Plan. Additional support may be needed 
to address feasibility issues of urban 
redevelopment in the area.
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PRIORITY ACTIONS
Help to facilitate the consolidation of 
parcels and creation of development sites 
to support higher density development. 

The Medical Center Focus Area lacks 
apparent and easy to develop sites outside 
of the land holdings owned by the major 
institutions in the area. The land use vision 
for the area identified in the Medical District 
Master Plan and the Downtown Master Plan 
calls for redevelopment of areas outside 
of the core (south of Charleston, west of 
Rancho Drive, and North of Alta Drive) of the 
District to support the core uses. These areas 
have several small parcels with different 
owners. The consolidation of parcels to 
create development sites will be a challenge 
to facilitate redevelopment of these areas.  

Support the development of new transit-
oriented housing in the Focus Area. 

The Medical District has major employment 
anchors and has attracted supporting office 
and commercial businesses to the area. 
Additional multifamily housing will help 
increase the vitality of the area and support a 
greater mix of uses.

Create a walkable retail destination node 
or street. 

The increase in housing needs to be 
supported by increased investments in the 
public realm and retail uses to create more 
attractive locations for gathering in the 
Medical Center. A centralized commercial 
node is needed to provide commercial uses 
that support not only the workers at the 
medical institutions but also residents of the 
area. Work with the public and non-profit 
owners in the core of the Medical District to 
identify locations and potential mixed-use 
projects that can incorporate retail spaces on 
the ground floor with adjacent public open 
spaces. 

PRIORITY ACTION RECOMMENDATIONS
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VALUE CAPTURE RECOMMENDATIONS
A value capture toolkit has been developed for this effort and is provided in a separate 
document. Three potential value capture tools were identified that fit the conditions present 
and have the potential to be successful in the Medical Center Focus Area.

• Joint development – There are several major health and education institutions located 
in the Medical District. These major uses will continually need to evolve their buildings 
and land to meet changing service needs of their customers. Proactively work with these 
landowners to identify opportunities to incorporate private commercial and residential uses 
in their redevelopment plans. 

• Naming Rights – The presence of the UNLV Medical School and the major hospitals 
creates the opportunity to explore the use of naming rights for individual stations or the 
whole transit line in exchange for contributions to fund improvements that support the 
transit line. 

• Special Improvement/Assessment Districts – The presence of a major land holder can 
make obtaining agreement on the use of a special assessment to fund transit related 
infrastructure (e.g. sidewalks, crossings, place-making) easier. A district that encompasses 
the Focus Area or the defined Medical District boundaries should be explored to identify 
what improvements have support from property owners and how these entities can 
collectively fund these improvements through this tool.
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Plan Framework Elements

Building Form and Design
Recommended Transect Zones (see 
pages 22-25 for more detail)

Mobility
Priority Mobility Enhancement 
Corridors (see page 52 for more detail)

Linear Park along MLK Boulevard (see 
pages 48 for more detail)

Public Realm Improvements in the 
Core of the Medical District (see 
pages 26-29 for more detail)

Parks, Public Space, Amenities

TOD Readiness Spectrum
Amenitize Focus area is close to TOD-
ready but needs amenity, infrastructure, and/
or connectivity improvements.

Predominant TOD Type - Medical 
District (see pages 20-21 for more 
detail)

Land Use

Priority Infill Development 
Opportunities along Charleston (see 
pages 26-29; 50 for more detail)

PLAN FRAMEWORK MAP
The Plan Framework Map presented here 
provides an “at a glance” view of the key 
recommendations from the remainder of the 
Medical Center Focus Area TOD Plan. The 
map locates key recommendations and the 
legend references more detail available later 
in the Plan while the next page provides a 
high level review of key priorities.

MEDICAL CENTER TOD PLAN FRAMEWORK 
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Land Use
True to its name, the most prominent TOD 
type in the focus area is Medical District. The 
Medical District TOD type is envisioned as 
a job center with medical, office and retail 
uses. It is important to note that Urban 
Neighborhood and Town Center are also 
envisioned north, south and west of the 
Medical District. The future mix of uses 
in the focus area is envisioned to be 30% 
medical, 15% each for employment and civic/
institutional/educational, 20% residential, 
10% commercial/retail, and 10% parks/open 
space. A major goal of the area is to diversify 
the uses and leverage the strong medical 
emphasis in the area.

Building Form and Design 
Community input revealed a preference for 
relatively dense development in the focus 
area, aligning with the adopted Form Based 
Code (FBC). The core of the Medical District 
and the employment area envisioned to the 
north was deemed appropriate for 8-story 
buildings set back from the street with 
public/private plaza spaces. Areas south 
of Charleston Boulevard were identified 
as appropriate for 3-4 story mixed use and 
residential development. The Charleston 
Boulevard corridor is another priority high-
capacity transit corridor and provides several 
opportunities for new development that is 
highly walkable and transit supportive.

Birdseye photo of Las Vegas Medical District

MLK streetscape improvements from Project Neon

Multi-family apartments in the focus area

Mobility
The recommendations in the Plan include 
an emphasis on creating highly walkable 
and bikeable connections along Alta Drive, 
Shadow Lane, and Martin Luther King 
Boulevard. Improvements should include 
dedicated facilities with generous width 
for pedestrians and cyclists, in addition to 
landscaping, shade, lighting and furnishings 
along these important corridors. The 
recommendations also highlight priority 
crossing improvements along Shadow Lane 
to help the segment extending through the 
Medical District to become the “main street” 
of the focus area. Crossing improvements 
should be aligned with the station design to 
ensure safe and inviting access to the BRT 
station at the heart of the focus area.

Parks, Public Spaces, and Amenities
One major recommendation to improve 
public space in the focus area is to leverage 
the wider landscaped path along Martin 
Luther King Boulevard created by Project 
Neon to become a linear park. The enhanced 
multi-use path should include shade trees, 
a wellness trailhead, pocket parks and 
other amenities. Shadow Lane mobility 
improvements should also include ample 
landscaping, safe crossings, and other 
features to help facilitate the envisioned 
medical mixed use development helping 
to activate the corridor. Active ground floor 
development and enhancements to existing 
buildings should include outdoor dining, 
active plaza spaces, and retail-type spaces.



Source: lasvegasmedicaldistrict.comSource: med.unr.edu

Source: bikeshare.rtcsnv.com/

Source: revivemedicaldistrict.vegasSource: realtor.com
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FOCUS AREA CONTEXT
The introductory chapter of the Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) Plan sets the stage 
for the recommendations and priority projects that follow, providing key takeaways and 
background information developed throughout the Plan process. In addition to a focus area 
profile, containing demographic and ridership information, the pages within this chapter 
highlight market opportunities, land use and network connectivity – all key factors to be 
responsive to in order to catalyze successful TOD.

The market opportunity information included in the chapter is a distillation of the more 
comprehensive Market Readiness Analysis that was performed both corridor-wide, as well 
as customized for each priority focus area. “At a glance” demand analysis and development 
site feasibility are provided as foundational to the development of the focus area priorities 
that follow in Chapter 3.

A summary of a Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats (SWOT) analysis, 
conducted in collaboration with the Stakeholder Working Group, is provided, and helps to 
reinforce many of the key takeaways in the existing land use, built form, and connectivity 
analysis. The connectivity analysis focuses primarily on first and final mile connections 
to transit, via a variety of modes, to quickly highlight a critical component of the transit-
supportive environment that should be achieved through TOD.

1
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INTRODUCTION

FOCUS AREA PROFILE 
Proposed 
Station 
Location

On Shadow Lane 
between Pinto Lane and 
Wellness Way, just west 
of I-15

Neighborhood Downtown, Rancho, 
Charleston, and Meadows 
Village

Existing Land 
Uses

Primarily medical uses 
with some service and 
commercial uses and 
single-family residential 
around the perimeter.

Unique Assets Hospitals and medical 
uses, proximity to 
Downtown and interstate, 
North Premium Outlets

Major  
Destinations/ 
Landmarks

University Medical Center, 
UNLV School of Medicine, 
Children’s Hospital of 
Nevada, Valley Hospital 
Medical Center, Las 
Vegas Metropolitan Police 
Department, Las Vegas 
North Premium Outlets, 
and Interstate I-15
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OF POPULATION 
IDENTIFYING AS NON-
WHITE OR MIXED/
MULTIPLE RACES

TOD Types 
Nine TOD Types were identified as part of 
RTC’s OnBoard Mobility Plan. The applicable 
TOD Types identified within the Medical 
Center focus area include Medical District, 
Downtown Regional, Employment District, 
Urban Neighborhood, and Town Center. 
More information about these TOD Types is 
available on pages 20-21. 

TOD Readiness Spectrum: Amenitize 
The Medical Center Focus Area falls 
into the Amenitize category on the TOD 
Readiness Spectrum. This category is 
defined as close to TOD-ready but needs 
amenity, infrastructure, and/or connectivity 
improvements. It scored high in TOD 
Supportiveness and mid-range in Market 
Readiness based on analysis done in the 
Existing Conditions 
and Needs 
Assessment and the 
Market Readiness 
Analysis. The chart 
to the right shows 
the entire TOD 
Readiness Spectrum, 
with all focus 
areas plotted and 
categorized.

For more information 
on the TOD 
Readiness Spectrum, 
see the Priority focus 
areas Selection 
Memo.

Vision 2045 Recommendations  
DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT
Medical District

MIXED USE TRANSIT HUB
Most of the focus area is identified as a 
Primary Employment Hub.

CENTER OF EXCELLENCE
The focus area is primarily made up of the #3 
Medical and Healthcare Center of Excellence, 
a small area of the #4 Cultural and Learning 
Center of Excellence touches the focus area 
on the east side of the highway. 

Current Ridership 
Six transit routes currently serve this focus 
area. There are currently over 1,436 average 
daily boardings. A new transit route is 
currently planned along Rancho Drive for this 
focus area, as well as the Maryland Parkway 
Corridor Bus Rapid Transit system.

Demographics  
The following statistics help us understand 
who lives in this focus area (Source: 2018 
American Community Survey 5-Year 
Estimate).

TOTAL POPULATION
4,952

PERCENT OF 
HOUSEHOLDS WITH NO 

VEHICLE AVAILABLE 26.9%

MEDIAN INCOME

PERCENT OF HOUSEHOLDS AT 
OR BELOW THE POVERTY LINE

32.8%

$52,552

OF POPULATION 
BETWEEN AGES 18-64

67%

50%
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MARKET OPPORTUNITIES

DEMAND ANALYSIS 
As a component of the Maryland Parkway 
Corridor TOD Plan planning effort, a detailed 
Market Readiness Analysis was produced 
for each priority focus area.  Included in that 
report is an analysis of the demand in the 
focus area across three sectors — housing, 
office and retail — to better inform how 
future development can both leverage the 
transit investment and successfully respond 
to market demands and pressures.  Findings 
for the Medical Center Focus Area are 
summarized in the accompanying charts, 
but key findings for each sector include the 
following:

Housing 
Based on the projected county-wide growth 
of 52,700 multifamily housing units by 
2030 and applying these capture rates, the 
Medical Center Market Area could capture 
between 1,100 and 1,600 new multifamily 
housing units over this time period. This 
translates to average annual production of 
between 110 and 160 new multifamily units 
per year, or one medium-to-large project 
every year. Note that while this accounts 
for potential demand based on market 
strength, a key constraint in this area will be 
developable land (see Development Sites 
section). 

Office
Accounting for the share of employees 
within each employment sector that utilize 
office space (e.g., 100% of employment in 
Finance and Insurance, compared to 50% of 

employment in Health Care), over the next 
10 years the Market Area is expected to see 
demand for an additional 290,000 square 
feet of office space. This demand is primarily 
generated by Health Care, accounting for 
62% of office space demand. This indicates 
that major development opportunities are 
likely to be associated with medical office 
and other associated uses. 

Retail
Within the Market Area, the opportunities for 
capture of new spending are approximately 
equal across Convenience Goods, 
Other Shopper’s Goods, and Eating & 
Drinking, with support for between 27,000 
(conservative growth) and 40,000 (optimistic 
growth) square feet of new space in each 
retail category. These retail sectors with the 
strongest potential are also the most likely to 
locate in a TOD and Downtown area. There 
will be limited ability to capture sales (and 
attract stores) within large-format General 
Merchandise stores and Building Material 
and Garden stores. TOD and Downtown 
locations are more likely to attract local and 
destination-oriented retailers. 

DEVELOPMENT SITES AND FEASIBILITY
The growing Medical District has a significant 
amount of employment in an area that is 
largely built out. Aside from parking lots 
serving employment uses in the area, there 
are a limited number of sites that are vacant 
or underutilized in terms of site coverage/
floor area ratio. The value of existing uses in 
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Optimistic 
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Source: Economic & Planning Systems
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some cases may be low enough to attract 
redevelopment, but this is difficult to gauge 
fully through analysis of market and assessor 
data.   

As an additional layer of analysis, parcels that 
did not meet the size threshold but have the 
potential to be assembled for a development 
site were included as potential development 
sites. A sizeable portion of the focus area 
has lower density uses, which could allow 
for redevelopment. It is difficult to know 
which sites are more likely to be candidates 
for redevelopment without more in-depth 
analysis and outreach. There is opportunity to 
consider redevelopment of the larger surface 
parking lots in the focus areas if structured 
parking can be provided to free up land for 
development. Development feasibility was 
assessed based upon land sale prices and 
rental rates, yielding the following findings:

• The major barrier to infill and 
redevelopment in the Medical District is 
the availability of development sites. The 
area is largely built out and lacks easily 
redeveloped sites aside from surface 
parking lots. The feasibility metrics (land 
sales and rental rates) indicate supportable 
land prices and rental rates for retail, 
medical office, and multifamily development 
if sizeable sites can be found.  

• The area has wealth of daytime/hospital-
oriented visitors and traffic to attract 
investment in retail and medical office uses. 
The lack of non-day time and non-peak 
activity limits the feasibility of certain types 
of prospective tenants.

• Providing support for a new project that 
can prove market demand and establish 
supportable rents, coupled with the 
construction of the transit station, can help 
to change the market dynamics of the area. 

• Additionally, support for reinvestment 
in existing commercial uses may help to 

Opportunity Parcels, Source: Economic & Planning Systems

illustrate demand for new commercial 
development and supportability of higher 
rental rates. 

• Lastly, attracting new housing to the focus 
area and surroundings will help increase 
vitality in the area and attract investment in 
non-residential uses. 
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EXISTING LAND USE AND BUILT FORM

EXISTING LAND USE
While there are a variety of uses in the 
Medical Center Focus Area they are almost 
all oriented around the presence of several 
large medical institutions and are related to 
or supportive of this primary land use. The 
uses in this area are less mixed and more 
geographically separated than other focus 
areas in Las Vegas. The density of health and 
community-supporting uses makes this focus 
area a significant asset to the community and 
future development should be in-line with 
this focus.
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Valley Hospital 

Ranch style home in focus area

Commercial properties on Charleston

The majority of the existing uses in the 
Medical Center Area are classified as office, 
professional and business services, which 
here, are primarily medical uses, including 
Valley Hospital, University Medical Center, 
and many smaller medical offices. These uses 
are primarily focused around Wellness Way 
in the central portion of the area. The main 
outlier in the area is the large site of the Las 
Vegas Metropolitan Police Department, north 
of Alta Drive, in the northeast corner of the 
focus area.

There are several clusters of commercial uses 
dispersed around the focus area, most of 
which are supportive of the nearby medical 
uses. The large commercial lot across 
Shadow Lane and the lots north of Pinto 
Lane from Valley Hospital are additional 
parking for the adjacent medical uses. In 
the southwest portion of the focus area the 
commercial uses include a grocery store 
as well as some shops and restaurants, 
supporting both the nearby employment 
center and the neighborhoods to the west 
and south. The largest section of commercial 
is the portion of the Las Vegas Outlets that 
fall within the focus area, across I-15 on the 
east edge. This area, while significant, is not 
easily accessible to the rest of the focus area, 
especially for pedestrians.

Another significant land use in the area is 
residential. This includes the portions of the 
Rancho and Meadow Hills neighborhoods that 
overlap with the focus area to the north, and 
south, as well as several multi-family buildings 
north and east of the Medical Center.

Finally, there is a notable amount of vacant 
land within the focus area, primarily around 
Pinto Lane and Martin L King Boulevard. 
There is significant opportunity for medical 
and mixed-use development in these areas.

EXISTING BUILT FORM
A significant number of the buildings within 
the focus area are large, single-use medical 
and professional buildings surrounded by 
sizable surface parking lots. Many of these 
are older buildings and are between 3-6 
stories. The smaller medical offices and 
private practices are typically clustered in 1-3 
story buildings on large lots with generous 
surface parking.

The commercial buildings in the area are 
almost all older, single-story strip-style 
development. The notable exception being 
the Las Vegas Premium Outlets, which is a 
large cluster of 1-2 story commercial stores in 
a walkable, park-once environment.

The single-family homes located in the focus 
area’s abutting neighborhoods are almost all 
one-story ranch-style homes. Those towards 
the west and south are generally larger, 
higher-value houses with yards and pools. 
The multi-family buildings are primarily 
2-3 story clustered apartments. There is an 
absence of middle or high density housing 
such as duplexes, triplexes, or larger 
apartment or mixed-use buildings. The high-
density of employment in the area would be 
supportive of additional housing types.

Source: lasvegasmedicaldistrict.com
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A Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Threats (SWOT) analysis conducted with the 
Stakeholder Working Group resulted in a lot of insightful comments, key themes of which are 
highlighted on this page and the following page. 

WEAKNESSES
The focus area primarily suffers from its lack of diverse uses, and particularly the lack of uses to 
support the major employment center. The large buildings and parking areas also contribute 
to poor walkability and mostly occupied land.

Crosswalk in the focus area

University Medical Center

Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department

STRENGTHS, WEAKNESSES, OPPORTUNITIES AND THREATS

STRENGTHS
The strengths of the Medical Center Focus Area are mostly owed to its central location and 
major medical uses, which create a destination and many jobs for Las Vegas residents. Future 
development should leverage these strengths as much as possible.

Strong Medical 
destination and 

growing

Employment 
Center

Proximity to 
Downtown

Walkability Lack commercial/ 
retail/service uses 
to serve people in 

the area
Lack of 

available 
land

Source: reviewjournal.com
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OPPORTUNITIES
Opportunities within the focus area that should be capitalized upon include the energy from 
recent and upcoming development and improvements, particularly the UNLV School of 
Medicine which brings even more employment and activity to the area, allowing it to support 
more dense and mixed-uses.

THREATS
Threats to the development and success of the focus area come from the high land value in 
the medical area and surrounding areas, which may be more resistant to change in the area. 
While there are several other Medical areas in the Las Vegas area, effective leveraging of the 
Maryland Parkway transit corridor can reduce this threat and support the area’s success.

Medical District branded banner on Charleston

Vacant parcel in focus area

Artist rendering of new UNLV School of Medicine

Momentum from 
new UNLV School 

of Medicine 

Charleston 
Complete Street 
upgrades & HCT

Increase 
density and 
mix of uses

Competition 
from other 

Medical areas

Cost to 
develop

NIMBYism

Source: reviewjournal.com
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EXISTING WALKABILITY

WALKSHED ANALYSIS
A perfect walkshed on a grid street pattern 
would be a complete diamond, centered 
on the origin point. This focus area includes 
many renowned medical and educational 
facilities. The walkshed in this focus area 
(centered around the proposed Medical 
Center station on Shadow Lane between 
Wellness Way and Pinto Lane) has very 
high coverage, but still also has room for 
improvement particularly due to limited 
pedestrian crossings under the highway. The 
walkshed also has gaps west of Rancho Drive, 
indicating that as a barrier to pedestrians, 
and around the Las Vegas Metropolitan 
Police Department (LVMPD) building, parking 
garage, and large surface parking lot. 

Major destinations within this focus area 
are highlighted on the map in black circles. 
Both the University Medical Center and the 
Children’s Hospital of Nevada could have 
more direct pedestrian connections from 
the planned BRT stations.  Only the LVMPD 
has inadequate access within the 1/2 mile 
walkshed from the Medical Center station, 
although it could be easily accessed from the 
Shadow Lane station. 
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PEDESTRIAN NETWORK AND 
INFRASTRUCTURE
While roadways near the future BRT station 
are motorist-focused, within the Medical 
District they are relatively narrow, with two 
lanes of traffic. There is good intersection 
density and sidewalk presence to support 
walkability and connectivity. More than half 
of all intersections have marked crosswalks 
or ADA ramps present. Existing sidewalks 
ranges from poor to fair with the sidewalk 
varying in width and generally lacking 
protection from the sun. Trees are planted 
intermittently within the sidewalk on some 
streets, which helps to provide a more 
comfortable walking environment. In some 
locations, such as on the west side of Shadow 
Lane, there are numerous utility poles within 
the sidewalk, which disrupt a consistent path 
of travel. Furthermore, there are numerous 
driveways from medical offices that present 
potential conflict points. 

A bit further from the future BRT station, 
major arterials and Interstate 15 are barriers 
to pedestrians wishing to access the area 
from nearby commercial and residential areas 
and Downtown. Project NEON reconstructed 
the Charleston Blvd I-15 interchange, 
improving the connection for people walking. 
It remains one of only two options for 
crossing I-15 in the station focus area, and is 
about 1/2-mile from the other underpass at 
Alta Dr/Bonneville Ave. Community survey 
results indicate that 13% of people walk in 
the half-mile focus area.

Sidewalk adjacent to transit in the focus area

Missing sidewalk in the focus area

Utility poles within the sidewalk along  Shadow Lane

Landscaped sidewalk as part of Project Neon

Tree-line sidewalk in the focus area

Pedestrian amenities in the focus area
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OTHER EXISTING FIRST + FINAL MILE CONNECTIONS

BICYCLING
Several existing bicycle facilities, including 
a north-south bike lane on Shadow Lane 
and east-west bike lanes on Alta Drive, 
provide direct access to the Medical Center 
station. Bike lanes on MLK Boulevard and 
a shared-use path through the adjacent 
linear park also provide a north-south bike 
connection into the focus area. The bike 
lanes on Alta Drive connect to an extensive 
network of existing and proposed bicycle 
facilities east of the Medical Center Focus 
Area in Downtown Las Vegas. The sidewalks 
along both Rancho Drive and Alta Drive are 
designated as bicycle sidepaths. However, 
the narrow width, presence of sidewalk 
furnishings and utilities, and lack of signage 
and wayfinding mean that they are not 
sufficient for shared use by people walking 
and biking. There are no planned bike 
facilities in the focus area. Bike parking is 
provided near bus stops on Shadow Lane 
and connecting streets.  
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TRANSIT 
The Medical Center Focus Area is served by 
six transit routes, which include: 

• 105 – Martin L. King 

• 119 – Koval/Simmons

• 206 – Charleston 

• 207 – Alta/Stewart 

• Strip & Downtown Express

• Centennial Express

Existing bus stops at the station location 
have a high level of amenities, with shelters, 
seating, and trash receptacles, while stops for 
connecting services have a sign only.

Bike lane in the focus area

Surface parking lot in the focus area

Existing transit station in the focus area

DRIVING AND PARKING
Interstate 15 and several major arterials pass 
through the focus area, providing local and 
regional connections for people driving. 
There is a large supply of off-street parking 
in the focus area, some of which is priced. 
Unmetered on-street parking is generally 
available on focus area streets.

Charleston Boulevard provides access 
to High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes 
on Interstate 15 via the Neon Gateway 
Interchange. HOV lanes encourage people 
to carpool and take transit by providing a 
dedicated lane for those uses.
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FOCUS AREA RECOMMENDATIONS
Successful Transit-Oriented Development is not achieved by a single catalytic 
redevelopment or streetscape improvement, but rather, by a series of interventions 
over time that encourage the focus area environment to prioritize transit supportive 
characteristics. Such characteristics include a diversity and mix of uses, building frontages 
that activate the pedestrian realm at a human scale, easy access to essential community 
amenities and services, quality and convenient connections to other mobility options, and a 
priority on safety within the public realm for users of all ages and abilities.

The Medical Center Focus Area is categorized as an Amenitize focus area on the TOD 
Readiness Spectrum. So, although much of what will be catalytic in this area will relate to 
the well-established Medical District, the recommendations that follow aim to supplement 
that infrastructure and development investment by pairing it with intentional, community 
vetted amenities and public spaces that help achieve the transit supportive characteristics 
described above. Included in this chapter are a mix of broader policy and regulatory 
recommendations, and location-specific amenity, connectivity, parking, and land use 
recommendations, all informed by community and stakeholder input gained through this 
Plan process. 

While the recommendations in this chapter should not necessarily be regarded as a 
first phase in successful implementation of TOD, by providing the policy guidance in 
this document, the hope is that the City can work to get the corresponding regulations, 
amenities and connections in place that will compel corresponding development to respond 
accordingly.

2



20 CITY OF LAS VEGAS MARYLAND PARKWAY CORRIDOR TOD PLAN | Medical Center Focus Area

TOD TYPES

WHAT ARE TOD TYPES? 
Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) is a 
type of development located close to high 
quality, high capacity transit, that creates a 
compact, walkable, mixed-use and dense 
environment. TOD areas contribute to 
liveable communities and serve as activity 
centers that provide a range of benefits to 
the region, local community, and individual 
households.

During RTC’s OnBoard Mobility Plan, nine 
TOD types were established that are context-
specific to Southern Nevada. The density, 
building form, block layout, types of use, 
time of activation and approach to equity 
differs in each of the nine TOD types. 

The Medical Center Focus Area contains five 
of the nine TOD Types including: Medical 
District, Urban Neighborhood, Downtown 
Regional, Employment District, and Town 
Center. Descriptions of each are on the next 
page. 

Please note, TOD Types shown on this page are 
from RTC’s OnBoard Mobility Plan. These are 
different from the TOD/TOC Place Types in the City 
of Las Vegas 2050 Master Plan. See the 2050 Master 
Plan for more information.

URBAN NEIGHBORHOOD

DOWNTOWN REGIONAL
DOWNTOWN LOCAL

TOWN CENTERENTERTAINMENT DISTRICT
MEDICAL DISTRICT 

EDUCATIONAL CAMPUS
LAS VEGAS STRIP
TOD Types in this focus area:

EMPLOYMENT DISTRICT
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MIX OF USES
The future mix of uses within this focus area should have more 
variation than what exists today. While medical uses should remain 
the primary use, commercial uses should be expanded to better 
supplement and serve medical users. Residential should also be 
brought into the Medical District to enable people to live close to 
medical facilities where they work, go to school, or visit frequently.

Residential Commercial/ 
Retail

Employment Civic/Institutional/
Educational

Medical Parks/Open 
Space

10%20% 15% 15% 10%30%

TOD TYPE: DOWNTOWN REGIONAL
Large downtown areas that serve multiple neighborhoods. Mix of 
uses, with abundant housing and job opportunities. Grid street 
pattern creates accessibility by various transportation options.

TOD TYPE: EMPLOYMENT DISTRICT
Active civic or office areas with some retail. High amount of job 
opportunities and patrons, with little to no residents. Strong 
building-street relationship with large public spaces.

TOD TYPE: TOWN CENTER
Mostly retail/commercial uses with some housing and public 
gathering spaces. Local destination for residents and visitors. 
Increased activity when special events take place.

TOD TYPE: URBAN NEIGHBORHOOD
Medium density development that primarily serves local residents. 
Mostly housing with some retail and services.

TOD TYPE: MEDICAL DISTRICT
A job center supported by medical, office and retail uses. Strong 
building-street relationship with limited walkability. High activity 
during the day with many job opportunities.
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DEVELOPMENT TYPE PREFERENCES

WHAT SHOULD THIS AREA LOOK LIKE 
IN THE FUTURE?
While the TOD Types mapped on the 
previous pages provide more detailed 
guidance on the mix of uses that each focus 
area should aspire to achieve to best support 
the transit investment along Maryland 
Parkway, the types of development that 
can occur within those TOD Types are still 
intentionally broad. To help better calibrate 
development type recommendations to 
the Medical Center Focus Area, community 
members were asked to provide feedback 
on a set of visual preference images for 
six geographic areas within the focus area. 
Candidate images were selected that 
embody TOD supportive development 
characteristics such as limited building 
setbacks and engagement with the street, 
active ground floor frontages, an integrated 
mix of uses, and placemaking elements that 
would encourage transit users to linger and 
activate adjacent public spaces. Variation 
occurred, however, in elements such as 
building height, building type, form and 
configuration of the public realm. (Variable 
characteristics tested, along with the 
community’s preference, indicated on the 
next page.) 

As future land use and development 
code decisions are made within the City 
of Las Vegas, these inputs can be helpful 
in informing regulatory mechanisms that 
compel development that is not only transit-
supportive, but also would be well received 
by the community.
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 Area #2
Community Survey Preference: 8-story office set back from street 
with public/private patio space

3D Model options were calibrated to provide input on building 
height and ground floor setbacks.

 Area #1
Community Survey Preference: 8-story building set back from 
street with public/private plaza spaces

3D Model options were calibrated to provide input on building 
height and ground floor setbacks.

Areas #4 & #5
Community Survey Preference: 3-4 Story Mixed Use Infill 
Development

3D Model options were calibrated to provide input on building 
height and appropriate upper story setbacks.

Areas #3 & #6
Community Survey Preference: Residential Mixed-Use Apartments

3D Model options were calibrated to provide input on types of 
residential uses, appropriate density, and how best to transition to 
adjacent neighborhoods.
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FORM-BASED CODE

APPLICATION OF FORM-BASED CODE
A Regulating Plan and Form-Based Code 
(FBC) has already been applied and adopted 
within a pilot area of the Medical District. 
No recommended changes to the recently-
applied parcel-based transect zones (within 
dashed outline on this map) are suggested in 
this Plan.

Applying FBC and community-based design 
standards to the rest of this focus area will 
help to build a well-designed TOD within 
and adjacent to the Medical District that 
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SPECIFIC DISTRICTS 
The Downtown Master Plan identifies 12 
planning districts within the Downtown 
Las Vegas Overlay District and identifies 
standards that are unique to districts. The 
Medical Center Focus Area includes the 
majority of the Medical District. It also 
reaches across I-15 to include part of the 
Market Corridor District and corners of both 
the Civic & Business and Design Districts.

TRANSECT ZONES
The following section gives context for the 
recommended transect zones within the 
focus area, outside of the already adopted 
FBC within the Medical District, and unique 
considerations within each.

T5 Maker Zone (T5-M)(T5-M)
This zone allows for industrial mixed use, 
while increasing density (up to 5 stories) and 
activity. T5-M is already mapped in most of 
the area between MLK Boulevard and I-15, 
north of Alta Drive. Filling in a small gap 
here with the same transect zone will help to 
create a consistent character in this location. 

T5 Corridor Zone (T5-C)(T5-C)

Additional T5-C is only recommended as 
an extension of the currently mapped T5-C 
between Desert Lane and the highway, north 
of Pinto Lane. This area has the opportunity 
to serve as a gateway into the Medical 
District for anyone traveling west from 
Downtown Las Vegas.

reinforces its current identity and implements 
the community’s long-term vision. FBC 
should be used in this focus area to create 
a high-quality, walkable, dense, urban, 
medically-oriented place with a supportive 
mix of uses and a vibrant pedestrian realm 
while preserving existing assets and unique 
character. 

The recommendations for FBC are intended 
to serve as guidelines that support transit-
oriented development in this location as well 
as help to implement other goals and Plans 
in the community. 

The map on the previous page shows 
applied FBC transect zone recommendations 
for general areas within the Medical Center 
Focus Area. In areas outside the Downtown 
boundary, the recently adopted 2050 Master 
Plan designations have been carried forward. 

It is intended that if the City pursues 
amending the zoning code in the rest of 
this area it should be to FBC, and if not, 
then these transect zones should be used to 
inform TOD or other zoning. At that time, 
these recommendations would receive 
further analysis and refinement, and then be 
applied to a parcel-based map. 

UMC Hospital

Shadow Professional Center

Valley Hospital
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COMMUNITY AMENITIES, SERVICES, AND PUBLIC REALM IMPROVEMENTS

As part of the Maryland Parkway Corridor 
Community Surveys, participants were 
asked to identify where they would like to 
see additional community amenities and 
infrastructure. The map at left represents 
the community and stakeholder input, 
aggregated into some key recommendations. 
Additional feedback regarding community 
amenities and infrastructure is outlined in the 
text on the following pages. The full survey 
results can be found in the Medical Center 
Survey Results Memo.

1. Nodes of shops and restaurants 
near the intersections of Rose 
Street and Pinto Lane, and 
Wellness Way and Shadow Lane

2. Daily services such as daycares, 
gyms, etc. in the Medical District 
and on Rancho Drive

3. Increased safety and security 
infrastructure, such as lighting, 
along Shadow Lane

4. Office spaces along Charleston

5. More shade trees and parks/
open space along Alta Drive and 
north of the UNLV Shadow Lane 
Campus

6. More affordable housing and 
diversity of housing options in 
the western half of the focus 
are as well as within existing 
neighborhoods

Key Recommendations
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Shops and Restaurants
Intent: Ground-floor retail and dining options 
support and benefit from increased density 
and foot traffic and create a local destination.

Public input indicates a strong desire for 
additional clusters of retail throughout the 
focus area, particularly near the intersection 
of Alta Drive and Shadow Lane, at Pinto Lane 
and Rose Street, and between Charleston 
Boulevard and Wellness Way. Shops and 
restaurants would be a major asset to those 
living and particularly, those working and 
going to school in the area. New shops and 
restaurants should be designed in walkable 
and more dense development patterns.

Office Spaces
Intent: Flexible office spaces are included as 
part of new vertically mixed-use development 
and provide diverse employment options. 

The community survey results show a 
preference for more office spaces around 
the perimeter of the transit route through 
the focus area, most notably east of Shadow 
Lane and south of Wellness Way. These could 
include traditional offices or medical offices.

Grocery Stores/Healthy Food Options 
Intent: Food access is prioritized in focus 
areas that are currently lacking healthy food 
options, improving access for the whole 
transit corridor. 

The mapping exercise showed a need for 
additional food access in the focus area to 
support the density of employment and 
residential uses. Preferred locations include 
at Shadow Lane and Alta Drive and Wellness 
Way. A new or additional grocery store 
could be integrated into new mixed-use 
development.

Daily Services
Intent: A variety of neighborhood supporting 
daily goods and services allow nearby 
residents and transit riders to meet their 
needs without additional vehicle trips.

Findings from the survey highlighted a strong 
desire for more daily services, particularly 
along Shadow Lane, Wellness Way, and 
Rancho Drive. Given these results and the 
current uses services such as gyms, child 
care, salons, or financial services, should be 
considered here.

Educational Facilities
Intent: Quality education facilities are easily 
and safely accessible from high frequency 
transit stations.

The community did not express much 
need for additional educational facilities 
in the focus area, likely because of the 
Wasden Elementary School, the Medical 
School, and the proximity to a few 
specialized K-12 schools. The surrounding 
neighborhoods could potentially benefit 
from supplemental educational facilities, 
but other amenities may be higher priority.

Health Care/Social Services Facilities
Intent: Transit users and focus area residents 
have proximate access to health care and 
social service facilities, enhancing access for 
the whole transit corridor.

While the majority of the focus area is 
already made-up of health care facilities, the 
community survey showed some desire for 
additional social services mixed into medical 
uses, particularly along Shadow Lane.

Housing Options/Affordable Housing 
Intent: Focus areas have a variety of housing 
types and styles at multiple price points that 
benefit from new and improved amenities 
and support additional uses and density.

Community feedback indicates a strong 
desire for more affordable housing options 
throughout the area, including closer into the 
medical uses and along Alta Drive. With its 
density of employment the area is a prime 
opportunity for affordable housing.

Recommendations from the Workforce 
Housing Plan 
Based on the guidance provided for the 
City in the Workforce Housing Plan and 
the specific needs of the focus area, the 
priority housing types for the Medical Center 
focus area are quadplexes, townhomes, 
and mid-rise mixed-use buildings. Effective 
tools for the area include process and 
zoning accommodations, enacting rent 
control, incentives, and joint public/private 
development.

Typical Lot: 
2-4,000 SF

Density: 
12-20  
du/acre

Height: 
2-4 stories

Townhomes Quadplexes

Typical Lot: 
2+ acres

Density: 
20-35  
du/acre

Height: 
3-5 stories

Mid-Rise 
Mixed-Use

Typical Lot: 
2+ acres

Density: 
20-35  
du/acre

Height: 
3-5 stories
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Courtyard space at UNLV Shadow Lane Campus

Pedestrian lighting in the focus area

Tree-line sidewalk in the focus area

Shade Trees
Intent: Major pedestrian and bicycle routes 
throughout the focus area have shade trees 
to allow comfortable travel, mitigate urban 
heat island effect, and encourage non-
automobile trips.

The tree canopy in most of the Medical 
Center Focus Area is notably sparse. In 
particular, the areas south of Alta Drive and 
east of Tonopah Drive do not have adequate 
tree coverage, especially given the large areas 
of impervious surfaces. Survey responses 
show a community desire for trees along Alta 
Drive, Shadow Lane, and near the University 
Medical Center and UNLV Medical School. 

Like green space, more trees in this area 
would positively impact the health and 
comfort of employees, patients, and 
students in the focus area. Trees would 
help encourage non-automobile trips and 
also improve air quality and Urban Heat 
Island Effect in the area. New trees can be 
collocated with new green spaces, included 
in publicly accessible private open spaces, 
and along pedestrian routes and roadways. 

Safety and Security Infrastructure

Intent: Adequate safety and security 
infrastructure is provided for pedestrians and 
cyclists to remove barriers to traveling to and 
from the station.

While there is street lighting throughout 
the focus area it is neither consistent nor 
pedestrian-oriented. The regularity of the 
lighting along Alta Drive creates an unsafe 

Community Parks and Open Spaces
Intent: Residents and transit riders can safely 
access parks and open spaces in the focus 
area via multiple modes.

There is very limited access to Community 
Parks and Open Spaces in the Medical 
Center Focus Area. There is no formal, 
amenitized Park space within the area and 
only very small areas of publicly accessible 
private open space associated with the 
medical buildings. Public green space would 
provide a considerable benefit to employees, 
patients, students, and residents in the 
nearby neighborhood.

This major need was reflected in the 
community survey results, which showed a 
strong desire for parks space throughout 
the focus area, and particularly along Alta 
Drive, Shadow Lane, near the UNLV Medical 
Campus, along Rancho Drive, and along the 
transit route.

Green space is shown to have significant 
health benefits and is recommended as a 
supplement to health care facilities to aid in a 
holistic healing process. These spaces should 
be included with all the facilities in the focus 
area to build on the medical infrastructure.

The many large parking lots within the focus 
area provide an opportunity to incorporate 
parks and open spaces. By either reducing 
or structuring some parking areas a series of 
green spaces could be retrofitted in these 
areas and serve the many nearby facilities.
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pedestrian experience, which extends into 
the neighborhood to the north of Alta, which 
has no street lighting. While the lighting 
along South Rancho Drive and Shadow 
Lane is more consistent it is only oriented 
to the street and does not provide a safe 
environment for pedestrians. This assessment 
aligns with the community survey results, 
where people expressed concern for safety 
and security mainly along Alta Drive and in 
the neighborhood to the north, and along 
Shadow Lane. For more information on safety 
and security see CPTED and Safety on page 
42 of this Plan.

Public Art Opportunities
Intent: Opportunities for public art are 

included in focus areas, and particularly near 
transit stations, to cultivate a unique sense of 
place and community pride.

The importance of the Medical District to 
the Las Vegas community and the focus on 
health make the area a great opportunity 
for public art. Art and artistic elements will 
help this area establish its unique identity 
and benefit the many employees and 
patients in the area, as well as residents and 
visitors. Both the results from the online 
survey and best practices suggest that 
major intersections that border the district 
and public spaces adjacent to the medical 
facilities are excellent locations to locate new 
public art. Entry monuments would help to 
define the District and improve wayfinding.

Medical District signage as art in the focus area

Street furnishings/pedestrian amenities in focus area

Wayfinding signage in focus area

Signage and Wayfinding
Intent: Clear signage and wayfinding allow all 
users, regardless of mode, to easily locate the 
transit station and nearby destinations.

While signage and wayfinding was not 
included in the online survey it is a key part 
in creating a successful, easy-to-navigate 
focus area, especially one with as many 
destinations and as strong of an identity as 
the Medical District. New signage should 
reinforce this identity, in alignment with the 
current RTKL branding and wayfinding plan. 
Wayfinding near transit stops should direct 
people to nearby destinations including the 
Valley Medical Center, the University Medical 
Center, UNLV Medical Campus, the Children’s 
Hospital, the Police Department, and further 
destinations like the Las Vegas Outlets. 

Street Furniture
Intent: Street furniture is provided along 
major pedestrian routes within the focus area 
to create a comfortable pedestrian realm, 
moments of respite, and encourage non-
automobile trips.

There are few pedestrian furnishings present 
within the Medical Center Focus Area. These 
should be of a particularly hight priority for 
the area near transit stops and major health 
complexes. Furnishings in this area should 
include benches, trash/recycling receptacles, 
bike parking, planters, and pedestrian-scaled 
lighting. The variety of businesses and the 
density of employment and medical uses 
increases the number of people walking 
in this area and it should be amenitized to 
match this level of use.
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THOROUGHFARE TYPES
Adopted Complete Streets policies and guidelines provide the baseline for enhancing thoroughfares in the focus area. The City of Las Vegas 
adopted Complete Streets standards and roadway cross sections tied to functional classification under Unified Development Code 19.04 
“Complete Streets.” RTC adopted a Complete Streets policy and a report, including design guidelines, in 2012. The 2013 RTC Complete 
Streets Design Guidelines for Livable Communities expands upon the guidelines in the report and establishes a typology for complete 
streets that facilitate mobility for all modes of transportation, with a particular focus on people walking. Land use context and specific modal 
functions such as transit routes and bikeways are also important drivers of street design. The Draft 2050 Master Plan for Las Vegas provides 
a framework for a “Layered Complete Streets” approach to street design that includes designated bike streets, transit streets, and complete 
streets that accommodate all modes. The Master Plan identifies NACTO’s Urban Bikeway Design Guide as the design resource to determine the 
appropriate bike treatment for all bike streets.

THOROUGHFARE TYPES AND MODAL PRIORITIES

AvenueBoulevard

A network of local streets north of the 
Medical District should strive to provide 
balanced local access for all modes. 
Many streets in this established Urban 
Neighborhood are missing sidewalks and 
some are gated, which means Tonopah Drive 
and Shadow Lane are the primary routes for 
people walking and biking.

Corridor-wide recommendations: 
Boulevards are designed for higher motor 
vehicle volumes and moderate speeds. 
They traverse and connect districts and 
cities and serve as primary transit routes. 
High-speed boulevards function as 
regional connectors and are often truck 
routes.

Corridor-wide recommendations:  
Avenues have moderate to high motor 
vehicle capacity and low to moderate 
speed. They act as connectors between, 
or the main streets of, urban centers. 

Maryland Parkway BRT will run along several 
Avenues as it loops through the Medical 
District. People walking to access transit, 
medical, and educational destinations 
are the priority on these Avenues. Wider 
sidewalks, additional shade trees, crossing 
enhancements, and lighting are all design 
elements of pedestrian priority Avenues. 
Emergency vehicle access is also a 
consideration within the Medical District. 
Shadow Lane is both a transit route and 
bikeway and must balance the needs of all 
modes in its design.

Corridor-wide recommendations:  
Streets are local and neighborhood 
facilities that serve all uses. They should 
have wide sidewalks, on-street parking, 
and landscaping. They can be either 
residential or commercial. They are not 
typically transit routes, and are suitable 
for bikeway treatments in which bikes 
share the lane with motor vehicles, such 
as Bike Routes and Bike Boulevards.Low-speed boulevards in the focus area 

provide access to the Medical District for 
people walking, driving, and on transit, 
and must balance the needs of all those 
modes. Rancho Drive is as a commercial 
spine that should be designed with a higher 
level of amenities and streetscaping for 
people walking, including wider sidewalks, 
pedestrian-scale lighting, and shade trees. 
Alta Drive also prioritizes biking, and should 
be designed to provide people biking with 
sufficient separation from motor vehicle 
traffic for the speed and traffic volume of the 
roadway.

Street
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TRANSIT ATTRIBUTES SUPPORTING MULTI-MODAL CONNECTIVITY

RTC’s On Board Mobility Plan identifies 
two types of mobility hubs for Las Vegas 
– regional and neighborhood. The Plan 
proposes a neighborhood mobility hub in 
the Medical District. The Medical District hub 
will serve passengers transferring between 
Maryland Parkway BRT, local bus routes, and 
planned transit services, including GoMed 
autonomous shuttle, light rail, and the Bus 
Rapid Transit route on Charleston Blvd, 
about ¼-mile south, as well as people whose 
destination is within the medical district. A 
robust suite of amenities will create a smooth 
travel experience for all riders by providing 
first-final mile options as well as transit 
information and amenities. The location 
of the Medical Center station adjacent to 
the future site of the UNLV Medical School 
provides an opportunity to coordinate on the 
siting, footprint, design, and transportation 
facilities of the mobility hub. Some key 
features are: 

• Real-time arrival information and 
route maps

• Off-board transit fare payment

• Secure bike parking

• Enhanced bike facilities and 
pedestrian realm

• Shared e-bike and e-scooter stations 
and parking

• Shelters with clearly visible signs 
and branding, seating, lighting, and 
shade from the sun

MOBILITY HUBS
Mobility hubs are places where multiple 
travel options come together, along 
with supportive amenities, services, and 
technology. They are typically located 
around transit stops and stations with the 
goal of providing seamless transfers and 
first and final mile solutions — offering 
multiple options to deliver passengers to 
their destinations. In addition to public 
transit, mobility hubs may include shared 
micromobility (such as bikeshare and 
e-scooters), pickup/dropoff zones for 
ridehail and private vehicles, wayfinding 
and information, and enhanced amenities 
and services. Mobility hubs vary in size 
and available services and can be thought 
of more as an organizing principle for the 
transportation system than as a specific type 
of infrastructure. 

Cities across North America have adopted 
mobility hub guidelines and typologies 
to help them create a better passenger 
experience at transit stops and stations, 
particularly at stops that are served by 
high capacity transit such as light rail and 
Bus Rapid Transit (BRT). The mobility hub 
concept can be applied to everything from 
a regional train hub where many different 
modes come together to a transit stop in 
a residential neighborhood. The level of 
amenities changes, but the principle remains 
the same – people should be able to easily 
access information, transit services, and other 
modes. 

Secure bike parking and vending machines at BTC

Off-board fare payment and real-time arrival info

Maps of the focus area aid navigation
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CONNECTIONS
The Medical Center Station is at the northern 
and western terminus of the Maryland 
Parkway BRT line and will be a single 
northbound platform located on a looping 
route through the medical center. Existing 
bus stops on local routes 206 and 207 are 
within one block of the station. They should 
be evaluated for re-location, re-design, or 
improvement to handle a potential increase 
in passengers transferring from the new high-
capacity route. Moving stops for route 207 
from the intersection of Rose Street and Pinto 
Lane to be closer to the intersection of Pinto 
Lane and Shadow Lane would make transfers 
more convenient. Enhancements such as 
shade and seating could be provided as well.  

TRANSIT SPEED AND RELIABILITY 
ELEMENTS
Maryland Parkway BRT will run in business 
access and transit (BAT) lanes for the majority 
of the route. When buses reach the Medical 
District they will makes a series of left turns 
to loop through the Medical District on 
lower-speed, lower-volume, two-lane streets 
where exclusive lanes are likely not feasible. 
However, there are some transit reliability 
elements that can be incorporated to make 
sure the bus is not delayed as it moves 
through the Medical District.

A signal in Seattle gives priority to buses and bikes

Bus bulbs can be used on streets with parking 

In-Lane Stops
When the bus pulls out of traffic to pick up 
passengers at a stop, it must then merge 
back into the travel lane to continue on its 
route. In-lane transit stops are designed so 
that the bus stops in the travel lane, reducing 
delay. 

At the future BRT stations on Shadow Lane 
and Tonopah Drive, in-lane stops can be 
achieved through installing bus bulbs. Bus 
bulbs are curb extensions into the parking 
lane. They provide the additional benefit of 
creating more space for transit shelters and 
seating. At intersections, they also improve 
conditions for people walking by reducing 
the crossing distance. 

Signal Prioritization
Signal prioritization is a component of 
intelligent transportation systems (ITS). 
Transit signal priority (TSP) involves 
technology on the bus and in the traffic 
signal that trigger the light to turn green, 
or stay green for longer, when the bus 
approaches. This technology should be 
considered at the existing signal at Wellness 
Way and Shadow Lane.

TRANSIT SERVICE DESIGN
Maryland Parkway BRT schedules should be 
coordinated to the greatest extent possible 
with other bus routes to minimize connection 
times for the predominant transfer flows.

An enhanced bus stop

Source: SDOT (Creative Commons)

Source: SDOT (Creative Commons)
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FIRST AND FINAL MILE ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION

PEDESTRIAN ACCESS
Corridor-wide recommendations: 
Pedestrian safety is a priority throughout 
the corridor, and all focus areas must make 
commitments to safe access. This includes 
the following key components:

• Incorporation of high-visibility 
crosswalk design elements in all 
crosswalks

• Requirements that construction and 
excavation permits be granted upon 
ensuring continued pedestrian traffic

• Prioritizing new crosswalks in 
locations with a relatively high rate 
of pedestrian-vehicle conflicts and 
crashes

Connections must be guaranteed in the 
most direct and convenient way possible. 
Riders will be encouraged – not dismayed 
– by the experience getting to and from 
the station. The following measures can 
help ensure direct access:

• Allowance of proposed crosswalks 
placed along direct pedestrian routes 
to transit stops, schools, parks, 
senior centers, community centers, 
hospitals, as an exception to any 
crosswalk warrant/minimum demand 
requirements

• Where parking facilities exist, a clearly 
demarcated walkway connecting 
all access and egress points to one 
another

Wide sidewalks, benches, and pedestrian lighting

There are several opportunities to improve 
the pedestrian experience and safety at 
intersections and along roadways throughout 
the Medical District. Additional pedestrian 
crossing opportunities should be considered 
at minor intersections on Bonneville 
Avenue, Alta Drive, and Tonopah Drive. 
Pedestrian crossings at major intersections 
along those streets should be enhanced to 
provide improved pedestrian visibility and 
physical buffers, such as leading-pedestrian 
intervals and refuge islands. Most pedestrian 
crashes in the area from 2015-2017 (14 
total) took place at intersections at major 
boulevards with turning vehicles. Intersection 
improvements suggested above apply to 
these locations as well (e.g., Charleston 
Boulevard, Rancho Drive), and turning radii 
could be adjusted to slow the speed of 
turning vehicles. 

The marked pedestrian crossings on Shadow 
Lane north of Wellness Avenue and at Pinto 
Ave should also be improved for a seamless, 
quality connection from the hospital facilities 
to the future station and medical school. 
Plans for the future school of medicine 
include an attractive public realm for people 
walking or gathering socially, and may 
warrant wider crosswalks with more signage 
or signalization. There are several minor 
intersections and driveways internal to the 
BRT loop that are also candidates for new 
crosswalks, including Pinto Lane and Rose 
Street, Wellness Way and Willow Street, and 
the entrances and exits to parking lots along 
Pinto Lane between Tonopah Drive and MLK 
Boulevard.    

High-visibility crosswalks

Pedestrian signal at a mid-block crossing

Source: SDOT (Creative Commons)

Source: Getty Images
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Given the number of surface parking lots in 
the vicinity of the Medical Center station, 
new designated walkways and wayfinding 
through existing lots should promote efficient 
and safe walking between transit and district 
destinations. Landscaping can provide a 
natural buffer for walkways and help limit 
conflicts between vehicle traffic and people 
walking. In addition, students and healthcare 
staff going to and from the Medical District, 
housing, and businesses west of Interstate 15 
would benefit from additional underpasses to 
provide better connections to Downtown. 

A sidewalk with landscaping through a parking lot

The Medical Center Focus Area is ripe for 
new infrastructure and programs to support 
shared mobility services, inclusive of bike-
share, e-scooters, car-sharing and ride-hail 
services. Las Vegas has a successful bike 
share program hosted by RTC since 2016. 
There are now 200 classic and electric-
assist bicycles in the fleet, and 21 docking 
stations. The nearest docking station 
location to the Medical Center station is 
located at Bonneville Avenue and Grand 
Central Parkway, nearly one mile away; there 
are no docking stations west of the Las 
Vegas Freeway. Healthcare and education 
institutions in the area should work with the 
RTC to locate additional stations in proximity 
to the BRT terminus to expand the area 
accessible by bike share and promote the 
service to employees and students.

Car-share and ride-hailing services could 
have designated pick-up and drop-off areas 
on nearby streets, such as Pinto Lane, or 
off-street in an existing surface lot to avoid 
possible traffic congestion. Pick-up and 
drop-off zones should not be located on 
Shadow Lane, Wellness Way, or Alta Drive 
given their roles in the bicycle network. 
Public spaces near shared-mobility services 
should include infrastructure to support 
the typical activities of people transferring 
between transportation services, such as 
shade structures, benches or flexible seating, 
wayfinding signage, and pedestrian scale-
lighting.

SHARED-MOBILITY SERVICES
Corridor-wide recommendations: 
Shared Mobility can require the use of 
curbside space in static and temporary 
ways. In visible and accessible locations 
with sufficient sidewalk space, nascent 
shared mobility users safely identify and 
unlock their vehicle. Placing vehicles 
along a local street next to an intersecting 
arterial or collector road can help drivers 
feel comfortable pulling into traffic. At 
a dockless location, users should have 
sufficient space to park their vehicle 
without interfering with sidewalk or 
curbside traffic.

In locations with a high volume of pick-
up and drop-off activity, as well as bus 
stops with high frequency, a definitive 
placement of where one goes to be 
picked up/dropped off by a transportation 
network company (TNC) vehicle is vital.  

RTC Bike Share

A designated TNC pick-up/drop-off zone
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Marked crosswalks or ADA ramps are absent 
on almost 40% of all intersections within 
a half-mile radius of the planned station 
location, and signalized traffic control is low 
relative to the high volume of intersection 
density. ADA accessible walkways, 
crosswalks, and parking facilities should 
be a heightened priority throughout the 
district, especially in locations that provide 
immediate access to the Valley Hospital 
Medical Center, healthcare providers located 
on Rose Street and along Wellness Way. 
Given the likelihood of people with mobility 
impairments as patrons of the hospital and 
other related facilities, the walking routes 
providing direct access from bus stops to 
these medical buildings must be barrier-free, 
level, sufficiently wide (8 feet and higher) and 
consistently marked (including across all curb 
cuts and driveways). This will allow people 
using wheelchairs to safely turn and pass 
other wheelchairs all at the sidewalk – not 
street – level.  

ADA ACCESS
Corridor-wide recommendations: 
The transportation experience set by 
the Americans with Disabilities (ADA), 
includes minimum dimension standards 
for barrier-free access, like an 8-foot-
by-5-foot level pad at the head of the 
bus stop. Upgrading all sidewalks in the 
focus area to be continuously paved, 
level, and connected to curb ramps can 
ensure independence for people who may 
otherwise need to wait for an operationally 
expensive paratransit vehicle. 

Universal design beyond compliance 
starts by listening to -- and centering the 
experience of -- the disability community 
in every single design choice. Every focus 
area must emulate this practice. Some of 
following examples of universal design are 
intended to provide an environment of 
safety and inclusion beyond compliance:

• Defining “pedestrian access” as 
“reasonable access for disabled 
persons in wheelchairs and similar 
devices” – to be consistent with Las 
Vegas standards for pedestrian malls 

• Maintaining at least an 8-foot-wide 
platform at all bus stops, not just at 
the front

• Touchless signalization that does not 
require the pushing of pedestrian 
and bicycle crossing indicators (aka 
“beg buttons”) to receive a walking 
signal. Either a walking and biking 
signal shall occur at least once every 
single traffic signal cycle, or it must 
be activated using a motion sensor. 

Extend touchless access to water 
fountains, doors, and lighting, and 
keep at least one sensor and switch 
within reach of people of all possible 
heights

• Step-free access for all principal 
walkways along the most direct path 
of travel. And where there are ramps, 
multiple handrails with varying heights 
and embedded directions in braille 
must be included

• No unnecessary distractions in 
materials. For example, any changes 
to pavement texture should only be 
to indicate a change in the pedestrian 
realm or to direct people to and from 
station entrances

ADA compliant curb ramp Optimize routes for people with mobility impairments
Source: Getty Images
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BIKE ACCESS AND SEPARATION

Bike facilities should be considered to allow for 
travel by other micromobility users

Bike lanes should continue through intersections

A shared-use path with clearly marked areas for 
people walking and biking

Corridor-wide recommendations: 
Bicyclists are not all the same and what 
is required to make them feel safe and 
comfortable will vary. For example, some 
bicyclists travel much slower than vehicles, 
while others travel at higher speeds. 
On average, bicyclist speeds range 
from 12 to 20 mph. Some experienced 
bicyclists (a very small percentage of the 
total potential bicycling population) are 
comfortable sharing a lane with cars. 
For the rest of the population, the type 
of bicycle facilities that feel safe and 
comfortable vary based on a combination 
of motorist speed, traffic volume, roadway 
width, presence and location of on-street 
parking, and other design elements. Using 
traffic volume thresholds to recommend 
a specific type of bicycle facility is a good 
starting point; guidance can be found in 
the NACTO Urban Bikeway Design Guide. 
Bicycle facilities physically separated 
from motor vehicle traffic are effective in 
attracting people of all ages and abilities, 
who may not feel comfortable bicycling 
with vehicle traffic.

Over time, expanding the definition 
of protected infrastructure for bikes to 
include scooters, and small motorized 
carts may become vital for continued 
safety in route to transit. These measures 
also protect pedestrians, because in 
locations where there is not a protected 
bicycle lane, people may choose to ride 
on the sidewalk instead, thus increasing 
the discomfort of people simply walking 
on the sidewalk.

There are several designated bicycling 
facilities throughout the Medical Center 
Focus Area, though many of them are not 
suitable for people of all ages and abilities. 
Painted bike lanes adjacent to the curb are 
located on Bonneville Ave and Alta Drive, 
along Wellness Way between Shadow Lane 
and MLK Boulevard, and on Shadow Lane 
from Charleston Boulevard to Alta Drive. The 
limited buffer from vehicle traffic and narrow 
lane is unlikely to attract interested but 
reluctant bicyclists. In some locations, there 
is sufficient right of way to consider adding 
a painted and physically protected buffer 
(e.g., delineators or bollards) along roadways, 
especially at pinch points or locations 
where drivers and bicyclists are likely to 
interact. Driveways and intersections along 
Shadow Lane, Wellness Way, and Alta Drive 
could benefit from solid or dashed green 
paint along the bike lane to alert drivers to 
potential cyclists.

A linear park with a 10-foot wide pathway 
is located along the west side of S MLK 
Boulevard from Charleston Boulevard, 
suitable for people walking and biking, 
though it lacks signage or demarcations 
to indicate proper use, right-of-way, and 
suggestions to avoid pedestrian and bicyclist 
conflicts. The park provides a lower stress 
north-south connection in the focus area, 
though the parallel Shadow Lane provides 
a more direct connection to future BRT 
station. Bike route signage and wayfinding 
could benefit bicyclists seeking comfortable 
connections to transit from the surrounding 
area.
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TDM AND CURB SPACE

TDM programs can be targeted to employees, 
residents, and visitors

When travel behavior shifts, less parking is needed

TDM programs provide incentives to take transit

TRANSPORTATION DEMAND 
MANAGEMENT (TDM)

Building owners and tenants can benefit 
from this behavior shift as well; not only 
will the expense of constructing and 
maintaining on-site parking be reduced 
through less demand, but developments 
that incentivize biking and walking and 
highlight the proximity and accessibility of 
nearby transit services are well positioned 
to attract tenants desiring a unique livable 
experience in the Las Vegas Valley. 

Club Ride is an RTC program to reduce 
commute trips be vehicle through 
incentives and reporting. Participants in the 
free program report their daily commute 
choice (including the choice to work from 
home) and enter a monthly raffle for 
gift cards and free RTC bus passes. All 
participants also receive discounts from 
merchants and services throughout the Las 
Vegas Valley region.

Corridor-wide recommendations:  
When parcels in the TOD focus areas 
go through the development or 
redevelopment process, a concern may 
be how proposed buildings and spaces 
– and the people who live, work, or visit 
them – can exist without contributing to 
traffic congestion, compromised air quality, 
and unreliable neighborhood parking 
availability. To ameliorate this concern, 
building owners and managers along 
the Maryland Parkway Corridor must be 
prompted to enact transportation demand 
management (TDM) programs targeted to 
tenants and visitors alike. TDM programs 
and policies create incentives for people to 
choose environmentally sustainable modes 
of transportation.

• For employers, it may help increase 
employer satisfaction to directly 
subsidize the cost of commuter 
transit passes

• For residents, a bicycle storage 
room conveniently placed on the 
ground floor can encourage more 
people to use their bike regularly

• For visitors, people who ride transit 
may receive a discount on their 
purchases

The 2016 Las Vegas Medical District Facilities 
Master Plan recommended the following 
“further transportation studies”:

• Multi-modal transportation 

• TDM feasibility

The studies should occur in coordination with 
the development of a managed parking and/
or transportation district serving the Medical 
District.
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MODAL DESIGNATIONS  
FOR CURB SPACE USE 

Corridor-wide recommendations:  
The curbside lane is a valuable segment 
of infrastructure; it is used for bus stops, 
curbside parking, loading, and travel. 
As emerging uses, such as parklets, 
transportation network company (TNC) 
loading, bicycle parking corrals, scooter 
zones, and curb extensions have gained 
in popularity across cities, developing a 
plan to accommodate them requires an 
innovative approach which optimizes the 
curbside to meet an evolving “highest 
and best use” from an access and mobility 
perspective. A well-planned a flexible 
multi-use curb zone responds to different 
demands over time (such as bus-only travel 
lanes at rush hour and essential service 
pickup/delivery during midday).

Curb extensions and bike parking are emerging 
uses

Curbs serve many uses including stormwater 
management and parking

Curbside regulation would ideally be 
phased in, starting with clarifying existing 
regulation (such as pavement markings), 
communicating the economic and mobility 
benefits of a more dynamic curbside and 
working with the community to define 
priorities. 

As noted, priorities would shift depending 
on the time period, but also the street 
type. A predominantly commercial block 
defined by commercial loading in the 
morning may evolve to accommodate 
short-term visitor parking in the midday, 
and then a valet stand or passenger 
loading in the evening. Because of the 
nascent nature of dynamic curbside usage, 
it is advised to refer to NACTO and ITE 
sources on curb management.

The high supply of public off-street parking 
supply, combined with the low supply 
of priced, on-street parking, creates 
opportunities to reallocate curb uses to 
facilitate multimodal connections to the focus 
area. Since the focus area is served by several 
transit routes, curb space currently dedicated 
for on-street parking on Pinto Lane, Wellness 
Way, Tonopah Drive, and Rancho Drive can 
be repurposed and enhanced to support bus 
bulbs, bikeways, or pedestrian amenities.

On-street parking lane in focus area
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PARKING MANAGEMENT

PARKING STRATEGY
Corridor-wide recommendations:  
Over the long-term along the Maryland 
Corridor, it is important to anticipate that 
parking needs may evolve over time, 
especially if high-quality transit service is 
added, land values increase, and consumer 
preferences continue shifting towards 
walking, biking, and riding transit to all 
essential goods and services within a 
short distance of home. Thus, any parking 
strategies for the area should recognize 
all factors of a multimodal transportation 
network and abide by a series of principles.

Principles of Parking
The key principle of parking is to maximize 
supply efficacy while ensuring a space is 
available. All parking policy, regulation, and 
management practices should be designed 
to fill at least 85% of all on-street parking 
spaces at any given time and 90% of off-
street parking spaces. To reach that goal, a 
variety of tools should be made available 
at the disposal of the public and private 
sectors alike, including:

• Pricing existing curbside parking to 
meet occupancy goals

• Pricing off-street parking at a relatively 
lower rate per hour to incentivize more 
long-term usage in garages and more 
turnover on curbside parking

• Encouraging shared parking 
agreements at off-street parking 

• The elimination of minimum parking 
requirements (The Medical District 
is now under the Downtown 
Centennial Plan, under which parking 
requirements are not automatically 
applied.)

• The institution of maximum parking 
requirements

• The consolidation of land uses in 
defining any parking requirements 
(e.g., combining all office, retail, 
and institutional uses under “non-
residential”)

• If parking minimum requirements still 
exist, there must be:

 - Allowance of incorporating shared 
and designated off-site parking 
spaces within a quarter mile to meet 
parking requirements

 - Reduction of requirements for all 
senior housing, affordable housing, 
and student housing

 - reduction of requirements for 
developments enacting a TDM plan 

• Encourage the “unbundling” of 
residential-serving parking spaces from 
residential units by requiring landlords 
to lease parking spaces separately so 
that those who do not own vehicles 
are not paying for an unused services 
and can opt out of this expense, thus 
increasing housing affordability. The 
same concept can be applied for 
employment areas with constrained 

facilities to expand the supply of publicly 
available parking at minimal expense

Another principle of parking is to support a 
“park-once” experience where patrons can 
park once and frequent shops, dining, and 
entertainment all within a single trip. This 
requires using parking as a means to support 
multimodal transportation options. Strategies 
to meet this principle include:

• Priority placement of parking spaces 
closest to destination front doors for 
ADA vehicles, electric/hybrid vehicles, 
carpool vehicles, and car share vehicles

• Consolidating curb cuts and parking 
entrances 

• Requiring all new parking to be 
structured (to maximize the utilization of 
land, improve pedestrian conditions, and 
reduce the heat island effect of surface 
pavement)

• Requiring ground-floor frontage with 
retail uses at all parking structures

Regarding parking requirements, the 
establishment of minimums – particular in 
areas intended to facilitate more urban and 
multimodal transportation needs – create the 
unintended consequence of oversupplied 
parking, reduced developable spaces, and 
increased development capital costs. Parking 
requirements should be simplified to allow 
developers greater flexibility and maximize 
buildout potential of mixed-use transit-
oriented developments. Key aspects of this 
principle include:  
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resources in the form of a parking 
“cash-out.”

A final principle of parking is that it 
should be customer-friendly. Too often, 
overregulation and mismanagement 
of parking supplies in high-demand 
areas results in customer frustration and 
discouragement from the visitor. To meet 
these needs, the public and private 
sectors should consider:

• Consolidating time limits to fewer 
options, such as 2 or 4 hours only

• Consider allowing all priced parking 
to have unlimited time limits, allowing 
the user to pay to park for as long as 
they wish

• Allowance of shared parking for uses 
across multiple locations

As the Medical District continues to 
develop and densify, there will be pressure 
to construct parking supplies. However, 
it would be more fiscally prudent for the 
Medical District to first implement a common 
recommendation coming out of master 
planning processes for the select area: The 
creation of a centralized entity responsible for 
the coordinated management of all parking 
supplies in the Las Vegas Medical District. 

A managed parking district would offer 
the Medical District a substantial pool of 
public or shared parking spaces as a tool for 
increasing the efficiency and effectiveness 
of area parking supplies, in support of area 
access, mobility, and economic vitality.  
Parking spaces would be strategically 
managed to make them as broadly accessible 
as possible. 

The district would report and analyze the 
state of parking demand in the Medical 
District. These findings across shared 
facilities will help give empirical justification 
for finding cost-effective ways to manage 
demand prior to constructing new supplies, 
such as:

• Dynamic pricing by location and time

• Promotions of regularly underutilized 
and available parking spaces, particularly 
to guests

• Programs and incentives for employees 
and guests to not drive or park on-site, 
thereby reducing parking demand

• Providing support for “overflow” 
situations surrounding major events 

• Facilitating coordination between all 
landowners and tenants to share parking 
supplies under the purview of the district

In the event that new development forces 
an expanded parking supply, they may 
start out as paid facilities that charge the 
general public for short-term and long-
term parking needs. A portion of parking 
revenues must contribute to labor and capital 
improvements, including regular mobility 
hub maintenance, electric vehicle charging 
stations, covered outdoor walkways, cooling/
misting stations, lighting and repaving 
pedestrian routes to area periphery, and 
multi-lingual signage. Data on parking facility 
usage should also be regularly shared with 
the public, aided by the already-included 
presence of controls and equipment.

An illustration of the “park once” experience, in 
which patrons can park once and frequent shops, 
dining, and entertainment all within a single trip
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CPTED AND SAFETY

CRIME HOT SPOTS
There is less crime reported in the Medical 
Center Focus Area than other areas of the 
Maryland Parkway Corridor east of I-15 
in Downtown Las Vegas. 1,284 Calls for 
Service were recorded in this focus area 
between June 2018 and December 2020. 
The top types of crime recorded included 
“Other Disturbances” (56%), Auto Burglary 
(13%), and various types of Assault/Battery 
(13%). Crime is assessed based on Calls 
for Service reported by the Las Vegas 
Metropolitan Police Department (LVMPD), 
aggregated to the nearest block face. 

Within this focus area, crime is particularly 
prevalent along Shadow Lane, Charleston 
Boulevard, and Rancho Drive. There is also a 
hot spot of crime across the highway near the 
Las Vegas Premium Outlets.
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STRATEGIES 
The Medical Center Focus Area would benefit 
from application of most of the CPTED 
principles, particularly along Shadow Lane, 
Charleston Boulevard, and Alta Drive where 
crime hot spot are indicated. Pedestrian-scale 
lighting and clear paths in large parking lots 
would improve the natural surveillance. Better 
defined paths and entries for pedestrians 
within parking lots and more controlled 
vehicle access, including curbs, striping, 
and crosswalks along Charleston Boulevard, 
would improve access control. Highly visible 
and well-maintained buffers between the 
street and parking areas or empty lots would 
improve territorial reinforcement. Overall, the 
pedestrian realm in the focus area is relatively 
well-designed and cared for and the largest 
opportunities for improvement are in and 
around large parking areas, vacant lots, and 
along Charleston Boulevard.

DESIGN ELEMENTS
Design elements that should be added 
throughout the station, and particularly 
along Alta Drive, Rancho Drive, Charleston 
Boulevard, Shadow Lane, Wellness Way, 
Tonopah Drive and near transit stops and 
public building entries, include improved 
stations with additional amenities, more 
consistent and pedestrian-oriented lighting 
fixtures, landscaped buffers and planting, 
crosswalks, and clear pedestrian paths to and 
through private parcels. Elements such as 
improved landscaping and public art would 
also contribute to the safety of the area by 
improving the image, and therefore people’s 
pride and ownership, in the area.

Corridor-wide recommendations: 
CRIME PREVENTION THROUGH 
ENVIRONMENTAL DESIGN (CPTED)
CPTED is a set of strategies to mitigate crime 
and promote safety through design. The 
four main principles are natural surveillance 
(making sure areas are visible and well lit), 
natural access control (guiding people and 
vehicles clearly through a space), territorial 
reinforcement (creating a sense of ownership 
over spaces by delineating public from 
private), and maintenance (preventing 
deterioration to create a more positive 
community image, i.e. the Broken Windows 
Theory). These principles can be applied 
to the Medical Center Focus Area to allow 
residents, patients, employees, students, and 
transit users to feel secure and create a more 
vibrant pedestrian realm.

HOMELESSNESS
While specific design interventions, such 
as lighting, clear sight lines, and station 
amenities and improvements, can help 
people feel safer using transit, they do not 
mitigate an underlying issue: the reliance of 
those experiencing homelessness on transit. 
Helping homeless people requires targeted 
policies and programs such as: collocating 
social services at transit hubs and along transit 
corridors (see Hub of Hope); using trained 
"rangers" or formerly incarcerated attendants 
with specific soft skills for norms enforcement 
rather than ticketing or arrest (see Urban 
Alchemy); integrating social workers into 
enforcement efforts; and training transit 
enforcement officers in crisis intervention.

Lack of natural surveillance

Lack of territorial reinforcement

Lack of natural access control
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FOCUS AREA PRIORITIES
The Medical Center Focus Area has many unique assets and opportunities that can be 
leveraged to enhance the pedestrian realm, add density and an increased mix of uses, 
expand upon the character of the area, improve mobility, and overall, make the focus 
area more transit-supportive. The priority projects for the Medical Center Focus Area are 
focused around the opportunity to create a stronger sense of place through signage, 
wayfinding and gateways on Shadow Lane; enhancing the current facilities along MLK 
Boulevard to create a linear park; increasing the overall mix of uses including vertical 
mixed-use buildings with medical uses included; re-developing or infilling underutilized 
parcels along Charleston; and creating appropriate transitions in scale and intensity to the 
surrounding neighborhoods. 

This chapter provides an overview of and recommendations for the highest priority 
projects for this focus area, as determined by community feedback, anticipated impact, 
and feasibility. Projects range from mobility improvements to infill and redevelopment. 
Recommendations are supported by precedent imagery, 3D graphics, and case studies to 
help provide a guide for the City in implementing these priority improvements.

Infill and redevelopment projects prioritize increasing density and the mix of uses including 
a focus on the pedestrian realm. Transportation projects should prioritize bikeability and 
walkability, including crossing treatments, to increase comfort for residents, employees, 
visitors, and in particular, transit riders. All improvements aim to realize the opportunities 
near the transit stations and create a walkable, safe, and vibrant TOD.

3



46 CITY OF LAS VEGAS MARYLAND PARKWAY CORRIDOR TOD PLAN | Medical Center Focus Area

PRIORITY PROJECT - SHADOW LANE INTERSECTIONS

CREATE STRONGER SENSE OF PLACE 
According to LasVegasMedicalDistrict.com, 
“the LVMD (Las Vegas Medical District) [sic] 
creates an environment that supports future 
and continued development of businesses 
and real property within the district. The 
goal is to further the availability of services 
complementary to current medical providers, 
build on the sense of community and 
enhance the quality of health care for all 
southern Nevada.” 

The BRT loop through the Medical District 
should have a special prominence along 
Shadow Lane. This road can serve as a spine 
within the District and fronts some prominent 
medical and educational uses including 
Valley Hospital Medical Center and the UNLV 
Shadow Lane Campus, and the UNLV School 
of Medicine. 

Shadow Lane will receive streetscape 
improvements as part of the BRT 
implementation, but the intersections with 
major cross streets are also important to 
consider. A stronger sense of place and 
wayfinding can be achieved along Shadow 
Lane and at major intersections to ultimately 
create a branded corridor that contributes to 
the identity and placemaking of the Medical 
District. 

LVMD Facilities Master Plan 
The LVMD Facilities Master Plan identifies 
high to medium density along both sides 
of Shadow Lane, along with multiple 
opportunities for open space. According to 

the Master Plan, “Shadow Lane provides 
a logical organizational center for the core 
of the LVMD...More than just a physical 
connector, the Shadow Lane spine should 
ideally become a social connector, providing 
spaces where students and medical 
professionals can meet and collaborate.” 
This priority project is meant to build off this 
approach from the Master Plan and further 
the design thinking to put an emphasis on 
enhanced, and prominent intersections.

INTERSECTION WAYFINDING AND 
GATEWAYS ELEMENTS
Travel within the Medical District is likely 
already frequent between destinations, and 
will become more frequent with an increased  
mix of uses and an increased density leading 
to more people within the area. Travel 
should be intuitive and convenient, resulting 
in people making trips within the Medical 
District by either foot, bike, or transit. By 
paying special attention to the design of 
the major intersections on Shadow Lane, 
wayfinding can be improved and safety can 
be increased. 

Alta Drive and Shadow Lane
People arriving by BRT and going to the 
north half of the Medical District may get off 
the BRT at Shadow Lane station and walk 
into the Medical District from the north. 
People going to or from the neighborhoods 
north of the Medical District or driving over 
from Downtown are also likely to use this 

http://LasVegasMedicalDistrict.com
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key entrance. This intersection should serve 
as the major north-end gateway with eye-
catching signage, extended crossing times, 
and wayfinding elements visible for all modes 
of transportation. This is a unique intersection 
for the BRT facility where safety for all modes 
will require extra consideration. 

Pinto Lane and Shadow Lane
This intersection should be a more minor 
intersection in terms of hierarchy when 

compared to the intersection at Alta Drive. 
Wayfinding elements should be primarily 
oriented towards bicycle and pedestrian 
users. Wayfinding elements helping users 
navigate to the BRT stations, nearby Clark 
County government facilities, and other 
major destinations should be included. A 
gateway (either signage and/or a physical 
entrance) to the new UNLV School of 
Medicine would be ideal at this corner. Public 
art is encouraged here as this intersection is 
within the heart of the District. 

Wellness Way and Shadow Lane
This intersection is also within the heart of 
the Medical District, but Wellness Way is an 
even more prominent east-west connection 
than Pinto Lane. Gateway features are less 
appropriate here, but wayfinding elements are 
key and should include a more extensive list 
of destinations. A buffered bike lane crosses 
Shadow Lane along Wellness Way, and cyclists 
should be given unique considerations for 
crossing priority and visibility. 

Charleston Boulevard and Shadow Lane
Charleston Boulevard is a major automobile 
thoroughfare and east-west connection in 
the City. This intersection should serve as the 
major south-end gateway into the Medical 
District with eye-catching signage, extended 
crossing times, and wayfinding elements 
visible for all modes of transportation. BRT 
will ultimately be implemented on Charleston 
Boulevard, as well. Unique wayfinding 
elements should be included here to help 
transit riders navigate transfers between 
the two BRT lines and transfers to other 
transit lines. With both these BRT lines likely 
having stations near this intersection, the 
need for wayfinding is only expanded. This 
intersection also provides a major opportunity 
for branding and identity through gateway 
elements, public art, and unique intersection 
design such as landscaping and enhanced 
crossing treatments. 

DTLV Medical District Signage Design
For more information about signage and 
branding in the Medical District see the 
Downtown Las Vegas Medical District 
Schematic Design under separate cover.

Existing west-facing signage in the median on Alta 
Drive between Rancho Drive and Tonopah Drive. 

Painted pavement can bring more attention and 
safety to crossings.

Gateway signage should be prominent and branded 
to the Medical District.

Wayfinding signage should include detail such as 
current location and walking distance to destinations.
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Recommended Design Features
• Shade trees should be the primary type 

of tree in the park and should be planted 
frequently

• A “Wellness Trailhead” should be designed 
at Wellness Way and MLK Boulevard with 
amenities such as exercise equipment, 
natural landscaping with botanical signage, 
shading seating, and/or other amenities

• Pocket parks serving as east-west 
expansions of the linear park

• An ample buffer should be provided 
between MLK Boulevard and the park if 
possible, and adjacent surface parking 
should also be buffered or screened

• Coordination should be done with property 
owners to explore repurposing some 
underutilized surface parking bays to 
provide additional space to the park

• If/when adjacent properties redevelop, 
connections to the linear park/trail should 
be prioritized for main building entries 
and should include corresponding semi-
public spaces to encourage activity and 
movement between the uses

LINEAR PARK
Martin Luther King Boulevard has recently 
been redesigned as a part of Project Neon. 
Project Neon, completed in Summer 2019, 
was the largest public works project in 
Nevada history. The project focused on 
widening I-15 between Sahara Avenue 
and the “Spaghetti Bowl” interchange in 
Downtown Las Vegas. 

The streetscape now includes more buffer 
and landscaped space. Due to the lack 
of park space in this area, a linear park 
improvement to this corridor could be a 
great asset to the Medical District, serving 
as another direct and desirable north/south 
connection. An amenity like a linear park in a 
health-oriented district would provide a break 
from the hustle and bustle within the Medical 
District, and with the right design, could 
serve as a pleasant break in open space even 
in close proximity to the interstate.

PRIORITY PROJECT - LINEAR PARK ON MLK

Linear Park in Mumbai

Linear Park along highway in San Antonio

N

Conceptual design for linear park
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PRIORITY PROJECT - MEDICAL MIXED USE

Medical clinic below a parking structure along the 
Cleveland Healthline BRT

Medical mixed use building in Boston’s South End Rookwood Exchange Development with restaurant 
on ground flood of medial building in Cincinatti.

St. Joseph Hospital in Denver with coffee shop on 
ground floor corner of parking garage.

INCREASE MIX OF USES IN DISTRICT
The Las Vegas Medical District is currently 
almost entirely medical and office uses. In 
order to have a successful, vibrant TOD 
environment with maximum ridership 
potential for the transit investment, a 
diversity of land uses is recommended. 

Peripheral Mixed Use
Surrounding the Medical District is currently a 
mix of commercial, residential, and civic uses. 
Users of these places are also likely to use 
the BRT, and these land uses should densify 
near the transit line begin to expand into 
the Medical District and the larger Medical 
Center Focus Area. 

Vertical Mixed Use  
Within the Medical District, primarily vertical 
mixed use is recommended. A few examples 
of successful formats are identified below. 

• Active medical uses on ground floor with 
residential above

• Retail or commercial ground floor with 
medical office above

• Lobby with high transparency on ground 
floor with mixed uses above

• Active medical uses on ground and 
lower floor(s) with screened, structured 
parking above
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Opportunity 
Parcels along 
Charleston

FUNCTION OF CHARLESTON 
Charleston is a busy, auto-oriented commercial 
corridor. With the future implementation of BRT 
along it, as identified in Southern Nevada Strong, 
there is the potential for increased pedestrian/
bike friendliness and TOD that serves both the 
Medical District and adjacent neighborhoods 
through a vibrant commercial/mixed-use corridor. 

STREET FRONTAGES  
Buildings are significantly set back from 
Charleston Boulevard for about 83% of the 
frontage between I-15 and Rancho Drive. While 
this is expected in a typical auto-oriented 
corridor, it is recommended that any new and 
redevelopment along the corridor provides 
a building frontage on the street, rather than 
being set back with a surface parking lot in 
between the building and street, as often 
currently exists, in order to create a more 
walkable environment. New or reduced setbacks 
should however take into account the planned 
widening of Charleston Boulevard in this 
area. Some of the existing setbacks include a 

Community’s development type preference 
for 8-story building set back from street with 
integrated public/private plaza spaces.

Example of a 6-story mixed use building along a 
major arterial street. 

Community development preference for 3-4 Story 
Mixed Use Infill Development

PRIORITY PROJECT - DEVELOPMENT AND PEDESTRIAN REALM ALONG CHARLESTON

landscape buffer between the private parking 
and the street, but street trees are minimal and 
should be planted more frequently to increase 
shade. A landscape buffer with trees should 
also be added between the sidewalk and the 
street whenever possible. 

DEVELOPMENT TYPES AND USES
Through outreach as part of this process, 
the community expressed a desire for 
8-story buildings along most of this stretch 
of Charleston and 3-4 story mixed use 
infill development along the south side 
of Charleston between Westwood Drive 
and Rancho Drive. Along Charleston, the 
community expressed a desire for a mix 
of uses similar to what is currently along 
Charleston (commercial, restaurants, 
offices), with the addition of healthy food 
options. In order to increase density along 
Charleston and activity in the TOD, new 
and re-development is recommended to be 
mixed use. Currently vacant and underutilized 
parcels along this stretch of Charleston are 
highlighted on the map below. 

Recommended 
streetscape 
improvements
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PRIORITY PROJECT - NEIGHBORHOOD TRANSITIONS

Community’s development type preference for residential mixed-use apartments that step down in 
height to adjacent single-family homes.

Example of residential building types that can serve 
as transition

Small medical clinic in Lakeville, MN

SCALING DOWN IN DENSITY
Beginning about a block south of Charleston is 
the north end of a large residential neighborhood 
comprised of primarily single-story, single-
family homes. Immediately north of Alta Drive 
between Rancho Drive and Deauville Street is 
also predominantly single-story, single-family 
homes. Any development on the south side of 
Charleston Boulevard or along this section of Alta 
Drive should step down in height to 2-3 stories 
towards the neighborhood, consistent with the 
community preference of those who participated in 
this planning process. Transitions can also be made 
through residential uses by providing multi-family 
and/or single family attached products between the 
commercial development on Charleston and the 
neighborhood.   

People living in these neighborhoods should 
have convenient and safe pedestrian and bike 
connections into the Medical District. In addition to 
improving the existing signalized street crossings, 
mid-block crossings should be explored, especially 
with any new development and/or streetscape work 
as a result of the BRT.

Extension of Medical Uses to North
There is an opportunity to extend some 2-3 story 
medical land uses north of the Medical District 
onto the block between Alta Drive, Shadow Lane, 
Deauville Street, and about a half block south 
of Suzy Nagle Avenue. There are already some 
medical uses here along with community uses, and 
this could help with a more gradual transition from 
the Medical District into the neighborhood.  



52 CITY OF LAS VEGAS MARYLAND PARKWAY CORRIDOR TOD PLAN | Medical Center Focus Area

BIKEWAYS
Several miles of existing and planned bicycle 
facilities along Shadow Lane and Alta Drive 
support bicycle travel in the area. The bike 
lane on Alta Drive is very narrow and striping 
has faded to be almost invisible in places. 
Alta Drive and Shadow Lane should both be 
evaluated for further enhancements beyond 
a striped bike lane. 

PRIORITY STREETSCAPES, INTERSECTIONS AND CROSSINGS
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CROSSINGS
Priority intersections for improvement include 
those on Shadow Lane, the primary corridor 
for multimodal access to the station. Design 
for BRT transit at these intersections will 
need to be balanced with enhancements 
for people walking and biking, such as high-
visibility crossing markings for both bikes 
and pedestrians, median refuge islands, and 
pedestrian-automated signals and crossings 
where appropriate.

A bit further from the station, major arterials 
border the Medical District and pose a barrier 
to people accessing the Maryland Parkway 
BRT service from nearby commercial areas 
and neighborhoods. Intersections with a high 
rate of crashes involving people walking and 
biking are high priorities for improvement 
on these streets, specifically on Charleston 
Boulevard and Rancho Drive. FHWA 
guidance, such as the Safe Transportation 
for Every Pedestrian (STEP) Guide provides 
a resource for identifying appropriate safety 
countermeasures for high-crash intersections.

Alta Drive bicycle facility

Signage and wayfinding in the focus area

Shadow Lane bike facility

M.L.K. streetscape

Intersections along Shadow Lane

Rancho Drive crossing



Source: www.unlvfreepress.com
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IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGY
The implementation strategy that follows summarizes several key action items from 
Chapters 2 & 3 of this document, in order to provide the City with actionable steps to 
begin to implement Transit-Oriented Development within the Medical Center Focus Area. 
These recommendations represent catalytic investments and improvements that should be 
undertaken to generate new development activity that is transit-supportive, walkable, and 
vibrant. The vision that has been expressed by the community for the Maryland Parkway 
Corridor can be realized through the successful completion of these priority action items, as 
well as through implementation of other recommendations included in this Plan.

While these priority action items have been listed in an order that was informed by 
Stakeholder Working Group feedback, they are intended to be flexible enough to be 
achieved non-sequentially, and at a time when the political and economic climate can 
support them. Each item also identifies a set of Next Steps/Quick Wins, in an effort to 
provide lower cost, momentum-generating efforts that can build toward achieving the 
broader goals, should they prove to be challenging due to unforeseen circumstances.

4
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Priority Action Item Category Phasing Lead Champion(s)

MEDICAL MIXED USE 
Policy/Regulation, 

Public Private 
Partnership (PPP)

Ongoing

UNLV, UMC, Valley 
Hospital, Clark 

County, City of Las 
Vegas (Economic 

Development, Parking 
Services, Planning, 

Public Works)

SEPARATED/PROTECTED 
BICYCLE FACILITIES 
ALONG ALTA DRIVE

Capital Project Near-term   
(1-2 years) 

City of Las Vegas, Las 
Vegas Medical District

RANCHO DRIVE 
STREETSCAPE UPGRADE

Capital Project Near-term   
(1-2 years) City of Las Vegas

NEIGHBORHOOD 
TRANSITIONS

Policy/Regulation, 
Public Private 

Partnership (PPP)

Near-term   
(1-2 years) City of Las Vegas

DEVELOPMENT & 
PEDESTRIAN REALM 
ALONG CHARLESTON

Capital Project, 
Policy/Regulation, 

Public Private 
Partnership (PPP)

Mid-term    
(3-5 years)

City of Las Vegas 
(Economic 

Development, Parking 
Services, Planning, 

Public Works)

LINEAR PARK ON MLK   Capital Project N/A City of Las Vegas (Parks 
and Recreation)

OVERARCHING PRIORITIES 

The Priority Action Items in this chapter 
each contain information intended to help 
guide implementation - Phasing, Lead and 
Supporting Champions, and Next Steps/
Quick Wins.  However, in addition to 
those details that help inform each priority 
action recommendation, the following 
set of overarching priorities should be 
considered as a basis for all Transit-Oriented 
Development along the Maryland Parkway 
Corridor:

• Focus on projects that have identified 
funding and are moving forward—
time is of the essence to incorporate 
TOD principles into project planning;

• Identify Key Stakeholders and their 
roles to deliberately include TOD 
in future planning, design and 
construction;

• Maximize inter-agency cooperation 
and funding between the City of 
Las Vegas (CLV), Clark County, the 
Regional Transportation Commission 
(RTC), the University of Nevada- 
Las Vegas (UNLV), and focus area 
landowners to meet mutual goals; 
and

• Provide preferences for projects that 
enhance the accessibility, safety, and 
comfort of people who are using 
active transportation and transit.

IMPLEMENTATION PRIORITIES SUMMARY
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PRIORITY ACTION ITEMS

MEDICAL MIXED USE  
Stakeholder Working Group Priority #1 
Phasing: Ongoing

CLV and UNLV have identified funding for a 
shared use, seven-level structured parking 
garage in the Las Vegas Medical District 
(LVMD). This project presents an optimal 
opportunity to incorporate mixes of uses 
within. It is noteworthy that  both the CLV 
and UNLV have recently agreed to enter into 
separate exclusive negotiating agreements 
with a developer to build the parking 
structure. This developer has previously 
built a TOD style mixed use development 
along Maryland Parkway near UNLV. This 
development has a transparent ground floor 
retail, office, residential and a structured 
parking garage. This presents a great 
opportunity to move TOD forward in a major 
way in the Medical Center Focus Area. 

Next Steps/Quick Wins
• CLV should meet with UNLV and the 

contracted developer to explore TOD 
Recommendations from this study 
and how they could be incorporated 
into the structured parking

• CLV, RTC and UNLV should explore 
every reasonable opportunity to 
incorporate desired mixed uses, 
(e.g, medical office, retail and 
possible residential land uses) 
into the footprint for the parking 
garage, along with environmentally 

sustainable amenities (electric vehicle 
charging stations, xeriscapes, open-
air corridors, photovoltaic arrays, 
etc.) RTC should consider a branded 
shuttle/naming rights for Maryland 
Parkway BRT with University theming 
and possible LVMD themes as part 
of the overall Maryland Parkway BRT 
development

Implementation Champions
Lead Champion(s): UNLV (and School of 
Medicine), University Medical Center, Valley 
Hospital, Clark County, CLV (Economic 
Development, Parking Services, Planning, 
Public Works)

Supporting Champion(s): LVMD Advisory 
Council, County Commissioners, City 
Councilmembers, RTC

Bioswale with artwork

Indoor market-style retail

Las Vegas Medical District
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DEVELOPMENT & PEDESTRIAN REALM 
ALONG CHARLESTON   
Stakeholder Working Group Priority #2 
Phasing: Mid-term (3-5 years)

The safety, security, and urban design 
benefits for this project are strong. The 
potential for the Charleston corridor is 
increased due to the future implementation 
of BRT along it, which is likely to provide 
other streetscape improvements and 
increased potential for TOD.

Next Steps/Quick Wins
• CLV has a funded bus turnout 

improvement project along W 
Charleston Blvd. Some of the work 
for that project may be included 
in the scope for this portion of 
the LVMD or could be copied and 
applied to this future project. 
 
 
 
 
 

Development along the street edge

Streetscape with lighting

Stormwater infrastructure landscaping

Implementation Champions
Lead Champion(s): CLV (Economic 
Development, Parking Services, Planning, 
Public Works)

Supporting Champion(s): LVMD Advisory 
Council, business owners along Charleston 
Boulevard portion of the LVMD, County 
Commissioners, City Councilmembers, CLV 
EUD, Commercial Real Estate Development 
Association (NAIOP) Nevada Chapter
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SEPARATED/PROTECTED BICYCLE 
FACILITIES ALONG ALTA DRIVE   
Stakeholder Working Group Priority #3 
Phasing: Near-term (1-2 years) 

The marked shared-use path along Alta Drive 
is a misnomer because the path requires 
people bike along a narrow sidewalk or an 
on-street bicycle facility that is unprotected 
from motor vehicles. However, due to 
relatively recent pavement along Alta Drive, 
this may not necessarily be the highest street 
rehabilitation opportunity in the area from 
the perspective of the City of Las Vegas. 

Next Steps/Quick Wins
CLV could do a pilot project to do a 
temporary test of creating a protected 
bicycle facility with the use of temporary 
delineations and barriers along Alta Drive.  
The LVMD, in partnership with the Southern 
Nevada Bicycle Coalition could co-sponsor 
a public multimodal design charette, 
where project partners, local residents and 
commuters who ride bicycles (and desire 
to ride bicycles) advise the City on priority 
improvements to the existing facility along 
Alta Drive which may help provide sufficient 
additional protection from motor vehicle 
traffic. The discussion could be expanded 
to encompass priority delineator designs 
and infrastructure upgrades for all existing 
and future bicycle facilities within the LVMD. 

Protected bicycle facility

Amenities along multi-modal path

Separated bicycle facility

The most popular proposed upgrades to 
the bicycle facility should then be reinforced 
in any future design improvements to area 
bicycle facilities.

Implementation Champions
Lead Champion(s): CLV, LVMD

Supporting Champion(s): Southern Nevada 
Bicycle Coalition, UNLV or UNLV School of 
Medicine,  neighboring landowners 
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LINEAR PARK ON MLK    
Stakeholder Working Group Priority #4 
Phasing: N/A

Martin Luther King Boulevard has recently 
been redesigned as a part of Project Neon. 
The streetscape now includes more buffer 
and landscaped space, but would benefit 
from further enhancements to a linear park 
space to serve users of the Medical District. 

Next Steps/Quick Wins
• CLV could conduct their own internal 

project feasibility study for the linear 
park, including a design charette 
and identifying small land acquisition 
opportunities. 

Implementation Champions
Lead Champions: CLV (Parks and Recreation)

Supporting Champions: Las Vegas 
Medical District Advisory Council, City 
Councilmembers, focus area property owners

Wide walking paths with benches

Multi-use path in park

Landscaping as sustainable technology

RANCHO DRIVE STREETSCAPE 
UPGRADE   
Stakeholder Working Group Priority N/A 
Phasing: Near-term (1-2 years) 

Pedestrian-oriented upgrades along Rancho 
Drive between Alta Drive and Charleston 
Boulevard are identified as a short-term 
capital improvement in the 2050 Master Plan 
for the City of Las Vegas. Included in this 
street rehabilitation are new street trees and 
sidewalk widening.

Next Steps/Quick Wins
In the short-term, CLV should work with 
landowners to apply pavement markings 
along all existing curb cuts to encourage 
yielding to pedestrians and document the 
current ADA-accessible paths of travel along 
Rancho Drive. CLV should ensure designs of 
the rehabilitated street are in conformance 
with the transit-oriented best practices within 
this plan. In addition to new street trees, 
existing mature trees along Rancho Drive 
with substantial canopy must be maintained 
in future designs.

Implementation Champions
Lead Champion(s): CLV

Supporting Champion(s): LVMD, 
neighboring landowners 



61 Section 4: Implementation Strategy

NEIGHBORHOOD TRANSITIONS     
Stakeholder Working Group Priority N/A 
Phasing: Near-term (1-2 years) 

There has been considerable concern 
expressed by residents of the neighborhood 
south of Charleston Boulevard and the 
neighborhood north of Alta Drive about 
the more “urban” future of the Las Vegas 
Medical District. Generally, those residents 
have accepted that change is coming, as is 
reflected in the updated form-based code 
for the area. The residents, however, want 
to limit the change so they can continue to 
enjoy the low-density residential character of 
their homes. Transitions between new and 
existing development is important in this 
focus area. 

Next Steps/Quick Wins
In recent history experts from national 
development organizations have come to 
Las Vegas to discuss how to transform urban 
communities in positive ways. Organizations 
such as the Nevada Chapter of the Urban 
Land Institute (ULI), NAIOP Southern Nevada 
Chapter, Greater Las Vegas Association of 
Realtors, Southern Nevada Homebuilders, 
and CLV and Clark County planning 
departments could work together on plans 
for how to effectively make this transition.

Neighborhood with height transition

Neighborhood street with shared bike facility

Neighborhood park

Implementation Champions
Lead Champion(s): CLV

Supporting Champion(s):

Nevada Chapter of ULI, NAIOP Southern 
Nevada Chapter, Greater Las Vegas 
Association of Realtors, Southern Nevada 
Homebuilders, Las Vegas Medical 
District Advisory Council, residents in 
the neighborhoods south of Charleston 
Boulevard and north of Alta Drive, City 
Councilmembers
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BONNEVILLE TRANSIT CENTER MARKET ANALYSIS
This report provides an analysis of the market demand for and feasibility of transit-oriented 
development (TOD) in the area around the Bonneville Transit Center transit station. This 
analysis is conducted with consideration to two market geographies:

FOCUS AREA
The Focus Area is a ½ mile area surrounding the Bonneville Transit Center station. This 
area is almost entirely in the Downtown core, and has mainly commercial uses including 
shopping, dining, and entertainment. There are a number of regional destinations within 
the Focus Area, as well as government facilities and community uses, such as public spaces. 
There is a small, but growing residential base (in comparison to the amount of employment) 
in the Focus Area. With the current Bonneville Transit Center, a number of bus routes 
currently serve this area. While there is a fair amount of vacant land, there are also several 
public spaces including Clark County Amphitheater Park, Centennial Plaza, Mary Dutton 
Park, a healing garden, the 3rd Street linear park, and the plaza at Las Vegas City Hall.

MARKET AREA
The Market Area, as shown in the map on the next page, is approximately the same size as 
the Focus Area but follows different boundaries. Bounded by I-15 on the west, Charleston 
Boulevard on the south, S 7th St. on the east, and Ogden Avenue on the north, this area 
encompasses approximately 1 square mile surrounding Bonneville Transit Center. The 
Market Area, as an area with similar market conditions and attributes, is used to gauge the 
market strengths and weaknesses for various development types (residential, retail, office, 
hospitality) in order to characterize the existing market potential for TOD in the Focus Area.

The Focus Area overlaps with the “Civic & Business” district identified in the Vision 2045 
Downtown Las Vegas Master Plan. The Civic & Business district is planned to be a vibrant 
downtown core with more things to do and see. The Master Plan proposed using the 
large vacant/underutilized parcels in the district to attract an even mixture of housing and 
employment uses along with supporting retail (including a grocery store and movie theatre), 
and substantial open space areas including the 3rd Street Linear Park and Sports/Sculpture 
Park. 
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Major Destinations

Bonneville Transit 
Center

Las Vegas North 
Premium Outlets

Symphony Park

World Market Center 
Las Vegas

Discovery Children’s 
Museum

The Smith Center for 
the Performing Arts

Keep Memory Alive 
Event Center

The Fremont Street 
Experience

Las Vegas City Hall

Clark County 
Government Center

3rd Street Linear Park

Healing Garden

STRENGTHS AND OPPORTUNITIES
The Bonneville Transit Center Market Area 
is a center for local government, as well 
as retail and entertainment destinations. 
Employment and visitors are currently 
the major drivers of demand for new 
development in the Market Area, and 
there is an opportunity to increase demand 
through more local residents. 

The Market Area falls within the “Downtown 
Core” planning area outlined in the Vision 
2045 Downtown Las Vegas Masterplan. The 
plan includes a goal of creating mixed use 
hubs along light rail transit (LRT)/bus rapid 
transit (BRT) corridors, with some of these 
proposed hubs within the Market Area. The 
vision for these hubs is compact, mixed-use 
development achieved through infill and 
redevelopment. 
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POPULATION AND HOUSEHOLDS
The Bonneville Transit Center Market Area (illustrated in the map on page 2) is home to 
approximately 5,400 residents, an increase of just over 560 residents since 2010. The 
increase has come after a population decline in the downtown area between 2000 and 2010. 
The recent growth represents less than 1% of the City of Las Vegas’s population growth of 
nearly 67,400 new residents since 2010. Despite its small capture of growth, the Market Area 
population has grown at the same annual rate as the City over this time, at 1.2% per year. 
Between 2010 and 2019 the Market Area added 335 households, an annual growth rate of 
3.3%. This is a much higher growth rate than the population, indicating that much of the area 
growth was likely single-person households. 

The Market Area and Focus Area have significantly 
lower levels of car ownership than the City, a factor that 
correlates with higher transit ridership. Nearly 50% of 
households in these areas do not have a vehicle, compared 
to only 15% of households citywide.

Market Area residents have a lower level of educational 
attainment than the City average. Within the Market Area 
26% of the population age 25 and older has completed a 
post-secondary education (Associate’s Degree or higher), 
compared to 33% in the city.

51%

23%

19%

7%

52%

23%

19%

7%

43%

24%

24%

8%

High School (or
Equivalent) or Less

Some College,
No Degree

Associate's/Bachelor's
Degree

Graduate/Professional
Degree

Population Age 25 and Older by Education (2019)

City of Las Vegas Market Area Focus Area

48% 47%

15%

Focus Area Market Area City of Las Vegas

SECTION 1: STATION AREA OVERVIEW

City of Las Vegas

2019 Demographics
Population: 652,200
Households: 233,600
Average HH Size: 2.75

Population Growth
The City of Las Vegas grew by an average of 
7,500 new residents per year from 2010 to 

2019.

Income
Median household income of $57,300

Education (Population Age 25+), 2019

Households with No Vehicle, 2019

Source: ESRI Business Analyst

Source: ESRI Business Analyst

The population in the 
Bonneville Transit Center 
Market Area has strong transit 
ridership characteristics. The 
demographic composition 
indicates a resident base that 
is more transit reliant and thus 
would support new transit 
and TOD. However, the lower 
incomes of area residents 
indicate that the existing 
population in the Market Area 
is less likely to be able to afford 
new housing products.  

DEMOGRAPHIC SNAPSHOT

Market Area

2019 Demographics
Population: 5,400
Households: 1,300

Average HH Size: 1.34 

Population Growth
The Market Area grew by an average of 60 
new residents per year from 2010 to 2019.

Income
Median household income of $32,300 in the 

Market Area is 44% lower than City of Las 
Vegas ($57,300)
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HOUSING CONDITIONS
There are approximately 2,200 housing units 
in the Market Area, an increase from 1,800 
in 2010. Between 2010 and 2019 the Market 
Area captured 1.2% of the housing growth in 
the City of Las Vegas, which added 22,800 
new units over this time. Overall, 0.8% of the 
City’s housing is located in the Bonneville 
Transit Center Market Area.

Housing composition in the Market Area 
is characteristic of a downtown urban area 
and differs from the City overall. While 61% 
of housing units in the City are single family 
detached homes, they only account for 3% 
of homes in the Market Area.  
 

Housing Tenure (2019)

Housing Units in Structure, 2019

7%

93%

54%

46%

Own

Rent

Housing Tenure (2019)

City of Las Vegas Market Area

3% 1%
5% 3%

21%

67%
61%

5%
9% 9% 9% 6%

1 Unit,
Detached

1 Unit,
Attached

2 to 4 Units 5 to 9 Units 10 to 49
Units

50 Units
or More

Chart Title

Market Area City of Las Vegas

Source: ESRI Business Analyst

Source: ESRI Business Analyst

Multifamily housing is predominant in the Market Area; 67% 
of homes are in buildings with 50 or more units, compared to 
6% in the City. Another 15% of homes in the Market Area are 
in buildings with 20 to 49 units, compared to 3% in the City. 
As is typical with a higher proportion of multifamily housing, 
most households in the Market Area are renters - 93% rent their 
homes, compared to 46% of households citywide.

The housing stock in the Market Area is much newer than the 
City overall. Within the Market Area, over 60% of housing units 
have been built since 2000, compared to 27% of homes across 
the City. The building boom that the City saw in the 1990s (when 
32% of homes in the City were built) did not reach the Market 
Area, as only 6% of area homes were built in this decade. 
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Market Area Jobs by Wage, 2017

$15,000 or less
21%

$15,001 to $39,999
35%

$40,000 or more
44%

Chart Title

EMPLOYMENT
There are 28,000 jobs in the Market Area – 11.3% of the City’s 248,000 jobs. Employment 
in the area is made up of primarily tourism/gaming related facilities and governmental 
activities. The largest industries include Arts/Entertainment/Recreation (20% of 
jobs), Public Administration (18%), and Accommodation & Food Service (14%), 
which combined account for over half the employment in the Market Area.

The majority of jobs in the Market Area are lower paying with annual earnings 
less than $40,000 per year. The wage distribution in the Market Area is similar to 
the City overall; 21% of jobs pay $15,000 per year or less (the same as the City), 
while 44% pay $40,000 per year or more (compared to 42% across the City).

Within the Market Area, there are jobs available at a variety of education levels, 
with 12% of jobs requiring less than a high school education and 21% requiring a 
Bachelor’s or advanced degree. This distribution reflects a diversity of jobs available 
within the Market Area, and is typical of a service- and tourism-oriented downtown.

Market Area Top Employment Sectors, 2019

Source: ERSI Business Analyst

Source: US Census LEHD
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EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY 
SNAPSHOT

Market Area

Major Employment Industries:

1. Arts, Entertainment,& Recreation (20%)

2. Public Administration (18%)

3. Accommodation & Food Service (14%)

Typical of a downtown area, workers employed in the Market Area live throughout the City of 
Las Vegas and Clark County. While nearly 71% of Market Area employees commute less than 
10 miles to the area, 99% of those employed in the Market Area live outside its boundaries. 

Of the Market Area residents who are employed, 87% work outside of the area, while 13% 
both live and work in the Market Area. As shown on the map below, this area brings in 
employees from most of the City of Las Vegas, as well as areas to the east and south of the 
City. The regional draw of the downtown area means that there is opportunity to attract new 
business and housing oriented to groups not currently present in the Market Area.

City of Las Vegas

Major Employment Industries:

1.  Retail (13%)

2. Health Care (12%)

3.  Public Administration (11%) 

Source: U.S. Census Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics (LEHD), 2017

Market Area  
In-Commuting, 2017



7 Section 1: Station Area Overview

8.0%

$1.92

$0.00

$0.25

$0.50

$0.75

$1.00

$1.25

$1.50

$1.75

$2.00

$2.25

0%

2%

4%

6%

8%

10%

12%

14%

16%

18%

20%

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020

Vacancy Rent per Square Foot

MULTIFAMILY RESIDENTIAL MARKET
There are 1,429 multifamily units in the Bonneville Transit Center Market Area, accounting for 
less than 1% of the City of Las Vegas inventory. There has only been one new development 
built since 2015 within the Market Area, adding 48 new units. This growth accounted for less 
than 1% of the 11,658 units constructed across the City over this time. 

Market Area rents are higher than the City as a whole, with overall rents averaging $1.92 
per square foot (compared to $1.16 citywide), and rents for new units (in the one recent 
development) averaging $2.11, compared to $1.37 Citywide. Rents have been increasing 
much faster in the Market Area, with average annual increases of almost 4% (or an average of 
$36 per year) compared to 1.8% ($16) per year across the City. Multifamily vacancy is slightly 
higher in the Market Area (8.0%) compared to the City overall (7.4%).

The most recent development of 48 units is the first new multifamily development within the 
Market Area since 2008; however, there are currently 614 units (the Aspen Heights and Auric 
projects) under construction in the area.

Market Opportunity

While there has only been one new 
development since 2008, the strong rent 
growth within the Market Area and the 
nearly 10% rent premium seen by new 
development indicates market potential for 
additional multifamily development in this 
area. Given the 614 units currently under 
construction (accounting for 19% of all 
units under construction in the City), and an 
additional 260 units proposed, much of this 
market demand may be met in the coming 
years.

Multifamily Vacancy and Rent, 2005-2020

MULTIFAMILY SNAPSHOT

• 1,429 units

 › 48 built since 2015 (3.4% growth) 

 › 614 under construction

 › 260 proposed

• Average rent of $1.92/sf for all units

• Average rent of $2.11/sf for new units

• 8.0% vacancy 

The Market Area has captured 0.4% of 
City growth since 2015, but accounts for 
19% of units currently under construction

Source: CoStar
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Recent Multifamily Development
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COMMERCIAL MARKET

RETAIL
There are 2.33 million square feet of retail space in the Market Area, accounting for 2.6% of 
the City’s 89.8 million square feet of retail. The Market Area inventory has grown by 4.4% since 
2015, adding 101,900 square feet of new space. Over this time the City’s retail inventory grew 
by 3.6%. As is typical of a center city area, retail rents in the Market Area are higher than the 
City overall, with average rents in the Market Area more than double the City average ($46.61 
per square foot compared to $18.73). While rents across the City have not yet reached the 
peak that they saw in 2007, they have been steadily increasing since 2014. In the Market Area 
rents have fluctuated more, but in 2019 area retail surpassed its 2007 peak rent. While citywide 
retail vacancy averages 6.3%, retail vacancy in the Market Area is low, at only 2.7%. This is an 
indicator of strong demand for retail space in this area. 

HOTEL 
There are 27 hotels within the Market Area, 
with a total of 8,380 rooms. Most of the 
hotel inventory is located in the northeast 
part of the Market Area, particularly along 
South Main St. and Fremont St. Only one 
hotel has been built since 1981. The Golden 
Nugget added a new hotel tower in 2009, 
bringing 500 new rooms to the Market Area 
inventory. 

There are currently seven hospitality 
properties in the pipeline for the Market 
Area, with two under construction and five 
proposed. The Downtown Grand Hotel 
& Casino is nearing completion of a third 
tower that will add 495 new rooms to the 
property, and the Circa Resort and Casino 
will add 777 new hotel rooms to the area 
when it is completed at the end of 2020.

RETAIL SNAPSHOT

• 2.33 million SF 

• 101,860 SF built since 2015  
(4.4% growth)

• Captured 2.6% of City growth

Retail Vacancy and Rent, 2007-2020

2.7%

$46.61

$0.00

$10.00

$20.00

$30.00

$40.00

$50.00

0%

1%

2%

3%

4%

5%

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020

Retail Vacancy Retail Rent

Source: CoStar



10 CITY OF LAS VEGAS MARYLAND PARKWAY CORRIDOR TOD PLAN | Bonneville Transit Center Focus Area Market Analysis 

Proposed developments are focused on the west side of the Market Area, where a 406 room 
Marriott Hotel is proposed on S. City Parkway in the Symphony Park development area, along 
with a 400 room Marriott and 322 room AC Hotel. Additionally, two hotels are proposed for 
the south end of the MarketArea - a 123 room IHG hotel on S. Casino Center Boulevard near 
E Charleston Boulevard, and a 76 room hotel on S. Main Street between Coolidge Avenue 
and Hoover Ave.

OFFICE
There are 4.06 million square feet of office space in the Market Area, accounting for 7.2% of 
the 56.27 million square feet of space in the City. The Market Area office inventory has grown 
by 4.0% since 2015, adding 163,150 square feet of new development; this development 
accounted for 7.4% of citywide growth over this time. The Market Area’s new office space, in 
3 new projects, included the Federal Justice Tower (131,250 square feet) built in 2016 and 2 
smaller developments. 

Office Vacancy and Rent, 2005-2020

OFFICE SNAPSHOT

• 4.06 million SF 

• 163,150 SF (4.0%) built since 2015

• Captured 7.4% of City growth
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While office rents in the Market Area 
have been increasing since 2012, 
at an average of $27.64 per square 
foot in 2020 they have yet to recover 
to the 2008 peak of $29.77. Office 
vacancy in the Market Area is 8.7%, 
and has averaged 9.0% since 2015. 
This is lower than the City overall, 
where vacancy for office space is 
10.3% and has averaged 12.1% since 
2015.
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Commercial Development Since 2015
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RESIDENTIAL

Growth Trend
Capture rates of housing development in 
the Market Area were used to estimate the 
potential demand for housing based on 
the forecast of countywide growth (note 
that growth forecasts are not available at 
the City level). Additionally, development 
trends by type of housing (i.e. single family 
vs multifamily) were used to estimate the 
portion of new households likely to create 
demand for TOD housing products (e.g. 
condos, apartments).

The Bonneville Transit Center Market Area 
has captured less than 0.5% of the County’s 
overall growth since 2010. The Market Area 
grew by an average of 40 residential units 
per year from 2010 to 2019. With an increase 
of residential development since 2015 and 
units under construction, the capture rate for 
the Market Areas has been higher. The area 
has captured 3.1% of County growth and 
current development since 2015. This is an 
indication that demand for residential space 
is strengthening in the Market Area.

Demand Forecast
Clark County population growth forecasts 
(prepared by Center for Business and 
Economic Research) anticipate an additional 
337,000 residents in the County between 
2020 and 2030, an average of 33,700 per 
year (1.3% annual growth). This annual 
growth rate, applied to the County’s housing 
stock, translates to approximately 135,770 

new housing units over the next 10 years. 
Accounting for the 4,090 units currently 
under construction in the County (including 
614 in the Market Area), there is a net 
demand for 131,680 new units, or 13,168 
new housing units per year. Applying recent 
trends, 40% of this growth can be expected 
in multifamily housing (including apartments 
and condos), or an additional 52,700 
multifamily units by 2030.

Two trends were used to create growth 
scenarios for the Market Area. The first is 
the overall trend of 1.0% capture of County 
growth that is slightly higher than the rate 
of new units per year from 2010 to 2019. 
The second trend is the more optimistic 
trend accounting for recent and pipeline 
development resulting in a 3% capture of 
County growth. Based on the projected 
County-wide growth of 52,700 multifamily 
housing units by 2030 and applying these 
capture rates, the Bonneville Transit Center 
Market Area could capture between 530 and 
1,600 new multifamily housing units over 
this time period. This translates to average 
annual production of between 53 and 
160 new multifamily units per year, or one 
medium-to-large project every 1-2 years. 

The Downtown Master Plan utilized 
multiple forecasts to gauge land needed to 
accommodate future growth in the project’s 
Study Area. The Master Plan estimated 
demand for between 50 to 150 units per 
year through 2045. This forecast aligns with 
the estimate potential capture of 53 to 160 
units per year between 2020 and 2030.

New Housing Demand 2020-2030

SECTION 2: DEMAND ANALYSIS

Source: Economic & Planning Systems

530

1,600

Conservative Growth Optimistic Growth

New Housing Demand, 2020 to 2030

Multifamily Units
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RETAIL 
An estimate for future retail space demand 
in the Market Area was developed based 
on anticipated population growth and 
the related growth in retail spending. This 
analysis of retail development potential in 
the Market Area accounts for capture of 
demand from new residents, considering the 
spending patterns for local retail (i.e. inflow 
and outflow of resident dollars). Demand 
analysis is based on the population of the 
area, per capita income, and spending 
habits for consumers in Nevada as reported 
by the Census of Retail Trade and ESRI Retail 
Marketplace data. To estimate retail demand 
for the area, the total personal income (TPI) 
is calculated by multiplying the population 
by per capita income for the Market Area. 
TPI is used along with spending patterns 
for consumers in the state to estimate retail 
expenditure potential: the amount of money 
that the average resident spends on retail 
goods. After accounting for leakage (outflow 
of dollars to retailers outside of the Market 
Area), this spending potential is converted to 
the amount of retail square footage that can 
be supported by new residents living in the 
area based on sales per square foot by store 
category.

Utilizing the growth capture scenarios from 
the residential demand analysis, there is 
potential for between 3,370 and 10,100 new 
residents in the Market Area by 2030. Retail 
expenditures of these residents will create 
demand for an additional 65,200 to 195,700 
square feet of retail space over this time.

Of this total demand, not all is likely to be accommodated within the Market Area. 
Depending on the retail sector, there is potential for the Market Area to capture between 0 
and 75% of resident spending. The highest capture rates are for convenience goods (e.g. 
grocery stores, pharmacies, liquor stores) and shoppers’ goods (e.g. apparel, electronics, 
sporting goods, etc.), as well as restaurants, while spending in general merchandise stores 
(e.g. Target, Walmart) and more specialized sectors such as building material and garden 
stores is more likely to occur elsewhere in the community. Accounting for the capture and 
leakage of spending across sectors, the growth scenarios for the Market Area project demand 
for between 33,400 and 100,300 square feet of retail space by 2030.

This new demand is summarized in the chart below. Within the Market Area, the opportunities 
for capture of new spending are approximately equal across Convenience Goods, Other 
Shopper’s Goods, and Eating & Drinking, with support for between 10,000 (conservative 
growth) and 30,000 (optimistic growth) square feet of new space in each retail category. 
These retail sectors with the strongest potential are also the most likely to locate in a TOD 
and downtown area. There will be limited ability to capture sales (and attract stores) within 
large-format General Merchandise stores and Building Material and Garden stores. TOD and 
downtown locations are more likely to attract local and destination-oriented retailers. 

Market Area Capture of New Retail Sq. Ft. 2020-2030
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Market Area Capture of New Retail Sq. Ft. 2020-2030

Retail Sales

Description % of TPI (2019)
Capture 

Rate
Expenditure 

Potential
Supportable 

Sq. Ft.
Expenditure 

Potential
Supportable 

Sq. Ft.

Convenience Goods
Grocery Stores 5.6% 75% $2,663,061 6,658 $7,989,183 19,973
Specialty Food Stores 0.2% 50% $77,321 193 $231,962 580
Beer, Wine, & Liquor Stores 0.3% 75% $131,359 438 $394,077 1,314
Health and Personal Care 2.7% 75% $1,278,504 3,196 $3,835,513 9,589
Total Convenience Goods 8.8% $4,150,245 10,485 $12,450,734 31,455

Shopper's Goods
General Merchandise

Department Stores (including discount department, superstores, and warehouse clubs) 5.3% 25% $838,916 2,796 $2,516,747 8,389
Other General Merchandise Stores 2.5% 25% $401,686 1,148 $1,205,058 3,443
Subtotal (General Merchandise) 7.8% $1,240,602 3,944 $3,721,805 11,832

Other Shopper's Goods
Clothing & Accessories 3.7% 50% $1,160,077 3,315 $3,480,231 9,944
Furniture & Home Furnishings 1.2% 25% $196,897 788 $590,690 2,363
Electronics & Appliances 1.1% 50% $358,717 717 $1,076,150 2,152
Sporting Goods, Hobby, Book, & Music Stores 1.2% 50% $380,506 1,087 $1,141,518 3,261
Miscellaneous Retail 1.9% 75% $918,371 3,673 $2,755,112 11,020
Subtotal (Other Shopper's Goods) 9.2% $3,014,567 9,580 $9,043,702 28,741

Total Shopper's Goods 17.0% $4,255,169 13,524 $12,765,507 40,573

Eating and Drinking 7.0% 75% $3,304,044 9,440 $9,912,132 28,320

Building Material & Garden
Building Material & Supplies Dealers 2.0% 0% $0 0 $0 0
Lawn & Garden Equipment & Supply Stores 0.1% 0% $0 0 $0 0
Total Building Material & Garden 2.1% $0 0 $0 0

Total Retail Goods 34.9% $11,709,458 33,449 $35,128,373 100,348

Source: ESRI; Economic & Planning Systems

Conservative Growth Optimistic Growth
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Services (Retail & 
Accommodations)
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Health Care
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Chart TitleOFFICE
Employment Growth

Countywide employment growth forecasts (already cited) outline an increase of 43,670 jobs  
(private non-farm employment) in Clark County between 2020 and 2030. This equates to an 
average of 4,367 new jobs per year, or 0.3% average annual growth. Over 70% of this growth is 
expected in just two industries – Health Care (36% of growth) and Accommodations and Food 
Services (35% of growth), while nine industries are expected to remain flat or decrease. 

Based on the current capture of County employment, the Bonneville Transit Center 

Market Area is expected to grow by 1,039 jobs over this time – 2.5% of County  

growth. Applying the countywide growth rates by industry, nearly half of 
employment growth in the Market Area is estimated to be in Arts, Entertainment, 
and Recreation, a quarter of growth in Accommodations and Food, and significant 
growth in Finance & Insurance and Professional & Technical Services as well.

Office Demand

Demand for office development in the Market Area is based on employment 
growth in sectors that occupy office space. Accounting for the share of employees 
within each employment sector that utilize office space (e.g., 100% of employment 
in Finance and Insurance, compared to 50% of employment in Health Care), over the 
next 10 years the Market Area is expected to see demand for an additional 130,000 
square feet of office space. This demand is primarily generated by the Finance and 
Insurance industry, accounting for nearly 40% of office space demand, and Professional and 
Technical Services, accounting for approximately 30% of demand. This indicates that major 
development opportunities are likely to be associated with traditional office/commercial buildings.

New Office Demand by Sector

Market Area Office 
Demand 2020-2030

5%

1%

10-Year 10-Year New Annual New
Description 2020 2030 Job Growth Office Sq. Ft Office Sq. Ft

Bonneville Transit Center Market Area
Services (Retail & 
Accommodations) 8,511 8,787 276 6,959 696
Professional Services 10,856 11,239 383 87,027 8,703
Education 159 170 11 1,595 160
Health Care 587 668 82 10,205 1,020
Arts, Entertainment, 
Recreation 7,449 7,932 484 24,185 2,419
Total 30,808 31,884 1,039 129,970 12,997

Source: Center for Business and Economic Research; Economic & Planning Systems
Z:\Shared\Projects\DEN\203013-Las Vegas Maryland Pkwy TOD Corridor Study\Data\Market Analysis\[203013- County Population and Employment Forecasts - incl. Housing and 
Office Space.xlsx]BTC Office Demand (rolled up)

Source: Economic & Planning Systems
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DEVELOPMENT SITES
The analysis of development opportunities 
for TOD looks at the Bonneville Transit 
Center Focus Area – the ½ mile radius 
around the proposed station. 

Despite its downtown location, the 
Bonneville Transit Center Focus Area has a 
number of vacant or under-utilized parcels 
that can attract TOD. 

PARCEL ANALYSIS
Within the Focus Area, development 
opportunity analysis was conducted at a 
parcel level. Using a multi-layered approach, 
parcels were identified that are:

• Over ½ acre in size (as parcels smaller 
than this likely cannot accommodate a 
development of scale)

And 

• Currently vacant

Or

• Existing development is low value 
(defined as a ratio of improvement value 
to land value of less than 0.5)

As an additional layer of analysis, parcels 
that did not meet the size threshold but 
have the potential to be assembled for a 
development site were included as potential 
development sites.

In total, nearly 100 parcels totaling approximately 100 acres are considered potential 
development sites, including the property at 5 W. Bonneville Avenue identified as a 
candidate parcel for TOD by Paceline Consulting’s analysis. In addition, the parcel at 629 
Main Street that was identified through the Paceline analysis was included in this group.

SECTION 3: DEVELOPMENT OPPORTUNITIES

Opportunity Parcels
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DEVELOPMENT FEASIBILITY
Two measures of development feasibility— 
land sale prices and rental rates—were 
applied to the Market Area to gauge the 
supportability of new development by type. 

LAND SALES
For this analysis, land sales are defined as 
property sales that were completed for the 
purpose of development (or redevelopment) 
and include both parcels that are vacant 
and those that are already developed. The 
average sale price per square foot for land 
from property sales completed within the 
Market Area is compared to the average 
countywide. This comparison assesses the 
value of land in the Market Area by use type 
to estimate the strength of the market for 
new development. Land sales for each TOD 
land use category are included. 

The average sale price for land sales in 
the Bonneville Transit Center Market Area 
from 2017 through mid-2020 is $57.40 per 
square foot, as shown in the table. This 
average price is 125 percent higher than the 
countywide average of $17.67 per square 
foot. The average sale price per square foot 
was higher than the countywide average for 
all proposed development types except for 
one entertainment sale. Mixed-use projects 
captured the highest average sales price 
of $75.12 per square foot. Sales for retail 
uses were the second highest at $68.95 
per square foot of land. Projects where the 
proposed future use was unknown had an 

Bonneville Transit Center Market Area Land Sales, 2017-2020

average sale price of $44.24 per square foot. 
Hotel and multifamily sales identified did not 
have an associated sale price. 

The higher than average land sale prices 
indicate the parcels in downtown are 
valuable even if development is not 
imminent. Sales that had an associated 
planned project or proposed uses appear to 
capture higher sales prices. However, sales 
with higher prices per square foot were more 
often for smaller parcels closer to the center 
of the Market Area. Sales of larger parcels 
(greater than 1 acre) were all well below the 
average price for sales in the area, with an 
average sale price of approximately $20 per 
square foot.

%
Proposed Use Price per SF # of Sales Price per SF # of Sales Diff.

Mixed-Use $17.82 116 $75.12 2 322%
Retail $21.28 649 $68.95 10 224%
Unknown $15.32 780 $44.24 33 189%
Entertainment $28.98 24 $11.80 1 -59%
Hotel $16.12 24 --- 1 ---
Multifamily $12.43 156 --- 2 ---

Average/Total $17.67 1,749 $57.40 49 225%

Source: CoStar; Economic & Planning Systems
Z:\Shared\Projects\DEN\203013-Las Vegas Maryland Pkwy TOD Corridor Study\Data\[203013-Feasbility Measures.xlsx]BTC-Land Sales

Clark County Bonneville TC MA
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RENTAL RATES
To gauge the feasibility of new 
development, the average rental rates (both 
overall and for new development) for retail 
space, office space, and apartments within 
the Focus Area are compared to the Market 
Area and countywide average. This measure 
gauges if rental rates achieved for new space 
in the Market Area and/or Focus Area are 
high enough to support new development. 

Retail - The average rental rates within 
the Bonneville Transit Center Market Area 
illustrate the desirability of retail space in 
downtown. The average rental rate for all 
retail spaces in the Market area are higher 
than the Clark County average, as shown 
in the table below. Within the Market 
Area itself there are disparities between 
achievable rents depending on location. 
The average rental rate for all retail spaces 
is actually higher than the rates achieved by 
the recently developed projects. The gaming 
and entertainment areas within the Market 
Area generate greater rental rates due to the 
amount of foot-traffic. 

Office - The average rental rates for new 
office space in the Market Area ($27.00 
per square foot (Gross/Full Service)) are 
approximately the same as the average for 
all office properties in the Market Area. The 
average rental rate for new office uses in the 
county is $32.51 per square foot, which is 
higher than office rental rates found in the 
Market Area. There has not been significant 
new office development within the Market 
Area in recent years and the achievable rates 
of the new space indicate that office uses will 
be difficult without being able to command 
higher rents. 

Multifamily - For apartments, the average 
rental rates for new space in the Market 
Area are higher than the county average. 
The average price per square foot of new 
apartment units in the Market Area is 
$2.11, which is significantly higher than 
the countywide average for new units. The 
higher rental rates are necessary to facilitate 
higher density development with structured 
parking and downtown land prices. Most 
new projects elsewhere in the county are 
more suburban oriented, with surface or 
detached garage parking and on parcels 
with much lower land costs. 

FEASIBILITY FINDINGS
The following findings were developed 
based on the two feasibility measures: 

• The Downtown Las Vegas area has average 
land values that are much higher than 
elsewhere in the county or city, aside from 
along the Las Vegas Strip. The gaming, 
entertainment, and hospitality uses in 
downtown are able to support these land 
prices and in effect drive prices up for other 
uses. This is a common occurrence in cities 
with significant tourism activity in downtown 
areas and can cause the development of 
non-tourism related development to be 
difficult. This can also lead to land owners 
being reluctant to sell land at prices that can 
support non-tourism uses (e.g. multifamily 
housing) as they wait for the market to 
match their perceived land value. 

• The average rental rates for retail and 
apartment uses appear high enough 
to support new development. Recent 
development projects for these uses are 
helping prove market support for additional 
development; however the challenges and 
costs of urban (re)development may still be 
hard to overcome in some portions of the 
Market Area. 

• Office uses in the Market Area are achieving 
rental rates that indicate office development 
may be feasible however office uses, 
especially taller/larger projects, may be too 
risky in terms of rate of space absorption 
and supportable rents. As well, other uses 
are likely to support higher land values 

Clark County 
and Market 
Area Average 
Rental Rates 
Comparison 

Rent per
Use Sq. Ft. Factor Time-Period New All New All

Retail per sf (NNN) Annual $35.16 $18.78 $33.17 $46.61
Office per sf (Gross) Annual $32.51 $20.74 $27.00 $27.64
Apartment per sf Monthly $1.38 $1.17 $2.11 $1.92

Source: CoStar; Economic & Planning Systems
Z:\Shared\Projects\DEN\203013-Las Vegas Maryland Pkwy TOD Corridor Study\Data\[203013-Feasbility Measures.xlsx]BTC-Rent Rates

Clark County BTC Market Area
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making a standalone office project more 
difficult to develop. 

• Lastly, the higher land sale prices for 
proposed mixed-use projects illustrate 
how projects with a diversity of uses are 
likely more supportable as the costs of 
development can be spread over multiple 
uses and risk is reduced due to diversity 
of absorption of new space that will occur. 
Large projects (i.e. multiple blocks) in the 
Market Area may be more feasible than 
individual projects on a single block. The 
parcel sizes and ownership patterns require 
efforts to consolidate large sites, making 
large development more difficult and can 
lead to smaller, piece-meal development 
that doesn’t achieve the desired densities 
in the Market Area envisioned for TOD and 
within the 2045 Master Plan.

TOD MATURITY
A TOD Readiness Spectrum was created to 
categorize Focus Areas along the corridor 
in terms of their readiness to attract and 
support TOD. Focus Areas have been 
organized into four categories (Energize, 
Catalyze, Amenitize, and Strategize) 
based on their market readiness and 
supportiveness of the built environment. 
Overarching strategies for supporting TOD 
were developed for each category. 

The Bonneville Transit Center Focus Area 
is within the Energize category as shown in 
the TOD Readiness Spectum graphic to the 
right. Focus Areas in this category are the 

most TOD-ready. Future transit investment 
may spur development alone. Strategies for 
this category include:

• Create excitement around transit investment 
through marketing and branding

• Improve multi-modal first and final mile 
connections as opportunities arise

• Require and incentivize mixed income/
affordable housing

• Monitor parking management

TOD READINESS SPECTRUM
The Bonneville Transit Center Focus Area 
fits well within this category as the area has 
higher density uses and transit supportive 

land uses around it; however it has only 
begun to attract non-gaming/tourism related 
uses in recent years. Additional support is 
needed to address feasibility issues of urban 
(re)development. 

Challenges with urban redevelopment 
can include the price of land (value 
based on other uses such as hotels), 
parcel aggregation, site demolition 
and remediation cost, the cost of 
structure parking, improving/upgrading 
existing infrastructure (e.g. water pipes, 
undergrounding electrical lines), and 
construction logistics within a downtown 
area. All of these issues add costs to the 
project that can impact its feasibility.
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PRIORITY ACTIONS
Help to facilitate the consolidation of 
parcels and creation of development sites 
to support higher density development. 

The Bonneville Transit Center Focus Area 
and the overall downtown area do not 
lack vacant and underutilized land for 
development. The challenge is many 
vacant and under-utilized parcels are 
smaller, scattered, and/or cut off (by major 
streets, highways, and rail ROW) from area 
attractions and amenities. Compounding this 
challenge is the price of land in the Focus 
Area which is high (relatively) especially for 
smaller parcels.  

Continue to support the development of 
new transit oriented housing in the Focus 
Area. 

The City of Las Vegas and its partners 
have done a great job of creating a vision 
for the future of downtown and investing 
in non-gaming attractions and amenities 
(e.g. Symphony Park) that broaden the 
appeal of downtown for visitors. However, 
the downtown area lacks housing and 
vitality that is created by residents and 
non-gaming employment in the downtown 
area. The entertainment uses and cultural 
attractions will help increase the appeal 
of living downtown but additional support 
is needed to address feasibility issues for 
housing development. The next step in the 
revitalization of downtown is to grow the 
resident base in the area to increase vitality 
and the diversity of people in the area. Use 
public investments and financing tools (e.g. 
tax increment) to help offset costs of urban 
development by participating in the creation 
of public infrastructure and amenities that 
support TOD. Explore incentives to attract 
desired housing developments to the 
downtown area.

Ensure new development projects are 
transit oriented and facilitate improved 
pedestrian mobility. 

The future transit investment on the 
Maryland Parkway transit line will create a 
much needed mobility option that supports 
higher density development and better 
connects downtown to the rest of the city. 
As this transit investment is made, focus 
is needed on new development in the 
Bonneville Transit Center Focus Area to 
make sure it is transit-oriented and supports 
pedestrian movement. The density of 
development that will occur is supportive 
of transit but the design of many higher 
density uses in downtown are still auto-
centric. Prioritizing auto movement in the 
Focus Area will hamper the attractiveness of 
non-entertainment oriented development 
and will continue the predominance of visitor 
focused development projects. 

PRIORITY ACTION RECOMMENDATIONS
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VALUE CAPTURE RECOMMENDATIONS
A value capture toolkit has been developed and is provided in a separate document. Three 
potential value capture tools were identified as the best fit for the conditions present and 
have the potential to be successful in the Bonneville Transit Center Focus Area. The Focus 
Area is already within a designated redevelopment area (RDA) and can utilize tax increment 
financing to support development and capital improvements.

• Joint development – The large amount of civic uses and publicly owned land in the Focus 
Area make joint development a potentially useful tool to support TOD. The City of Las 
Vegas and the Redevelopment Agency have utilized joint development and publicly owned 
land to facilitate the creation of cultural assets and new private development. Continued 
use of public lands and public-private partnerships can help facilitate the development of 
TOD and creation of transit supportive infrastructure. 

• Naming Rights – The high volume of visitors to the downtown Las Vegas area makes name 
rights and visual advertising an attractive avenue for generating funds to support the future 
transit line. 

• Special Improvement/Assessment Districts – Downtown areas typically have an 
overarching Downtown Management Organization to help facilitate the growth of the area 
and support its economic health. The Downtown Master Plan calls for the creation of a 
Business Improvement District (BID) to support with ongoing street cleaning, marketing, 
coordinated event programming as well as supporting development/developers. Special 
improvement districts can help this downtown entity generate funding for on-going 
expenses but also to fund capital improvements that further the goals of the businesses 
in the area. The plan called for the BID to help address safety and security, fund a 
downtown circulator, manage parking, and other efforts. These tasks will help increase the 
attractiveness of TOD in the area.
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PLAN FRAMEWORK MAP
The Plan Framework Map presented here 
provides an “at-a-glance” of the key 
recommendations from the remainder of 
the BTC Focus Area TOD Plan. The map 
locates key recommendations and the legend 
references more detail available later in the 
Plan while the next page provides a high 
level review of key priorities.

BONNEVILLE TRANSIT CENTER TOD PLAN FRAMEWORK 

Plan Framework Elements

Building Form and Design
Recommended Transect Zones 
(see pages 22-25 for more detail)

Mobility
Priority Mobility Enhancement 
Corridors (see pages 50-51; 54-55 
for more detail)

Public Parks and Open Space 
to Supplement & Support Infill 
Development (see pages 26, 28, 
47 for more detail)

Parks, Public Space, Amenities

TOD Readiness Spectrum
Energize One of the most TOD-ready focus 

areas, and likely to be energized 
by transit investment alone.

Predominant TOD Type - 
Downtown Regional (see pages 
20-21 for more detail)

Land Use

Priority Infill Development 
Opportunities (see pages 26-29; 
46-47 for more detail)



3 Plan Framework

Land Use
The recommended TOD type for most of the 
focus area has been identified as Downtown 
Regional. This includes higher intensity and 
density mixed use areas with a high number 
of housing and employment opportunities 
near the station. The recommended form-
based code (FBC) zoning districts for the 
area include a range of Transect Zone T4 and 
T5 designations to the east and south, with 
T6-Urban Core and T6-Urban General Zones 
encouraged at the station and extending 
north and west. A set of Priority Infill 
Development Opportunities is identified near 
the station and along the BRT route.

Building Form and Design 
Input from the planning process indicated a 
strong desire for medium to high intensity 
development with active ground floors with 
active uses. A priority for the focus area 
included the integration of ground floor 
restaurants and other active uses, patios 
within the pedestrian realm and externally 
oriented plazas and patios adjacent to the 
sidewalk. The FBC zoning districts applied to 
the area can facilitate the communities vision 
by encouraging a mix of complementary 
Transect Zones that provides for an enhanced 
pedestrian realm and transit-supportive 
design.

High-density mixed use building with active 
ground floor

Streetscape with landscaping, paving, and seating

Public plaza in Miami

Mobility
In addition to the streetscape and mobility 
improvements planned for the BRT alignment 
along Carson Avenue, Casino Center Drive 
and Bonneville Avenue, the TOD Plan 
highlights recommendations for improving 
nearly all streets in the focus area. Priority 
mobility enhancements include a focus 
around the BTC, connections east on Clark 
Avenue and Garces Avenue to the rest of 
Downtown, and a set of improvements 
along and crossing Commerce Street to help 
facilitate development and redevelopment 
near the rail line. Clark Avenue and Main 
Street are designated as Civic Streets, 
Garces Avenue is identified as a Downtown 
Neighborhood Street, and Commerce Street 
is a Maker Street.

Parks, Public Spaces, and Amenities
The TOD Plan includes a number of 
recommendations for parks, public space 
and amenities. In addition to prioritizing the 
inclusion of more shops, restaurants and 
other mixed-use clusters and corridors in 
the focus area, community input revealed a 
desire for parks and open space along the 
rail line and near City Hall. Development 
in these areas should include publicly 
accessible parks, plazas and other urban 
gathering spaces. Other priorities for the area 
included shade trees along improved streets 
and improvements to safety and security 
throughout the focus area.



Source: nytimes.com
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FOCUS AREA CONTEXT1 The introductory chapter of the Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) Plan sets the stage 
for the recommendations and priority projects that follow, providing key takeaways and 
background information developed throughout the Plan process. In addition to a focus 
area profile, containing demographic and ridership information, the pages within this 
chapter highlight market opportunities, land use and network connectivity – all key factors 
to be responsive to in order to catalyze successful TOD.

The market opportunity information included in the chapter is a distillation of the more 
comprehensive Market Readiness Analysis that was performed both corridor-wide, as 
well as customized for each priority focus area. “At a glance” demand analysis and 
development site feasibility are provided as foundational to the development of the focus 
area priorities that follow in Chapter 3.

A summary of a Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats (SWOT) analysis, 
conducted in collaboration with the Stakeholder Working Group, is provided, and helps to 
reinforce many of the key takeaways in the existing land use, built form, and connectivity 
analysis. The connectivity analysis focuses primarily on first and final mile connections to 
transit, through a variety of modes, to quickly highlight a critical component of the transit-
supportive environment that should be achieved through TOD.
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INTRODUCTION

FOCUS AREA PROFILE 
Proposed 
Station 
Location

Two stations near the 
Bonneville Transit Center 
located on Bonneville 
Avenue. 

Neighborhood Downtown

Existing Land 
Uses

Primarily commercial and 
civic with vacant land 
and community facilities 
but limited residential 
options.

Unique Assets Central Downtown 
location, transit center, 
rail line

Major  
Destinations/ 
Landmarks

Bonneville Transit Center, 
Las Vegas North Premium 
Outlets, Symphony Park, 
World Market Center 
Las Vegas, Discovery 
Children’s Museum, 
The Smith Center for 
the Performing Arts, 
Keep Memory Alive 
Event Center, Las Vegas 
City Hall, Clark County 
Government Center



7 Section 1: Focus Area Context

OF POPULATION 
IDENTIFYING AS NON-
WHITE OR MIXED/
MULTIPLE RACES

TOD Types 
Nine TOD Types were identified as part of 
RTC’s OnBoard Mobility Plan. The applicable 
TOD Types identified within the Bonneville 
Transit Center Focus Area include Downtown 
Regional, Downtown Local, and Town Center. 
More information about these TOD Types is 
available on pages 20-21. 

TOD Readiness Spectrum: Energize 
The Bonneville Transit Center Focus Area 
falls into the Energize category on the 
TOD Readiness Spectrum. This category is 
defined as the most TOD-ready and likely 
to be energized by transit investment alone. 
It scored very high in TOD Supportiveness 
based on analysis done in the Existing 
Conditions and Needs Assessment and the 
Market Readiness Analysis. The chart to the 
right shows the entire 
TOD Readiness 
Spectrum, with all 
focus areas plotted 
and categorized.

For more information 
on the TOD 
Readiness Spectrum, 
see the Priority Focus 
Areas Selection 
Memo.

Vision 2045 Recommendations  
DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT
Civic & Business District

MIXED USE TRANSIT HUB 
Most of the focus area is identified as a 
Primary Employment Hub, with additional 
designations to the northwest as a Primary 
Lifestyle Hub and to the south as a Cultural 
Hub.

CENTER OF EXCELLENCE
The focus area overlaps multiple Centers 
of Excellence, including #1 Gaming and 
Hospitality on the northeast, #2 Creative 
and Tech on the south, #3 Medical and 
Healthcare on the west, and #4 Cultural and 
Learning on the north. 

Current Ridership 
17 transit routes currently serve this focus 
area, largely due to the central Downtown 
location and the presence of the Bonneville 
Transit Center. There are currently over 
17,000 average daily boardings. No new 
transit routes are currently planned for this 
focus area besides the Maryland Parkway 
Corridor Bus Rapid Transit system.

Demographics  
The following statistics help us understand 
who lives in this focus area (Source: 2018 
American Community Survey 5-Year 
Estimate).

TOTAL POPULATION
8,202

PERCENT OF 
HOUSEHOLDS WITH NO 

VEHICLE AVAILABLE 39.2%

MEDIAN INCOME

PERCENT OF HOUSEHOLDS AT 
OR BELOW THE POVERTY LINE

36%

$32,281

OF POPULATION 
BETWEEN AGES 18-64

79%

54%
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MARKET OPPORTUNITIES

DEMAND ANALYSIS 
As a component of the Maryland Parkway 
Corridor TOD Planning effort, a detailed 
Market Readiness Analysis was produced 
for each priority focus area.  Included in 
that report is an analysis of the demand 
in the focus area across three sectors — 
housing, office and retail — to better 
inform how future development can 
both leverage the transit investment and 
successfully respond to market demands 
and pressures.  Findings for the Bonneville 
Transit Center Focus Area are summarized 
in the accompanying charts, but key 
findings for each sector include the 
following:

Housing 
Based on the projected county-wide 
growth of 52,700 multifamily housing units 
by 2030 and applying these capture rates, 
the Bonneville Transit Center Market Area 
(Market Area) could capture between 530 
and 1,600 new multifamily housing units 
over this time period. This translates to 
average annual production of between 53 
and 160 new multifamily units per year, 
or one medium-to-large project every 1-2 
years. 

Office
Accounting for the share of employees 
within each employment sector that utilize 
office space (e.g., 100% of employment in 
Finance and Insurance, compared to 50% 
of employment in Health Care), over the 
next 10 years the Market Area is expected 

to see demand for an additional 130,000 
square feet of office space. 

Retail
Within the Market Area, the opportunities for 
capture of new spending are approximately 
equal across Convenience Goods, 
Other Shopper’s Goods, and Eating & 
Drinking, with support for between 10,000 
(conservative growth) and 30,000 (optimistic 
growth) square feet of new space in each 
retail category. TOD and Downtown 
locations are more likely to attract local and 
destination-oriented retailers.

DEVELOPMENT SITES AND FEASIBILITY
In total, nearly 100 parcels totaling 
approximately 100 acres are considered 
potential development sites (shown in map at 
right).

Development feasibility was assessed based 
upon land sale prices and rental rates, 
yielding the following findings: 

• The Downtown Las Vegas area has 
average land values that are much higher 
than elsewhere in the County or City, 
aside from along the Las Vegas Strip. The 
gaming, entertainment, and hospitality 
uses in Downtown are able to support 
these land prices and in effect drive 
prices up for other uses. This is a common 
occurrence in cities with significant tourism 
activity in Downtown areas and can cause 
the development of non-tourism related 
development to be difficult. This can also 

1,600

530

Conservative 
Growth

Multifamily Units

Conservative Optimistic

Optimistic 
Growth

Source: Economic & Planning Systems

New Housing Demand
2020-2030

Services (Retail & 
Accommodations)

5%

Professional Services
67%

Education
1%

Health Care
8%

Arts, Entertainment, 
Recreation

19%

Chart Title

Professional Services 
67%

Arts, 
Entertainment, 
Recreation 19%

Health 
Care 8%

Education

Services (Retail & 
Accommodation)

New Office Demand by
Sector 2020-2030

Market Area Capture of New 
Retail Sq. Ft. 2020-2030
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lead to land owners being reluctant to 
sell land at prices that can support non-
tourism uses (e.g. multifamily housing) as 
they wait for the market to match their 
perceived land value. 

• The average rental rates for retail and 
apartment uses appear high enough 
to support new development. Recent 
development projects for these uses 
are helping prove market support for 
additional development; however 
the challenges and costs of urban 
development and redevelopment 
may still be hard to overcome in some 
portions of the Market Area. 

• Office uses in the Market Area are 
achieving rental rates that indicate 
office development may be feasible 
however office uses, especially taller/
larger projects, may be too risky in 
terms of rate of space absorption and 
supportable rents. In addition, other uses 
are likely to support higher land values 
making a standalone office project more 
difficult to develop. 

• Lastly, the higher land sale prices for 
proposed mixed-use projects illustrate 
how projects with a diversity of uses 
are likely more supportable as the costs 
of development can be spread over 
multiple uses and risk is reduced due to 
diversity of absorption of new space that 
will occur. Large projects (i.e. multiple 
blocks) in the Market Area may be 
more feasible than individual projects 
on a single block. The parcel sizes 

and ownership patterns require efforts 
to consolidate large sites, making large 
development more difficult and can lead 
to smaller, piece-meal development that 
doesn’t achieve the desired densities in 
the Market Area envisioned for TOD and 
within the 2050 Master Plan.

Opportunity Parcels

Source: Economic & Planning Systems
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EXISTING LAND USE AND BUILT FORM

EXISTING LAND USE
A wide range of land uses are present in the 
Bonneville Transit Center Focus Area. There 
is little consistency between uses within 
blocks although there are some general 
patterns. The most prevalent land uses are 
office, commercial, and civic uses. There is 
a notable lack of residential uses, and many 
of the residential parcels are single family or 
single family attached.
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Lloyd D George Courthouse

Local business in converted single family home

Low density commercial with high rise nearby

The office and civic uses are mostly 
located east of Casino Center Blvd, with 
the exception of the large civic parcels 
west of the railroad tracks, which include 
the Government Center, the RTC offices, 
and large areas of surface parking. In the 
central portion of the focus area civic uses 
include the courthouse, detention center, 
and associated uses. Most of the office uses 
are low-density professional services such as 
attorneys and accountants. 

The variety of commercial uses are primarily 
located along Main Street, Charleston 
Boulevard, and Grand Central Parkway. 
In the southern portion of the focus area 
these uses are largely bars, restaurants, and 
automotive uses. In the northern portion of 
the area the commercial uses consist of the 
Greyhound Station and paid surface parking 
lots associated with the surrounding hotels 
and casinos. The largest retailers in the area 
are west of Grand Central Parkway at the 
Las Vegas Premium Outlets and the World 
Market Center, which partially fall within the 
focus area.

There are many vacant parcels throughout 
the focus area, although not as many as are 
indicated in the existing land use data. Some 
vacancies are actually the location of recent 
development or surface parking lots.

The low density development, large surface 
parking lots, and vacant and underutilized 
parcels, provide an opportunity to densify 
this key Downtown area.

EXISTING BUILT FORM
There is very large variety in the built form of 
the Bonneville focus area. The northernmost 
portion of the area is characterized by large 
hotels, casinos, and civic buildings between 
5-20 stories, and often occupying entire 
blocks. The building heights and massing 
go down in scale moving south through the 
focus area, to 1-2 story buildings on the far 
southern end of the focus area. Many of the 
buildings in this area are older development 
and many have a unique or artistic character. 

West of Grand Central Parkway are several 
large, iconic buildings, including the 
Keep Memory Alive Event Center and the 
World Market Center. These buildings are 
surrounded by large surface parking lots.

In addition to scale and massing, there is 
also a wide mix of building age, quality, and 
style throughout the focus area, with luxury 
high-rises intermixed with older industrial 
buildings. This makes it difficult to distinguish 
a unique character or style to tailor 
development recommendations to. 

The nearby destinations, high visitor-ship, 
major transit hub, and urban grid in this 
area create a strong opportunity for new 
construction and redevelopment to add 
additional density and contribute to a vibrant 
public realm.
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A Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Threats (SWOT) analysis conducted with the 
Stakeholder Working Group resulted in a lot of insightful comments, key themes of which are 
highlighted on this page. 

WEAKNESSES
Weaknesses that should be addressed through public realm improvements and new 
development include a shortage of usable public space, particularly near the station; a 
perception of the public realm lacking safety, security, maintenance, and comfort; and vacant 
lots and buildings, which contribute to the image of the public realm.

Las Vegas City Hall 

Vacant land in the focus area

Transit connections at BTC

STRENGTHS, WEAKNESSES, OPPORTUNITIES AND THREATS

Walkability
High-density 

commercial and 
employment uses

Transit 
connections

Safety & 
security

Lack of 
comfortable 
public space

Undeveloped 
lots and 
vacant 

buildings

STRENGTHS
The Downtown nature of the Bonneville Transit Center Focus Area and its proximity to both 
the RTC transit hub as well as other transit connections provide many benefits to the area and 
create walkability and density on an urban grid.
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OPPORTUNITIES
The location of the Transit Center and the surrounding uses provide many opportunities 
for the focus area that should be capitalized on, including vacant lots that could support 
mixed-use infill development, the unique character of the area, and a public realm in need of 
improvements that could help catalyze more energy and development in the area.

THREATS
New development and improvements to the area should be cognizant of the threats of 
displacement from increasing property values, the need to maintain a unique and authentic 
identity for the area, and the increased demands to the transportation system, particularly 
vehicular traffic and parking.

Public art mural in focus area

Commerce and Main Streets

Bike share parking and wayfinding signage

Affordability 
for 

development, 
businesses, 

and residents

Increased traffic 
and parking

Maintaining 
identity

Public realm 
improvements

Existing cultural 
and historic 

character

New development 
on open lots 
(mixed-use, 

affordable housing)
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EXISTING WALKABILITY

WALKSHED ANALYSIS
A perfect walkshed on a grid street pattern 
would be a complete diamond, centered 
on the origin point. The walkshed in this 
focus area has very high coverage east of 
Commerce Street and Main Street. The 
Bonneville Avenue underpass and pedestrian 
bridge just to the north serve as the only 
pedestrian connections across the rail line 
within the focus area. For this reason, there 
are gaps in the walkshed along the west side 
of the rail line. 

This focus area is within close proximity to 
many major regional destinations, which are 
highlighted on the map with black numbers. 
Of these destinations, Symphony Park and 
the World Market Center Las Vegas are 
outside the focus area walkshed. Only the 
north end of the Las Vegas North Premium 
Outlets is within the walkshed. With many 
of these major destinations west of the rail 
line, additional connections from Downtown 
to this area would better serve pedestrians. 
It should be noted that these western 
destinations could be more easily accessed 
from the Grand Central Parkway BRT stop.
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Sidewalk within the focus area with screened 
parking, bike share station, and street trees

Pedestrian facilities within rail underpass

Crosswalk within the focus area

Approximately 29% of Community Survey 
respondents reported that they typically 
walked to get around in the station focus 
area, yet 50% said that is how they would 
prefer to travel in the area. Respondents 
also noted that the area needed more 
infrastructure for safety and security, and 
shade trees or structures to reduce heat 
impacts. Area Stakeholders also noted felt 
that the area needed improvements in traffic 
safety such as restrictions on uncontrolled left 
and right turns, and increased legibility of the 
pedestrian environment through wayfinding 
and communication to road users about 
multimodal traffic.

Currently there is an additional pedestrian 
bridge identified to cross the railroad at 
Lewis Avenue.

PEDESTRIAN NETWORK AND 
INFRASTRUCTURE
Existing infrastructure and pedestrian safety 
vary along roadways within a half-mile radius 
of the focus area, but overall is fair to good. 
Good intersection density, the presence of 
sidewalks, and marked crosswalks support 
walkability and connectivity. There are 99 
intersections in the focus area and 98% of 
them have marked crosswalks or ADA ramps 
present. In addition, 94% of major streets 
within one mile of the station have sidewalks 
present on both sides of the street. 

Outside of the Bonneville Transit Center, 
there are sidewalks of varying widths 
adjacent to striped, designated bike and 
bus lanes. These elements, in combination 
with trees intermittently planted within the 
sidewalks, provide separation between 
motorists and pedestrians and are a 
significant improvement to pedestrian safety. 
Nearby roadways also provide a mixture 
of trees, landscaped medians, pedestrian 
lighting, seating, decorative paving, and 
signage along sidewalks that improve the 
aesthetics and scale of the pedestrian 
environment. Sidewalks immediately adjacent 
to the focus area also have fewer light poles, 
driveways, and utility boxes, providing for a 
more consistent path of travel.
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OTHER EXISTING FIRST + FINAL MILE CONNECTIONS

BICYCLING
Twelve percent of Community Survey 
respondents reported bicycling as their usual 
mode of travel around the focus area, but 
25% said they would like to travel by bike 
in the area in the future. The Bonneville 
Transit Center is directly served by a dense 
network of existing and planned bikeways 
in Downtown. People biking to the station 
can use dedicated lanes on Garces Avenue, 
Bonneville Avenue, Clark Avenue, and S 
1st Street. In addition to over 14 miles of 
existing bike lanes, over 21 miles of bike 
lanes are planned within one-half mile of 
the station. The Bonneville Transit Center 
supports bicycling as a first-final mile option 
by offering approximately 100 bike racks and 
a self-service bike repair station.

1/2 Mile Focus Area
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TRANSIT 
The Bonneville Transit Center is a regional 
transit hub, allowing transfers to multiple 
existing and planned standard and express 
bus services. Seventeen transit routes 
currently serve the transit center.

Transit ridership is well utilized to get to and 
from the focus area, with 22% of Community 
Survey respondents reported riding transit 
as their usual mode to get around the focus 
area and 25% indicating transit as their 
preferred future mode in the area. This transit 
connectivity positions Bonneville Transit 
Center as a regional multimodal mobility 
hub.

DRIVING AND PARKING
The Bonneville Transit Center provides space 
for 16 vehicles to park on-site, with preferred 
parking spaces for hybrid electric vehicles. 
Over 16,600 off-street parking spaces within 
one-half mile of the Bonneville Transit Center 
provide ample additional park-and-ride 
opportunity.

Bike lane in the focus area

Surface parking lot in the focus area

Deuce bus serving Downtown

Bike locker at Bonneville Transit Center

Parking garage in the focus area

Dedicated bus lane



Source: lasvegasweekly.com
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FOCUS AREA RECOMMENDATIONS
Successful Transit-Oriented Development is not achieved by a single catalytic 
redevelopment or streetscape improvement, but rather, by a series of interventions 
over time that encourage the focus area environment to prioritize transit supportive 
characteristics. Such characteristics include a diversity and mix of uses, building frontages 
that activate the pedestrian realm at a human scale, easy access to essential community 
amenities and services, quality and convenient connections to other mobility options, and 
a priority on safety within the public realm for users of all ages and abilities.

The Bonneville Transit Center Focus Area is categorized as an Energize focus area on 
the TOD Readiness Spectrum. So, although the transit investment alone may be enough 
to catalyze TOD in this area, the recommendations that follow aim to supplement that 
infrastructure and development investment by pairing it with intentional, community 
vetted amenities and public spaces that help achieve the transit supportive characteristics 
described above. Included in this chapter are a mix of broader policy and regulatory 
recommendations, and location-specific amenity, connectivity, parking, and land use 
recommendations, all informed by community and stakeholder input gained through this 
Plan process.

While the recommendations in this chapter should not necessarily be regarded as a 
first phase in successful implementation of TOD, by providing the policy guidance in 
this document, the hope is that the City can work to get the corresponding regulations, 
amenities and connections in place that will compel corresponding development to 
respond accordingly.

2
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TOD TYPES

WHAT ARE TOD TYPES? 
Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) is a 
type of development located close to high 
quality, high capacity transit, that creates a 
compact, walkable, mixed-use and dense 
environment. TOD areas contribute to 
livable communities and serve as activity 
centers that provide a range of benefits to 
the region, local community, and individual 
households.

During the RTC’s OnBoard Mobility Plan, nine 
TOD types were established that are context-
specific to Southern Nevada. The density, 
building form, block layout, types of use, 
time of activation and approach to equity 
differs in each of the nine TOD types. 

The Bonneville Transit Center Focus Area 
contains three of the nine TOD Types 
including: Downtown Regional, Downtown 
Local, and Town Center. Descriptions of each 
are on the next page. 

URBAN NEIGHBORHOOD

DOWNTOWN REGIONAL
DOWNTOWN LOCAL

TOWN CENTERENTERTAINMENT DISTRICT
MEDICAL DISTRICT 

EDUCATIONAL CAMPUS
LAS VEGAS STRIP
TOD Types in this focus area:

Please note, TOD Types shown on this page are 
from RTC’s OnBoard Mobility Plan. These are 
different from the TOD/TOC Place Types in the City 
of Las Vegas 2050 Master Plan. See the 2050 Master 
Plan for more information.

EMPLOYMENT DISTRICT
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TOD TYPE: DOWNTOWN REGIONAL
Large Downtown areas that serve multiple 
neighborhoods. Mix of uses, with abundant housing 
and job opportunities. Grid street pattern creates 
accessibility by various transportation options.

Appropriate Transect Zones in this TOD Type: All T6, all T5

MIX OF USES
The future mix of uses within this focus area north of Bonneville Avenue and west of the railroad should have more variation than what 
exists today. Commercial uses should be expanded to include more retail and restaurants. This should be balanced by both residential and 
employment uses. Within the overall focus area, civic, entertainment, medical, and parks/open space uses should be supplemental. 

TOD TYPE: DOWNTOWN LOCAL
Significant activity center for smaller communities or 
occurring on the edges of regional Downtowns. Mix of 
uses including residential and job opportunities. Medium 
height buildings create a less urban atmosphere.

Appropriate Transect Zones in this TOD Type: T5-C, 
T5-N, all T4

TOD TYPE: TOWN CENTER
Mostly retail/commercial uses with some housing and 
public gathering spaces. Local destination for residents and 
visitors. Increased activity when special events take place.

Appropriate Transect Zones in this TOD Type: All T5, all T4

Residential Commercial/Retail Employment Civic/ 
Institutional/
Educational

Entertainment
Medical

Parks/Open 
Space

25%20% 20% 10% 5% 10%10%

Entertainment
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DEVELOPMENT TYPE PREFERENCES

WHAT SHOULD THIS AREA LOOK LIKE IN 
THE FUTURE?
While the TOD Types mapped on the previous 
spread provide more detailed guidance on 
the mix of uses that each Focus Area should 
aspire to achieve to best support the transit 
investment along Maryland Parkway, the 
types of development that can occur within 
those TOD Types are still intentionally broad. 
To help better calibrate development type 
recommendations to the Bonneville Transit 
Center focus area, community members were 
asked to provide feedback on a set of 3D 
illustratives for four geographic areas within 
the focus area. 

With the recent Form-Based Code 
implementation in parts of Downtown Las 
Vegas, many of the form/height/setback 
configurations have been established. 
This exercise was designed to calibrate 
other transit-supportive attributes of best 
practice TOD and inform Form-Based Code 
recommendations within this area. Models 
were developed to test variation in elements 
such as building height, building type, 
form and configuration of the public realm. 
(Variable characteristics tested, along with the 
community’s preference, indicated at right.) 

Community input through this exercise was 
helpful in developing the transect zone 
mapping recommendations that follow, 
and could also serve as a guide to future 
developers looking to implement TOD that 
would be well received by the downtown 
community.
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 Area #2
Community Survey Preference: 3-story mixed-use with patio along 
the street 

3D Model options were calibrated to provide input on building 
height, upper story setbacks, and form of street level engagement.

 Area #1
Community Survey Preference: 12-story office set back further from 
street with ground floor restaurant or other active uses

3D Model options were calibrated to provide input on building 
height, setback from the street and public realm interface.

 Area #4
Community Survey Preference: 5+ story mixed use (adjacent 
existing context is houses converted into businesses)

3D Model options were calibrated to provide input on building 
height and upper story setbacks.

 Area #3
Community Survey Preference: Small patios with parks/plazas 
perpendicular to the street

3D Model options were calibrated to provide input on public/
private open space design and orientation.
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FORM-BASED CODE

APPLICATION OF FORM-BASED CODE
Applying form-based zoning (“FBC” land use 
designation) and community-based design 
standards from LVMC Title 19.09, the City’s 
Form-Based Code, in this focus area will help 
to build a well-designed Downtown that 
reinforces its current identity and implements 
the community’s long-term vision. FBC 
should be used in this focus area to create a 
high-quality, walkable, dense, urban, mixed-
use place with a vibrant pedestrian realm 
while preserving historic assets and existing 
unique character. 

The recommendations for FBC are intended 
to serve as guidelines that support transit-
oriented development in this location as well 
as help to implement other goals and Plans 
in the community. 
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T6 Urban Core Zone (T6-UC)
One intent of the T6-UC Zone is to reinforce 
and enhance the Downtown urban core. It is 
recommended this transect zone be applied 
approximately between Main Street, Clark 
Avenue, and 4th Street. This zone could 
extend northeast outside of the focus area 
and connect with the T6-UC in the Fremont 
East district. Concentrating this zone, rather 
than spreading it across all of Downtown, will 
help enhance the “core” character.

T6 Urban General Zone (T6-UG)
T6-UG serves as an appropriate transition 
away from T6-UC by allowing similar uses 
and having a similar intent, but requiring 
shorter building heights and allowing for 
some detached form. It is recommended this 
zone be applied within the between the core 
of Downtown and the rail lines, north and 
northeast of the Bonneville Transit Center, 
and within the Clark County Government/
RTC property west of the rail.

T5 Maker Zone (T5-M)
This zone allows for industrial mixed use, 
which can preserve some existing uses along 
the rail south of Bonneville Avenue, while 
increasing density and activity. 

T5 Corridor Zone (T5-C)
Applying T5-C along Las Vegas Boulevard, 
a major arterial can help enhance the sense 
of place for vehicular traffic entering the 
core of Downtown, while also enhancing the 
experience for pedestrians through small 
setbacks and engaging building facades.  

The map on the previous page shows applied 
FBC transect zone recommendations for 
general areas within the Bonneville Transit 
Center Focus Area. It is intended that when 
the City pursues amending the zoning code 
in this area to FBC, these recommendations 
would receive further analysis and refinement, 
and then be applied to a parcel-based map. 
Form-based code has already been applied 
within the Fremont East and Medical Districts. 
The City’s General Plan has designated 
Downtown Las Vegas as an “FBC” land use, 
meaning it allows properties to be re-zoned 
to transect zones under Title 19.09 - this has 
been done both administratively by the City’s 
Planning Department, and will eventually 
be implemented across each of Downtown’s 
districts. This existing application is visible 
within the northwest and northeast corners of 
this map. 

DOWNTOWN DISTRICTS 
The Downtown Master Plan identifies 12 
planning districts within the Downtown 
Las Vegas Overlay District and identifies 
standards that are unique to districts. The 
Bonneville Transit Center Focus Area includes 
parts of seven of those districts. Most 
predominantly is the Civic & Business District, 
covering a large portion of the focus area. 
Other large portions of the focus area include 
the following districts: Symphony Park 
District, Resort & Casino District, Las Vegas 
Arts District, and Founders District.

TRANSECT ZONES
The following section gives context for the 
recommended transect zones within the 
Bonneville Transit Center Focus Area, and 
unique considerations within each.

T5 Main Street Zone (T5-MS)
T5-MS may be most appropriate around 
Main Street and 1st Street between Garces 
Avenue and Boulder Avenue. An intent of 
this zone is to provide a compact, walkable, 
urban area in which revitalization and 
investment is encouraged. This would suit 
the Las Vegas Arts District by providing 
walkability, continuous engaging facades, 
and enhanced multimodal connections to the 
Bonneville Transit Center.  

T5 Neighborhood Zone (T5-N)
Additional multi-family residential could 
greatly increase the sense of community 
within Downtown and bring more people 
into the area at all times of day. Application 
of T5-N between Garces Avenue, Coolidge 
Avenue, 4th Street and 1st Street connects 
the other transect zones Downtown and 
brings more people close to the Bonneville 
Transit Center.  

T4 Corridor Zone  (T4-C)
T4-C is appropriate along Charleston 
Boulevard, an auto-oriented corridor - 
envisioned to transition to more of a multi-
modal corridor - and can serve as a transition 
down in density to the south of Downtown. 

T4 Neighborhood Zone (T4-N)
T4-N may be appropriate along 6th Street 
and to the southeast, as the current character 
of this area is less dense than areas to the 
northwest within Downtown. In this area 
it will be key to consider the single-family 
homes that are converted into businesses, 
and how the FBC may allow for this unique 
and characteristic condition. 
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1. Nodes of increased shops and 
restaurants near Main Street and 
1st Street and Symphony Park

2. Public parks and open space 
along rail line and near City Hall

3. Mixed-use clusters and 
corridors along Lewis Avenue, 
Las Vegas Boulevard, near 
Bridger Avenue and Casino 
Center Boulevard, and near the 
BTC

4. More affordable housing and 
diversity of housing options 
east of Las Vegas Boulevard and 
north of Lewis Avenue

COMMUNITY AMENITIES, SERVICES, AND PUBLIC REALM IMPROVEMENTS

As part of the Maryland Parkway Corridor 
Community Surveys, participants were 
asked to identify where they would like to 
see additional community amenities and 
infrastructure. The map to the left represents 
the community and stakeholder input, 
aggregated into some key recommendations. 
Additional feedback regarding community 
amenities and infrastructure is outlined in the 
text on the following pages. The full survey 
results can be found in the Bonneville Transit 
Center Survey Results Memo.

Key Recommendations
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Shops and Restaurants
Intent: Ground-floor retail and dining options 
support and benefit from increased density 
and foot traffic and create a local destination.

Public input indicates a desire for more shops 
and restaurants throughout the focus area. 
Preferred locations include directly adjacent 
to the BTC, where a better variety of shops 
and restaurants would support the transit 
ridership in this area, as well as north of the 
focus area, along Casino Center Boulevard 
and Symphony Park Avenue.

Office Spaces
Intent: Flexible office spaces are included as 
part of new vertically mixed-use development 
and provide diverse employment options. 

The survey showed a desire for office spaces 
throughout the focus area. Additional office 
uses are recommended to create more 
daytime activation, employment options, and 
reasons for local residents to regularly come 
Downtown.

Grocery Stores/Healthy Food Options 
Intent: Food access is prioritized in focus 
areas that are currently lacking healthy food 
options, improving access for the whole 
transit corridor. 

There are no grocery stores or healthy food 
options near the BTC, the closest option 
is several block northeast of the focus area 
on Fremont Street. Given the number of 
residents and visitors in the area, a grocery 
store should be a high development priority. 
Community input corroborates this and 
indicates it should centrally located.

Daily Services
Intent: A variety of neighborhood supporting 
daily goods and services allow nearby 
residents and transit riders to meet their 
needs without additional vehicle trips.
Many of the businesses in the focus area 
cater to tourists rather than residents. This 
deficiency of services is shown in the survey 
exercise which suggests a need for more 
services such as daycares, salons, and gyms 
throughout the area and particularly adjacent 
to and north of the station.

Educational Facilities
Intent: Quality education facilities are easily 
and safely accessible from high frequency 
transit stations.
While the area has proximity to specialized 
educational facilities (multiple art schools 
and a private school), there isn’t direct 
access to public K-12 education. With 
the nearby residential density, additional 
educational facilities are recommended and 
supported by public input. South or west 
of the station is preferred, as the uses and 
density to the north are less compatible.

Health Care/Social Services Facilities
Intent: Transit uses and focus area residents 
have access to health care and social service 
facilities, improving access for the whole 
transit corridor.
Health care and social services are a high 
priority for this focus area. The presence of 
the transit hub will allow those with the most 
need easier access to nearby and much 
needed services. Community feedback and 
best practice indicate that these facilities will 
be most beneficial close to the station.

Housing Options/Affordable Housing 
Intent: Focus areas have a variety of housing 
types and styles at multiple price points that 
benefit from new and improved amenities 
and support additional uses and density.

Community feedback indicates a strong 
need and desire for more affordable housing 
options throughout the focus area. With its 
proximity to Downtown, the transit hub, and 
many employment options, this area is a 
prime opportunity for affordable housing.

Recommendations from the Workforce 
Housing Plan 
Based on the guidance provided for the 
City in the Workforce Housing Plan and the 
specific needs of the focus area, the priority 
housing types in this area are group living 
apartments, mid-rise mixed-use buildings, 
and high-rise residential. Effective tools for 
the area include regulatory and financial 
incentives (such as density bonuses), process 
accommodations, public subsidies, and 
property deed restrictions.

Typical Lot: 
2+ acres

Density: 
20-35  
du/acre

Height: 
2-5 stories

Group Living 
Apartments

Mid-Rise 
Mixed-Use High-Rise

Typical Lot: 
2+ acres

Density: 
20-35  
du/acre

Height: 
3-5 stories

Typical Lot: 
2+ acres

Density: 
35-55  
du/acre

Height: 
7-12 stories
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Las Vegas Community Healing Garden

Pedestrian seating and lighting

Tree-lined sidewalk

Shade Trees
Intent: Major pedestrian and bicycle routes 
throughout the focus area have shade trees 
to allow comfortable travel, mitigate urban 
heat island effect, and encourage non-
automobile trips.

The Bonneville Transit Center Focus 
Area has lower than average tree canopy 
coverage. Few of the roadways are 
consistently tree-lined and those that 
do have street trees are mostly palms, 
which do not provide significant shade for 
pedestrians. The highest density of trees 
can be found outside the civic buildings 
along Lewis Avenue and Las Vegas 
Boulevard, along Grand Central Parkway, 
and in the single-family neighborhood 
along 7th Street. 

Despite the relatively low quantity of shade 
trees in the area the community survey 
showed it as a lower priority than other 
community amenities and infrastructure 
for the area. Trees should be added 
strategically along major pedestrian routes 
as other improvements and amenities are 
added or when development occurs.

Safety and Security Infrastructure
Intent: Adequate safety and security 
infrastructure is provided for pedestrians and 
cyclists to remove barriers to traveling to and 
from the station.

The Downtown nature of this focus area 
has led to fairly consistent safety and 
security infrastructure. However, a few major 

Community Parks and Open Spaces
Intent: Residents and transit riders can safely 
access parks and open spaces in the focus 
area via multiple modes.

Additional community parks and open spaces 
were one of the most requested amenities 
for the Bonneville Transit Center Focus 
Area. There is very little access to green 
space from the station. The nearest park is 
Symphony Park, but it is located across the 
train tracks from the station, which creates a 
major barrier for pedestrians. There are some 
plazas associated with the civic buildings on 
and near Casino Center Boulevard, but they 
do not provide much opportunity for people 
to linger comfortably.

The uses, density, and high-transit ridership 
in this area make it very supportive of parks 
and open spaces. New parks and green 
space would also contribute to a more 
vibrant sense of place and help give the area 
a distinct identity.

The underutilized and vacant parcels create 
an excellent opportunity for plazas and 
green space. New development should 
incorporate publicly-accessible private open 
spaces as well. Parks and plazas near the BTC 
would create a well-used amenity for transit 
riders and also accommodate the many 
employees and residents in the area. The 
blocks immediately surrounding the transit 
hub should be the highest priority for new 
parks and open spaces, but they should be 
incorporated more regularly throughout the 
focus area.
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roadways, including Casino Center Boulevard 
and Las Vegas Boulevard, have lighting that 
is only oriented to the streets and could 
use additional pedestrian-scale lighting. 
Lighting in alleyways should also be a key 
consideration in this area. The community 
survey indicates a desire for more lighting 
nearby the BTC, in particular. In addition, 
Emergency Light Boxes near the BTC would 
significantly contribute to a feeling of security 
for transit riders. For more information on 
safety and security see CPTED and Safety on 
page 42 of this Plan.

Public Art Opportunities
Intent: Opportunities for public art are 
included in focus areas, and particularly near 
transit stations, to cultivate a unique sense of 
place and community pride.

The Bonneville Transit Center Focus Area 
is a prime opportunity for public art. The 
Downtown location, proximity to the Arts 
District, tourist traffic, civic uses, and density 
all create an ideal location for additional 
art. The area already has a relatively high 
amount of murals in the southern portion of 
the focus area and sculptural and landscape 
art pieces in the northern and northeastern 
portion adjacent to the civic and hospitality 
uses. Additional public art would help a more 
recognizable and consistent identity for the 
area. However, the survey indicates that this 
may be a lower priority than other amenities 
in the area for the community. 

Public art in the focus area

Bike parking 

RTC wayfinding signage at bike share station

Signage and Wayfinding
Intent: Clear signage and wayfinding allow all 
users, regardless of mode, to easily locate the 
transit station and nearby destinations.

While signage and wayfinding was not 
included in the online survey it is a key part of 
creating a successful, easy-to-navigate focus 
area. Signage is a key part of helping users 
navigate from the major hub of the Transit 
Center to the many surrounding destinations. 
The density of the destinations and the 
urban grid make wayfinding and directing 
pedestrians on the most safe and comfortable 
route a key priority. There is little signage and 
wayfinding in the focus area currently.

Street Furniture
Intent: Street furniture is provided along 
major pedestrian routes within the focus area 
to create a comfortable pedestrian realm, 
moments of respite, and encourage non-
automobile trips.

There is a wide range in the amount of street 
furniture within the focus area, however a 
higher density of pedestrian amenities is 
recommended throughout the area. Near 
the Transit Center and in the civic areas north 
of the station and west of the railroad tracks 
there are semi-consistent benches, bike 
racks, planter boxes, and trash receptacles. 
The rest of the focus area has almost no 
street furniture except at transit stops. Given 
the high volume of pedestrian traffic in the 
area, street furniture should be provided 
at very regular intervals along all major 
pedestrian routes.
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THOROUGHFARE TYPES
Adopted Complete Streets policies and guidelines provide the baseline for enhancing thoroughfares in the focus area. The City of Las Vegas 
adopted Complete Streets standards and roadway cross sections tied to functional classification under Unified Development Code 19.04 
“Complete Streets.” RTC adopted a Complete Streets policy and a report, including design guidelines, in 2012. The 2013 RTC Complete 
Streets Design Guidelines for Livable Communities expands upon the guidelines in the report and establishes a typology for complete 
streets that facilitate mobility for all modes of transportation, with a particular focus on people walking. Land use context and specific modal 
functions such as transit routes and bikeways are also important drivers of street design. The Draft 2050 Master Plan for Las Vegas provides 
a framework for a “Layered Complete Streets” approach to street design that includes designated bike streets, transit streets, and complete 
streets that accommodate all modes. The Master Plan identifies NACTO’s Urban Bikeway Design Guide as the design resource to determine the 
appropriate bike treatment for all bike streets. 

THOROUGHFARE TYPES AND MODAL PRIORITIES

Boulevard
Corridor-wide recommendations: 
Boulevards are designed for higher motor 
vehicle volumes and moderate speeds. 
They traverse and connect districts and 
cities and serve as primary transit routes. 
High-speed boulevards function as 
regional connectors and are often truck 
routes. 

As thoroughfares in the Downtown heart 
of Las Vegas and the region, low-speed 
boulevards in the focus area serve as Main 
Streets, which should have a high level of 
pedestrian priority and streetscaping. Low-
speed boulevards with transit priority in 
the focus area include Main Street, Grand 
Central Parkway and Charleston Parkway. 
High-speed boulevards include Las Vegas 
Boulevard, which is also identified as a 
Complete Street and future high-capacity 
transit corridor that gives priority to transit 
and people walking.

Avenue
Corridor-wide recommendations:  
Avenues have moderate to high motor 
vehicle capacity and low to moderate 
speed. They act as connectors between, 
or the main streets of, urban centers. 
They can be transit routes. 

Avenues in the focus area should have 
a high level of pedestrian priority and 
streetscaping. Avenues serving as both 
transit routes and bikeways include 4th 
Street, Clark Avenue, Bonneville Avenue, 
Garces Avenue, and Gass Avenue. These 
thoroughfares must balance transit, 
pedestrian, and bike priority through careful 
street design. Casino Center Boulevard, 
3rd Street, and Carson Avenue also serve 
transit, while 1st Street, 6th Street, 7th 
Street, Bridger Avenue, and Hoover Avenue 
serve as bikeways. Bike lanes on avenues 
should provide sufficient separation from 
motor vehicle traffic for the speed and traffic 
volume of the roadway.

Street
Corridor-wide recommendations:  
Streets are local and neighborhood 
facilities that serve all uses. They should 
have wide sidewalks, on-street parking, 
and landscaping. They can be either 
residential or commercial. They are not 
typically transit routes, and are suitable 
for bikeway treatments in which bikes 
share the lane with motor vehicles, such 
as Bike Routes and Bike Boulevards.

There are few streets in the focus area. 1st 
Street is designated as a street for a portion 
north of the transit center. It is a future 
bikeway that will balance bike priority with 
the high level of pedestrian priority befitting 
a regional Downtown.
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TRANSIT ATTRIBUTES SUPPORTING MULTI-MODAL CONNECTIVITY

The Bonneville Transit Center regional mobility hub

Off-board fare payment at the BTC

Secure bike parking at the BTC

RTC’s On Board Mobility Plan identifies 
two types of mobility hubs for Las Vegas 
– regional and neighborhood. The Plan 
proposes a regional mobility hub at 
Bonneville Transit Center. In many ways, 
BTC already functions as a mobility hub. It 
includes key amenities like:

• Off-board transit fare payment

• Real-time arrival information and 
route maps

• Secure bike parking

• Vending

• Bus shelters with clearly visible signs 
and branding, seating, lighting, and 
shade from the sun

TRANSIT SPEED AND  
RELIABILITY ELEMENTS
Many passengers on Maryland Parkway BRT 
will transfer from other bus routes. If BRT 
is to be a convenient, attractive option for 
such passengers, the entire public transit 
system must be fast and reliable. The 
following transit priority elements should be 
considered on connecting routes as well as 
on the Maryland Parkway BRT corridor itself.

Far Side Bus Stops
Bus stops that are located on the far side of 
signalized intersections allow for smoother 
transit operations. They reduce delays by 

MOBILITY HUBS
Mobility hubs are places where multiple 
travel options come together, along 
with supportive amenities, services, and 
technology. They are typically located around 
transit stops and stations with the goal of 
providing seamless transfers and first-final 
mile solutions — offering multiple options 
to deliver passengers to their destinations. 
In addition to public transit, mobility hubs 
may include shared micromobility (such as 
bikeshare and e-scooters), pickup/dropoff 
zones for ridehail and private vehicles, 
wayfinding and information, and enhanced 
amenities and services. Mobility hubs vary 
in size and available services and can be 
thought of more as an organizing principle 
for the transportation system than as a 
specific type of infrastructure. 

Cities across North America have adopted 
mobility hub guidelines and typologies 
to help them create a better passenger 
experience at transit stops and stations, 
particularly at stops that are served by 
high capacity transit such as light rail and 
Bus Rapid Transit (BRT). The mobility hub 
concept can be applied to everything from 
a regional train hub where many different 
modes come together to a transit stop in 
a residential neighborhood. The level of 
amenities changes, but the principle remains 
the same – that people should be able to 
easily access information, transit services, and 
other modes. 
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allowing the bus to clear the light before it 
stops to drop off and pick up passengers, 
minimize conflicts between buses and 
vehicles turning right at the intersection, and 
are optimal for corridors with coordinated 
signals.

Signal Prioritization
Signal prioritization is a component of 
intelligent transportation systems (ITS). One 
form of signal prioritization is to optimize 
and synchronize the signal timing along a 
corridor for the average operating speed of 
a bus. Transit signal priority (TSP) involves 
technology on the bus and in the traffic 
signal that trigger the light to turn green, 
or stay green for longer, when the bus 
approaches.

In-Lane Stops
When the bus pulls out of traffic to pick up 
passengers at a stop, it must then merge 
back in to traffic in order to continue on its 
route. In-lane transit stops are designed so 
that the bus stops in the travel lane, reducing 
delay. Over an entire route, the time saved 
can add up to a significantly shorter trip. 

On streets with parking, in-lane stops can 
be achieved through installing bus bulbs. 
Bus bulbs are curb extensions into the 
parking lane and also have the benefit of 
creating more space for transit shelters and 
seating. At intersections, they also improved 
conditions for people walking by reducing 
the crossing distance. 

Bus Lanes
Exclusive or semi-exclusive lanes for transit 
are one of the most effective ways to reduce 
delays due to traffic. There are several types 
of bus lanes:

• Transit-only lanes are designated for 
buses only, all day

• Peak-period transit lanes are bus-
only during the morning and evening 
commute hours

• Business access and transit (BAT) 
lanes allow other vehicles to make 
right turns at intersections or 
driveways

• Bus and high-occupancy vehicle 
(HOV) lanes allow other vehicles that 
carry multiple passengers

• Queue jump lanes are short exclusive 
lanes for buses that allow them to 
process through an intersection 
before general traffic. They are 
sometimes created by converting a 
right-turn only lane to a bus-only lane

TRANSIT SERVICE DESIGN
Maryland Parkway BRT schedules should be 
coordinated to the greatest extent possible 
with other bus routes to minimize connection 
times for the predominant transfer flows.

A signal in Seattle gives priority to buses and bikes

Exclusive bus lanes are effective at reducing delay

Right turn lanes can act as queue jumps for transit
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FIRST AND FINAL MILE ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION

A key challenge to pedestrian connectivity 
is the generally unwelcoming character of 
the existing underpass on Bonneville Ave. 
Additional improvements are needed, 
including lighting to improve visibility and 
widening to reduce bicycle-pedestrian 
conflicts.

Along with upgrading the existing 
underpasses at Bonneville, constructing new 
overpass bridges where there are currently 
not crossing locations would be a significant 
improvement to pedestrian connectivity. 
The overpass bridges would be designed to 
provide a safe and comfortable experience 
for people walking and bicycling by 
including ample pathways of at least 10 feet 
wide, along with landscaping components 
including trees to provide shade. Crosswalks 
and curb ramps would be required for all 
access. 

PEDESTRIAN ACCESS
Corridor-wide recommendations: 
Pedestrian safety is a priority throughout 
the corridor, and all focus areas must 
make commitments to safe access. This 
includes the following key components:

• Incorporation of high-visibility crosswalk 
design elements in all crosswalks 

• Requirements that construction and 
excavation permits be granted upon 
ensuring continued pedestrian traffic 

• Prioritizing new crosswalks in locations 
with a relatively high rate of pedestrian-
vehicle conflicts and crashes 

Connections must be guaranteed in the 
most direct and convenient way possible. 
Riders will be encouraged – not dismayed 
– by the experience getting to and from 
the station. The following measures can 
help ensure direct access:

• Allowance of proposed crosswalks 
placed along direct pedestrian routes 
to transit stops, schools, parks, 
senior centers, community centers, 
hospitals, as an exception to any 
crosswalk warrant/minimum demand 
requirements

• Where parking facilities exist, a clearly 
demarcated walkway connecting 
all access and egress points to one 
another

Wide sidewalks, benches, and pedestrian lighting

High-visibility crosswalks

Source: SDOT (Creative Commons)

Source: Getty Images

An overpass for people biking and walking
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ADA ACCESS
Corridor-wide recommendations: 
The transportation experience set by 
the Americans with Disabilities (ADA), 
includes minimum dimension standards 
for barrier-free access, like an 8-foot-
by-5-foot level pad at the head of the 
bus stop. Upgrading all sidewalks in the 
focus area to be continuously paved, 
level, and connected to curb ramps can 
ensure independence for people who may 
otherwise need to wait for an operationally 
expensive paratransit vehicle. 

Universal design beyond compliance 
starts by listening to -- and centering the 
experience of -- the disability community 
in every single design choice. Every focus 
area must emulate this practice. Some of 
following examples of universal design are 
intended to provide an environment of 
safety and inclusion beyond compliance:

• Defining “pedestrian access” as 
“reasonable access for disabled persons 
in wheelchairs and similar devices” – to 
be consistent with Las Vegas standards 
for pedestrian malls  

• Maintaining at least an 8-foot-wide 
platform at all bus stops, not just at the 
front

• Touchless signalization that does not 
require the pushing of pedestrian and 
bicycle crossing indicators (aka “beg 
buttons”) to receive a walking signal. 
Either a walking and biking signal shall 
occur at least once every single traffic 

signal cycle, or it must be activated 
using a motion sensor. Extend touchless 
access to water fountains, doors, and 
lighting, and keep at least one sensor 
and switch within reach of people of all 
possible heights 

• Step-free access for all principal 
walkways along the most direct path 
of travel. And where there are ramps, 
multiple handrails with varying heights 
and embedded directions in braille must 
be included

• No unnecessary distractions in materials. 
For example, any changes to pavement 
texture should only be to indicate a 
change in the pedestrian realm or 
to direct people to and from station 
entrances 

Improvements to the continuity of the street 
network and controlled turning actions 
throughout the focus area can positively 
impact the legibility of the built environment 
for visually impaired travelers. Bus stops with wide platforms

ADA compliant curb ramp

Optimize routes for people with mobility impairments
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Secure bicycle parking helps make sure 
people biking feel confident that they have 
a place to park at the end of the ride. Trip-
end storage facilities may be provided in the 
form of bicycle racks, on-demand bicycle 
lockers, or bicycle rooms like that already 
in place at the Bonneville Transit Center. 
Bicycle parking should always be sited with 
consciousness towards eyes on the parking 
good lighting for personal safety and where 
they do not put someone at risk or in conflict 
with vehicular traffic, or intruding on the 
accessibility of the sidewalk. Good signage is 
also important to ensure the various parking 
options are easy to find throughout the focus 
area (secure parking vs. free standing racks, 
parking that will accommodate longer bikes/
cargo bikes, etc).

Driveway crossings should be clearly marked

Bike facilities should be considered to allow for 
travel by other micromobility users

BIKE ACCESS AND SEPARATION
Corridor-wide recommendations: 
Bicyclists are not all the same and what 
is required to make them feel safe and 
comfortable will vary. For example, some 
bicyclists travel much slower than vehicles, 
while others travel at higher speeds. On 
average, bicyclist speeds range from 12 
to 20 mph. Some experienced bicyclists (a 
very small percentage of the total potential 
bicycling population) are comfortable 
sharing a lane with cars. For the rest of the 
population, the type of bicycle facilities 
that feel safe and comfortable vary based 
on a combination of motorist speed, traffic 
volume, roadway width, presence and 
location of on-street parking, and other 
design elements. Using traffic volume 
thresholds to recommend a specific type 
of bicycle facility is a good starting point; 
guidance can be found in the NACTO 
Urban Bikeway Design Guide. Bicycle 
facilities physically separated from motor 
vehicle traffic are effective in attracting 
people of all ages and abilities, who may 
not feel comfortable bicycling with vehicle 
traffic.

Over time, when possible, expanding 
the definition of protected infrastructure 
for bikes to include scooters, and small 
motorized carts may become vital for 
continued safety in route to transit. 
These measures also protect pedestrians, 
because in locations where there is not 
a protected bicycle lane, people may 
choose to ride on the sidewalk instead, 
thus increasing the discomfort of people 
simply walking on the sidewalk.

When possible, bike lanes should continue through 
intersections
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Much of the Bonneville area is well-
represented by RTC Bike Share docks, 
starting with a flagship station located within 
the pedestrian plaza just north of the BTC 
building. For locations where TNC pick-up 
and drop-off occur, much of Downtown Las 
Vegas has designated locations throughout 
the area (particularly at hotels), but there 
is no current official location adjacent to 
the BTC. Locations along Casino Center 
Boulevard between Bonneville and Garces 
Avenues are marked as “Recommended” 
pickup locations by the Lyft mobile app, but 
these points may conflict with future BRT 
and bus movements. If usable curb-space is 
limited, an off-street staging area for TNC 
pick-ups, may be considered, provided 
that the location is sufficiently included in 
wayfinding systems.

SHARED-MOBILITY SERVICES
Corridor-wide recommendations: 
Shared mobility can require the use of 
curbside space in static and temporary 
ways. In visible and accessible locations 
with sufficient sidewalk space, nascent 
shared mobility users safely identify and 
unlock their vehicle. Placing vehicles 
along a local street next to an intersecting 
arterial or collector road can help drivers 
feel comfortable pulling into traffic. At 
a dockless location, users should have 
sufficient space to park their vehicle 
without interfering with sidewalk or 
curbside traffic.

In locations with a high volume of pick-up 
and drop-off activity, as well as bus stops 
with high frequency, a definitive placement 
of where one goes to be picked up/
dropped off by a transportation network 
company (TNC) vehicle is vital.  

RTC Bike Share

A designated TNC pick-up/drop-off zone

Off-street TNC pick-up/drop-off with transit
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TDM AND CURB SPACE

TRANSPORTATION DEMAND 
MANAGEMENT (TDM)

Corridor-wide recommendations:  
When parcels in the focus areas 
go through the development or 
redevelopment process, a concern may be 
how proposed buildings and spaces – and 
the people who live, work, or visit them 
– can exist without contributing to traffic 
congestion, compromised air quality, 
and unreliable neighborhood parking 
availability. To ameliorate this concern, 
building owners and managers along 
the Maryland Parkway Corridor must be 
prompted to enact transportation demand 
management (TDM) programs targeted to 
tenants and visitors alike. TDM programs 
and policies create incentives for people 
to choose environmentally sustainable 
modes of transportation.

• For employers, it may help increase 
employer satisfaction to directly 
subsidize the cost of commuter 
transit passes

• For residents, a bicycle storage room 
conveniently placed on the ground 
floor can encourage more people to 
use their bike regularly

• For visitors, people who ride transit 
may receive a discount on their 
purchases 

Building owners and tenants can benefit 
from this behavior shift as well; not only 
will the expense of constructing and 
maintaining on-site parking be reduced 

through less demand, but developments 
that incentivize biking and walking and 
highlight the proximity and accessibility of 
nearby transit services are well positioned 
to attract tenants desiring a unique livable 
experience in the Las Vegas Valley. 

Club Ride is an RTC program to reduce 
commute trips be vehicle through 
incentives and reporting. Participants 
in the free program report their daily 
commute choice (including the choice 
to work from home) and enter a monthly 
raffle for gift cards and free RTC bus 
passes. All participants also receive 
discounts from merchants and services 
throughout the Las Vegas Valley region. 

New development in this area could be 
required to commit to membership in a 
future Downtown parking management 
program or parking benefits district. Such an 
institution for the BTC area may be desirable, 
as it is centrally located and Downtown 
Las Vegas is identified in the 2050 Master 
Plan as “currently the best environment 
to continue effectively enforcing parking 
standards and balancing parking supply 
(whether publicly or privately provided) with 
demand through pricing.”  The incorporation 
of priced parking as policy – even in a 
dense, transit-rich, and high-value district 
– can be more viable if the City return any 
parking revenue to the neighborhoods 
where parking is actually generated. If 
revenue from the district appears to be 
“disappearing” into the general fund, 
there will be little support for installing new 
parking meters or implementing pricing from 

TDM programs can be targeted to employees, 
residents, and visitors

When travel behavior shifts, less parking is needed

TDM programs provide incentives to take transit
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local stakeholders. To ensure the long-term 
success of a parking benefits district, it is 
critical that the City listen to local residents 
and business owners to help determine how 
the revenues generated should be spent. 
Potential expenditures that can be financed 
through revenue could include:

• Purchase and installation costs of 
additional parking meters

• Transit, pedestrian, and bicycle 
infrastructure and facilities

• Streetscape improvements, 
landscaping, and lighting

• Street cleaning, power-washing of 
sidewalks, and graffiti removal

• “Mobility Ambassadors” to provide 
visitor assistance and function as 
another “eye on the street” for 
personal safety 

• Leasing of private parking spaces for 
public use

• Marketing and promotion of the 
district and local businesses

• Implementation and administration 
of additional TDM programs such 
as employer shuttles, car sharing 
programs, and distribution of free 
transit passes

• Oversight and management of 
Downtown infrastructure and 
amenities

MODAL DESIGNATIONS  
FOR CURB SPACE USE 

Corridor-wide recommendations:  
The curbside lane is a valuable segment 
of infrastructure; it is used for bus stops, 
curbside parking, loading, and travel. 
As emerging uses, such as parklets, 
transportation network company (TNC) 
loading, bicycle parking corrals, scooter 
zones, and curb extensions have gained 
in popularity across cities, developing a 
plan to accommodate them requires an 
innovative approach which optimizes the 
curbside to meet an evolving “highest 
and best use” from an access and mobility 
perspective. A well-planned a flexible 
multi-use curb zone responds to different 
demands over time (such as bus-only 
travel lanes at rush hour and essential 
service pickup/delivery during midday).

Curbside regulation would ideally be 
phased in, starting with clarifying existing 
regulation (such as pavement markings), 
communicating the economic and mobility 
benefits of a more dynamic curbside and 
working with the community to define 
priorities. 

As noted, priorities would shift depending 
on the time period, but also the street 
type. A predominantly commercial block 
defined by commercial loading in the 
morning may evolve to accommodate 
short-term visitor parking in the midday, 
and then a valet stand or passenger 
loading in the evening. Because of the 
nascent nature of dynamic curbside usage, 
it is advised to refer to NACTO and ITE 
sources on curb management.

Parklets and street seating in front of businesses

Curb extensions and bike parking are emerging uses

Curbs serve many uses including stormwater 
management and parking
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PARKING STRATEGY
Over the long-term along the Maryland 
Corridor, it is important to anticipate that 
parking needs may evolve over time, 
especially if high-quality transit service is 
added, land values increase, and consumer 
preferences continue shifting towards 
walking, biking, and riding transit to all 

An illustration of the “park once” experience, in which patrons can park once and 
frequent shops, dining, and entertainment all within a single trip

Principles of Parking
The key principle of parking is to maximize 
supply efficacy while ensuring a space is 
available. All parking policy, regulation, 
and management practices should be 
designed to fill at least 85% of all on-street 
parking spaces at any given time and 90% 
of off-street parking spaces. To reach that 
goal, a variety of tools should be made 
available at the disposal of the public and 
private sectors alike, including:

• Pricing existing curbside parking to 
meet occupancy goals

• Pricing off-street parking at a relatively 
lower rate per hour to incentivize more 
long-term usage in garages and more 
turnover on curbside parking

• Encouraging shared parking agreements 
at off-street parking facilities to expand 
the supply of publicly available parking 
at minimal expense

Another principle of parking is to support 
a “park-once” experience where patrons 
can park once and frequent shops, dining, 
and entertainment all within a single trip. 
This requires using parking as a means 
to support multimodal transportation 
options. Strategies to meet this principle 
include:

• Priority placement of parking spaces 
closest to destination front doors for 
ADA vehicles, electric/hybrid vehicles, 
carpool vehicles, and car share vehicles

• Consolidating curb cuts and parking 
entrances 

essential goods and services within a 
short distance of home. Thus, any parking 
strategies for the area should recognize 
all factors of a multimodal transportation 
network and abide by a series of principles.

PARKING MANAGEMENT

Corridor-wide recommendations: 
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• Requiring all new parking to be 
structured (to maximize the utilization 
of land, improve pedestrian conditions, 
and reduce the heat island effect of 
surface pavement)

• Requiring ground-floor frontage with 
retail uses at all parking structures

Regarding parking requirements, the 
establishment of minimums – particular 
in areas intended to facilitate more 
urban and multimodal transportation 
needs – create the unintended 
consequence of oversupplied parking, 
reduced developable spaces, and 
increased development capital costs. 
Parking requirements should be 
simplified to allow developers greater 
flexibility and maximize buildout 
potential of mixed-use transit-oriented 
developments. Key aspects of this 
principle include:  

• The elimination of minimum parking 
requirements 

• The institution of maximum parking 
requirements

• The consolidation of land uses in 
defining any parking requirements 
(e.g., combining all office, retail, 
and institutional uses under “non-
residential”)

• If parking minimum requirements still 
exist, there must be:

 - allowance of incorporating curbside 
parking spaces, shared and 

designated off-site parking spaces 
within a quarter mile to meet parking 
requirements

 - elimination/reduction of requirements 
for all senior housing, affordable 
housing, and student housing

 - reduction of requirements for 
developments enacting a TDM plan 

• Encourage the “unbundling” of 
residential-serving parking spaces from 
residential units by requiring landlords to 
lease parking spaces separately so that 
those who do not own vehicles are not 
paying for an unused services and can 
opt out of this expense, thus increasing 
housing affordability. The same concept 
can be applied for employment areas 
with constrained resources in the form of 
a parking “cash-out.”

A final principle of parking is that it 
should be customer-friendly. Too often, 
overregulation and mismanagement 
of parking supplies in high-demand 
areas results in customer frustration and 
discouragement from the visitor. To meet 
these needs, the public and private 
sectors should consider:

• Consolidating time limits to fewer 
options, such as 2 or 4 hours only

• Consider allowing all priced parking to 
have unlimited time limits, allowing the 
user to pay to park for as long as they wish

• Allowance of shared parking for uses 
across multiple locations

Many cities have implemented employee 
parking permit (EPP) programs as a means 
to move employees of businesses in busy 
commercial and entertainment districts from 
on-street parking spaces to off-street parking 
facilities (or even vacant publicly-owned land 
with existing street access). The objective 
of employee parking programs is to reduce 
long-term on-street parking in commercial 
districts and to alleviate traffic congestion 
in these areas. Typical EPP programs allow 
qualified business employees to park in 
designated off-street facilities exempt from 
posted regulations during a specific time 
with ownership of a permit. Ownership of 
a permit, however, does not guarantee 
the availability of a parking space. For this 
reason, it is important not to sell permits far 
more than parking supply. Many conventional 
EPP programs do not prohibit non-employee 
parking but allow the general public to park 
within the area, subject to posted parking 
restrictions.
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CPTED AND SAFETY

CRIME HOT SPOTS
There is significant crime within the 
Bonneville Transit Center Focus Area relative 
to the rest of the Corridor. Crime is assessed 
based on Calls for Service reported by the 
Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department, 
aggregated to the nearest block face. 

Within this focus area, crime is particularly 
prevalent just north of the Bonneville Transit 
Center, along Charleston between 3rd 
Street and Las Vegas Boulevard, around the 
Clark County Detention Center, and near 
the area between the Las Vegas Premium 
Outlets and the Regional Transportation 
Commission of Southern Nevada parking lot.  
Also noteworthy is prevalent crime just north 
of the focus area along the Fremont Street 
Experience and Fremont Street itself.

2,907 Calls for Service were recorded in 
this focus area between June 2018 and 
December 2020. The top types of crime 
recorded included “Other Disturbances” 
(61%) and types of Assault/Battery (16%).
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Lack of territorial reinforcement and natural surveillance

Lack of territorial reinforcement and natural surveillance

Lack of natural access control and maintenance

STRATEGIES 
Several portions of the Bonneville Transit 
Center Focus Area are in need of the 
application of CPTED principles. The Transit 
Center itself follows the principles relatively 
well but is shown as a crime spot, likely 
due to the prevalence of homelessness 
in the area. Calls for service could be 
greatly reduced by social workers, norms 
enforcement, and conflict de-escalation 
being integrated into the staffing and 
security. Along Lewis Street, near the 
Detention Center the pedestrian realm 
should be improved feel more welcoming 
by adding amenities, providing a transition 
between the street, sidewalk, and building, 
and improving visibility. These issues and 
solutions can also be applied to Main 
Street as it approaches Fremont Street. The 
area along Charleston Boulevard needs 
better access control and maintenance, the 
vacant lots and large parking lots should be 
separated from the pedestrian realm. 

DESIGN ELEMENTS
Design elements that should be added 
throughout the station, and particularly along 
Charleston Boulevard, Main Street, and 
1st Street, include seating areas, improved 
landscaped buffers and planting, decorative 
paving to delineate public and private spaces, 
and additional pedestrian lighting. Elements 
such as improved landscaping, public art, and 
signage and wayfinding would also contribute 
to the safety of the area by improving 
the image and navigability, and therefore 
people’s pride and ownership, in the area.

Corridor-wide recommendations: 
CRIME PREVENTION THROUGH 
ENVIRONMENTAL DESIGN (CPTED)
CPTED is a set of strategies to mitigate crime 
and promote safety through design. The 
four main principles are natural surveillance 
(making sure areas are visible and well lit), 
natural access control (guiding people and 
vehicles clearly through a space), territorial 
reinforcement (creating a sense of ownership 
over spaces by delineating public from 
private), and maintenance (preventing 
deterioration to create a more positive 
community image, i.e. the Broken Windows 
Theory). These principles can be applied to 
the Bonneville Transit Center Focus Area to 
allow students, residents, employees, and 
transit users to feel secure and create a more 
vibrant pedestrian realm.

HOMELESSNESS
While specific design interventions, such 
as lighting, clear sight lines, and station 
amenities and improvements, can help people 
feel safer using transit, they do not mitigate 
an underlying issue: the reliance of those 
experiencing homelessness on transit. Helping 
the homeless population requires targeted 
policies and programs such as: collocating 
social services at transit hubs and along 
transit corridors (see Hub of Hope); using 
trained “rangers” or formerly incarcerated 
attendants with specific soft skills for norms 
enforcement rather than ticketing or arrest (see 
Urban Alchemy); integrating social workers 
into enforcement efforts; and training transit 
enforcement officers in crisis intervention.
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FOCUS AREA PRIORITIES
The Bonneville Transit Center Focus Area has many unique assets and opportunities that 
can be leveraged to enhance the pedestrian realm, add density, expand upon the character 
of the area, improve mobility, and overall, make the focus area more transit-supportive. 
The priority projects for the Bonneville Transit Center Focus Area are focused around the 
opportunities associated with re-developing or infilling underutilized parcels adjacent 
to the transit center, civic uses and along Commerce Street, improving mobility and the 
pedestrian experience on Downtown’s pedestrian corridors, and enhancement of branding 
and wayfinding in the Arts District.

This chapter provides an overview of and recommendations for the highest priority 
projects for this focus area, as determined by community feedback, anticipated impact, 
and feasibility. Projects range from mobility improvements to infill and redevelopment. 
Recommendations are supported by precedent imagery, 3D graphics, and case studies to 
help provide a guide for the City in implementing these priority improvements.

Infill and redevelopment projects should focus on increased density, providing a mix of uses 
including residential, civic, office, retail, educational and community uses, as prioritized by 
the community through this process. The transportation projects focus on walkability and 
comfort for residents, employees, visitors, and in particular, transit riders. All improvements 
aim to realize the opportunities near the transit stations and create a walkable, safe, and 
vibrant TOD.

3
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PRIORITY PROJECT - BTC & CIVIC ADJACENT DEVELOPMENT OPPORTUNITIES

ADDING DENSITY AND SUPPORTIVE 
USES WITH INFILL DEVELOPMENT
Immediately surrounding the Bonneville 
Transit Center are multiple vacant and 
underutilized parcels. In terms of TOD in 
the Las Vegas region, these sites may be 
considered some of the best opportunities 
due to the BTC’s role as an existing transit 
hub, the increased high capacity transit 
that will connect here from the Maryland 
Parkway Corridor BRT, and the location within 
Downtown Las Vegas.  

Parcel Consolidation 
Each area highlighted in pink on the map 
to the left represents multiple adjacent 
vacant/underutilized parcels. These small 
parcels could be combined to create larger 
consolidated parcels that allow for new 
development with a larger-footprint. 

Form Based Code
As outlined on page 24, most of the 
areas identified in pink on this map are 
recommended to have T6-UG. South of 
Garces Avenue is recommended to have T5-
MS on either side of 1st Street and T5-N on 
either side of Casino Center Boulevard. All 
three of these transect zones support public 
transportation alternatives according to 
19.09.050.D.

• T6-UG (Urban General) allows for 
4-12 story buildings. An intent of this 
transect zone is to reinforce a vibrant, 
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compact, walkable, urban core that 
serves multiple districts and the 
overall region with a diverse range 
of uses in a variety of building types 
with active pedestrian street facades 
on multiple frontages.

• T5-MS (Main Street) allows for 2-7 
stories. An intent of this transect zone 
is to provide a compact, walkable, 
urban area in which revitalization and 
investment is encouraged.

• T5-N (Neighborhood) allows for 2-5 
stories. To provide walkable, urban 
neighborhoods with a variety of 
urban housing choices in small to 
large footprint, medium-intensity 
building types that support and 
are within short walking distance of 
neighborhood-serving commercial 
and service uses. 

Mix of Uses
New development in these areas should be 
mixed-use with active ground floor uses and 
office or residential above. 

Based on feedback during community 
outreach as part of the TOD Planning 
process, the community would like to see 
affordable housing, food access, shops 
and restaurants, offices, and social services 
in this immediate area. There is a unique 
opportunity for an urban-format grocery store 
on the ground floor of a new building within 
this area. Additional residents in the area 
would help make this viable. 

TOD-INTERFACING CIVIC SPACE
The block between Main Street, Bonneville 
Avenue, 1st Street, and Clark Avenue is a 
large area that is highly underutilized. Only 
one small structure currently exists here, a 
bail bonds business. This block is directly 
across from the Las Vegas City Hall and the 
new Las Vegas Municipal Courthouse, and 
the Clark County Detention Center. 

This block (approximately 130,000 square 
feet) could host a combination of new 
development and public open space. On 
the north side of the block, directly across 
from the City Hall plaza, would be an ideal 
location for expanded public open space in 
the form of a high-quality park/plaza. 

The southern portion of this block would be 
best suited for a mixed use development 
with a focus on government and office uses. 

All development surrounding this site should 
have a primary frontage opening up to the 
public space, such as is done with City Hall. 
Buildings should also be oriented towards 
the street with ground floor transparency, and 
active uses or lobbies within the first floor to 
activate the pedestrian realm. 

Three proposals went before the CLV City 
Council for the Downtown Civic Center 
Building and Plaza project on June 16, 2021.  
When one of the proposals is selected, they 
must go into three separate phases; phase 
one includes the preparation of the land by 
means of demolition, phase two includes a 
building along Main Street to accommodate 

the Las Vegas offices as construction begins 
and phase three includes the possibility 
of adding a second building to Bonneville 
Avenue. 

Conceptual rendering of new development on the 
block across from City Hall

Source: MIG, Inc.
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PRIORITY PROJECT - PARCELS ALONG COMMERCE STREET

INFILL AND REDEVELOPMENT OF VACANT AND 
UNDERUTILIZED PARCELS
Between Charleston Boulevard and Bonneville Avenue, there 
are many vacant/underutilized parcels along either side of 
Commerce Street. These areas, shown in pink on the map to 
the left include some large areas along the rail line that do 
not have a direct frontage on parcels. Most of these areas are 
individual parcels but there are some opportunities for parcel 
consolidation, resulting in the opportunity for development of a 
larger footprint. 

Vision 2045 Master Plan
Vision 2045, the Downtown Las Vegas Master Plan, identified 
Commerce Street as part of the Creative and Tech Corridor. The 
area shown on the map to the left falls partly within a Primary 
Employment Hub and a Cultural Hub. Commerce Street is 
mostly identified as an auto-emphasis street but also has a 
dedicated bike lane along it and a continuous sidewalk. Much 
of the land between the parcels along Commerce and the 
railroad is a proposed regional park with open space linkages, 
as well as a community park just north of Hoover Avenue 
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along the rail (if Hoover was extended). This 
vision would be a major improvement to 
the existing conditions in the area and this 
priority project aims to help implement that 
vision. 

Sense of Place
Although within Downtown Las Vegas, this 
area has a distinct sense of place that should 
be acknowledged and contributed to by 
any new development. 18b (The Las Vegas 
Arts District) is loosely bounded by Hoover 
Avenue to the north, Las Vegas Boulevard 
to the east, Commerce Street to the west, 
and Wyoming Avenue to the south. Any 
new development in this area in particular 
should contribute to the Arts District identity. 
Commerce Street has a “gritty” feel with 
primarily light industrial land uses. 

Appropriate Uses, Building Heights and 
Character
Within this area, appropriate uses include 
public open space, light industrial, ground 
floor retail, breweries, art galleries, tech 
incubators, and other maker-type spaces. 

The community expressed a preference 
for mixed-use buildings around 3 stories 
in this areas with active ground floors. The 
architectural quality of new buildings in the 
area should aim to contribute to the sense 
of place with industrial-inspired designs such 
as garage doors, repurposed loading docks, 
open floor plans, tall ground floors, murals, 
and mix of materials including reclaimed 
wood, iron, brick, and concrete.

Block Size and Multimodal Connectivity
Commerce Street currently stretches over 
2000 feet with no formal cross streets 
or dedicated pedestrian/bicycle cross 

connections. The opportunity to extend 
Hoover, Coolidge, and Boulder Avenues to 
the west and connect to Commerce Street 
should be explored (see yellow dashed 
lines on map on previous page). These 
extensions could happen across parcels that 
are currently vacant, underutilized, or surface 
parking lots. 

The Hoover Avenue Pedestrian and Bicycle 
Bridge over Union Pacific Rail Road (UPRR)
was a project included within the 2019-2023 
CIP with an estimated completion date 
of June 2022. The project is funded, but 
in order to complete it, the City needs to 
acquire the land on the eastern edge of the 
bridge by purchasing the aforementioned 
parcel or securing an easement. As stated 
in the CIP, “the bridge will provide better 
connection to Downtown, increased trail 
connectivity and improved safety for 
bicyclists/pedestrians and citizens/visitors of 
Las Vegas”. 
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WALKABILITY TO NEARBY 
DESTINATIONS
A transit rider arriving at the BTC on the 
Maryland Parkway Corridor BRT, or any other 
transit line, is then likely to travel around 
Downtown Las Vegas by foot as a pedestrian. 
There are many major destinations within 
walking distance of the BTC. The map on 
the left shows some streets near the transit 
center with a pedestrian-oriented street 
typology applied. This map is meant to 
help the City envision how to approach 
street redesign and enhancements from the 
pedestrian perspective, rather than be an 
exhaustive typology and application.   

In order for high capacity transit to be 
successful, first and final mile transportation 
must also be provided. Using street designs 
similar to the types shown on the following 
page and a robust pedestrian-scaled signage 
system will increase walkability both to and 
from the BTC.

PRIORITY PROJECT - DOWNTOWN PEDESTRIAN CORRIDORS
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     Linear Park
The 3rd Street Linear Park is proposed in the 
2045 Downtown Master Plan as an activity 
corridor linking the Central Park and 18B 
Las Vegas Arts District. Improvements have 
been completed from Charleston Boulevard 
to Bonneville Avenue. Linear parks make use 
of underutilized rights-of-way by providing 
a public space destination and serving as a 
unique, pleasant, and shaded non-motorized 
connection.

     Civic Street
Streets with heavy civic use, such as Clark 
Avenue and Main Street north of Bonneville 
Avenue tend to have many government/civic-
related destinations as well as improvements 
to the pedestrian realm including high quality 
public parks and plazas. 

     Downtown Main Street
Downtown Main Streets are identified 
throughout the focus area and should create 
a memorable pedestrian experience. Retail/
restaurant uses and active ground floors 
should be as frequent as possible and any 
parking lots and garages should be screened. 

     Festival Street
A festival street is typically a curbless 
environment that is open to vehicle traffic 
with the ability to be closed off for special 
events. Certain amenities are particularly 
encouraged on festival streets including 
retractable bollards, utility hookups, 
enhanced paving, and public art. 

     Maker Street
Buildings along a maker street should 
be encouraged to utilize high levels of 
transparency at the ground floor in order 
to allow passerby to view manufacturing 
and other active uses inside. The design of 
a maker street is typically industrial-mixed 
use with unique designs, art, and pedestrian 
space.

     Downtown Neighborhood Street
Garces Avenue has been identified as a 
Downtown Neighborhood Street, partially 
because of the T5-N transect zone that 
is recommended along it. A Downtown 
Neighborhood Street may be less 
memorable than a Downtown Main Street 
but is still held to a high level of safety and 
comfort standards for pedestrians. 
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ARTS DISTRICT BRANDING AND 
IDENTITY
The Arts District’s website (18b.org) says: 
“Despite this impressive evolution, The Las 
Vegas Arts District has little brand awareness 
among locals and visitors alike. There are 
now visual identifiers designating The Las 
Vegas Arts District boundaries, informing 
visitors of the district.” One of these new 
signs can be seen in the photos to the left. 
The Arts District Neighborhood Association 
(a nonprofit) is already working on their 
branding and identity, but as a valued 
Cultural Hub (Vision 2045) and economic 
contributer within the City, opportunities 
to assist in this effort from a municipal 
perspective should be considered. The Arts 
Districts should ultimately be a walkable 
destination that is easily accessible by transit 
for artists, businesses, and visitors to the 
area. 

City-Led Strategies

• Implement an “art park” public space 
within the District 

• Upgrade public realm amenities 
such as light poles and bike racks to 
include branding of the District 

• Sponsor community events within the 
District 

• Contribute historical information, 
photos, etc. as educational signage 
within the District 

PRIORITY PROJECT - ARTS DISTRICT BRANDING AND WAYFINDING

• Protect the area by creating a design 
overlay or form-based code design 
standards with the intent to enrich 
design of new development within 
the District and preserve the unique 
character

• Support implementation a General or 
Business Improvement District for the 
Arts District if desired 

• Support other revitalization efforts 
desired by the Arts District community

ARTS DISTRICT WAYFINDING
The Arts District is a major destination and is 
largely within the Bonneville Transit Center 
Focus Area, setting it up as an area with 
potential for TOD of a unique character. In 
order to help facilitate use of multimodal 
transportation within this part of the focus 
area, the City should consider implementing 
a pedestrian-scaled wayfinding program 
within the Arts District. This wayfinding 
program should tie in to a larger-scale system 
that helps pedestrians navigate around the 
larger Downtown Las Vegas. 

City-Led Strategies 

• Provide wayfinding infrastructure 
and signage that is designed in 
collaboration with local artists

• Construct improved bike and 
pedestrian facilities that provide safe 
and direct routes for multimodal 
transportation options

New signage in the 18b Arts District

Group tour in the Arts District

Signage and transit stop nighttime illumination 

Source: lasvegasnevada.gov

Source: 18b.org

Source: 18b.org
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WAYFINDING AND BRANDING CASE STUDIES
Several Arts Districts around the U.S. utilize robust wayfinding and branding techniques that contribute to their success by 
increasing recognition, draw, and navigability. Wayfinding and branding strategies typically can include a memorable name, 
logos, directional signage or elements of various scales, temporary/event signage, maps, entry monuments, overhead or 
light pole banners, special events, branding guidelines and more. New wayfinding and branding within the Bonneville 
Transit Center Focus Area should coordinate with and visually complement the Downtown Las Vegas wayfinding that was 
completed by RTKL as part of the Downtown Master Plan.

RiNo Arts District, Denver
The River North (RiNo) Arts District in Denver 
established a unique name based on it’s 
geography and utilized the memorable 
name to further brand the district through 
the use of rhinoceros-themed art and 
logos throughout the neighborhood. Rino’s 
website (rinoartdistrict.org) states that they 
have “worked hard to create a solid brand 
that speaks to all the creative energy in 
our district.” RiNo is currently working on a 
signage and wayfinding plan that will result 
in the installation of over 60 new signage 
and wayfinding components. They also have 
developed design standards for the District.

Downtown Kent, Ohio
Kent, Ohio, a college town, underwent a 
large amount of redevelopment and thus 
discovered a need to develop a unique 
brand that captures the City’s local culture. 
Main components of Kent’s branding strategy 
include development of a brand identity, 
positive entry experiences, wayfinding 
signage, and a series of banners. They also 
utilize humor in their signage, using phrases 
such as “Caution bar hop crossing” and “If 
it’s too loud you’re too old” on banners. 
Downtown Kent’s brand also includes a 
slogan, “Uncommon. Unmistakable.” 

River Arts District, Asheville
Asheville’s River Arts District is named based 
on it’s proximity to the ancient French Broad 
River. The City of Asheville has been working 
on numerous improvement projects in the 
District including transportation infrastructure 
and river access. The City is also working 
towards a community vision for growth and 
development in the area, including support 
of public art installations. The brand and 
wayfinding strategy of the District includes 
a cog logo, colorful building storefronts, a 
free trolley, light pole banners, temporary 
sandwich board signage, and industrial/
riverfront/historic character.
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MAJOR STREETS
Charleston Boulevard and Las Vegas 
Boulevard are busy arterial streets with 
high traffic volumes and a historically high 
volume of pedestrian- and bicyclist-involved 
collisions. The City of Las Vegas has made 
significant investments towards improving 
the pedestrian environment along both 
corridors, through sidewalk improvements 
and an expansion of the tree canopy. Las 
Vegas Boulevard is a priority for additional 
improvements, as it is a future high-capacity 
transit corridor and is identified in Las Vegas’s 
2050 Master Plan for Complete Streets 
improvements. Complete Streets treatments 
on Las Vegas should include the maximum 
possible separation between modes.

One of the major challenges for people 
walking on Charleston Boulevard is the 
number of closely-spaced driveways to 
businesses. Drivers making right turns in and 
out of driveways may not see people walking 
on the sidewalk. Driveway consolidation 
can be an effective strategy for reducing 
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the number of potential conflict points 
by creating a single egress that serves 
the parking lots of multiple businesses or 
reducing the number of entrances to lots that 
have multiple driveways.

ONE-WAY STREETS
The mixture of one-way and bidirectional 
streets in the focus area can present 
navigational challenges for people driving 
and biking and barriers for people walking 
and biking. People tend to drive faster 
on one-way streets due to the lack of 
oncoming traffic. In the short term, better 
wayfinding signage and more robust crossing 
improvements on one-ways should be 
implemented. In the longer term, the one-
way streets near the station, which include 
Bonneville Avenue, Clark Avenue, and 4th 
Street, could be studied for conversion to 
bidirectional traffic.  

BIKEWAYS
Bike lanes exist on Main Street and 
Commerce Street and new bikeways are 
planned on, 3rd Street, 4th Street, and 
Symphony Park Avenue. Existing bikeways 
in the focus area with planned all ages 
and abilities upgrades include Bonneville 
Avenue and Gass Avenue. Designing and 
implementing these bike facilities following 
design guidance in the NACTO Urban 
Bikeway Design Guide should be a priority 
for creating comfortable connections to the 
Bonneville Transit Center.

INTERSECTIONS 
Intersections with a history of collisions 
involving people walking and biking should 
be a priority for safety improvements. Within 
one half-mile of the Bonneville Transit Center, 
this includes E Carson Avenue with 4th 
Street (also a planned Maryland Parkway BRT 
station location) and E Charleston Boulevard 
with S Las Vegas Boulevard. A detailed 
analysis of collisions at these intersections 
should be carried out to identify effective 
countermeasures that will address the types 
of collisions that occur there.

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 
Safe Transportation for Every Pedestrian 
(STEP) program provides guidance for 
selecting appropriate safety interventions.

CROSSINGS
The rail line presents one of the most 
significant barriers to station access for 
people walking, biking, and using mobility 
devices. The Bonneville Avenue underpass 
has limited lighting and walkways are narrow. 
Other than an elevated walkway between 
City Hall and the parking lot on the west side 
of the tracks, there are no other crossings 
within one-half mile of the station. People 
biking have a wide bike lane to take them 
through the underpass with an adjacent 
shoulder, but further separation between 
bicycle and motor vehicle traffic is needed 
to make Bonneville Avenue a comfortable 
facility, particularly in the dark conditions of 
the underpass. The presence of the shoulder, 

along with wide travel lanes, provides 
an opportunity to increase the space for 
people walking and biking through the 
underpass. With 11-foot travel lanes and a 
7-foot shoulder, there would be space to 
widen the sidewalk. The bike lane could be 
moved to be adjacent to the sidewalk and 
protection, such as a raised curb or bollards, 
could be installed. Alternately, the bike lane 
could ramp up to a 12 to 14-foot shared-
use path extending through the underpass.  
Narrowing motor vehicle travel lanes also has 
a traffic calming effect, encouraging people 
to drive slower. 

Constructing new overpass bridges of the 
rail line, while expensive, would provide a 
huge connectivity benefit for non-motorized 
travelers. Existing bikeways such as Bridger 
Avenue and Hoover Avenue should be 
priority locations for new overpasses. 
Easements may be required to traverse 
private parking lots. The overpass bridges 
would be designed to provide a safe and 
comfortable experience for people walking 
and bicycling by including ample pathways of 
at least 10 feet wide, along with landscaping 
components including trees to provide shade 
and increase the seamless connectivity over 
the railroad. Crosswalks and curb ramps 
would be required for all access.
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IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGY4 The implementation strategy that follows summarizes several key action items from 
Chapters 2 & 3 of this document, in order to provide the City with actionable steps 
to begin to implement Transit-Oriented Development within the Bonneville Transit 
Center Focus Area. These recommendations represent catalytic investments and 
improvements that should be undertaken to generate new development activity that 
is transit-supportive, walkable, and vibrant. The vision that has been expressed by the 
community for the Maryland Parkway Corridor can be realized through the successful 
completion of these priority action items, as well as through implementation of other 
recommendations included in this Plan.

While these priority action items have been listed in an order that was informed by 
Stakeholder Working Group feedback, they are intended to be flexible enough to be 
achieved non-sequentially, and at a time when the political and economic climate can 
support them. Each item also identifies a set of Next Steps/Quick Wins, in an effort to 
provide lower cost, momentum-generating efforts that can build toward achieving the 
broader goals, should they prove to be challenging due to unforeseen circumstances.
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Priority Action Item Category Phasing Lead Champion(s)

ARTS DISTRICT 
BRANDING & 
WAYFINDING

Public Private 
Partnership (PPP)

Ongoing/ 
Near-term 
(1-2 years)

City of Las Vegas,  
Las Vegas Arts District

BONNEVILLE TRANSIT 
CENTER & ADJACENT 
CIVIC DEVELOPMENT 
OPPORTUNITIES

Policy/ Regulation, 
Public Private 

Partnership (PPP)

Ongoing/
Near-term 

(1-2 years) and 
Mid-term (3-5 

years) 

City of Las Vegas

PARCELS ALONG 
COMMERCE STREET

Public Private 
Partnership (PPP)

Near-term 
(1-2 years) and 
Mid-term (3-5 

years) 
City of Las Vegas

DOWNTOWN 
PEDESTRIAN CORRIDORS

Capital Project

Near-term 
(1-2 years) and 
Mid-term (3-5 

years)

City of Las Vegas Public 
Works

PEDESTRIAN-SCALED 
IMPROVEMENTS 
FOR CROSSING THE 
RAILROAD

Capital Project Mid-term (3-5 
years) City of Las Vegas

OVERARCHING PRIORITIES 
The Priority Action Items in this chapter 
each contain information intended to help 
guide implementation - Phasing, Lead and 
Supporting Champions, and Next Steps/
Quick Wins.  However, in addition to 
those details that help inform each priority 
action recommendation, the following 
set of overarching priorities should be 
considered as a basis for all Transit-Oriented 
Development along the Maryland Parkway 
Corridor:

• Focus on projects that have identified 
funding and are moving forward—
time is of the essence to incorporate 
TOD principles into project planning;

• Identify Key Stakeholders and their 
roles to deliberately include TOD 
in future planning, design and 
construction;

• Maximize inter-agency cooperation 
and funding between the City of 
Las Vegas (CLV), Clark County, the 
Regional Transportation Commission 
(RTC) and focus area landowners to 
meet mutual goals; and

• Provide preferences for projects that 
enhance the accessibility, safety, and 
comfort of people who are using 
active transportation and transit.

IMPLEMENTATION PRIORITIES SUMMARY



59 Section 4: Implementation Strategy

BONNEVILLE TRANSIT CENTER & 
ADJACENT CIVIC DEVELOPMENT 
OPPORTUNITIES 
Stakeholder Working Group Priority #1  
Phasing: Near-term (1-2 years)/Mid-term 
(3-5 years)

The RTC and CLV have made many, and 
continue to make, significant strategic capital 
investments in this area, including the BTC 
itself, CLV’s new City Hall, and currently the 
new CLV municipal court complex.  All of 
these investments have helped to begin to 
transform this blighted portion of Downtown 
as well as to change the property values 
of the area, which has contributed to an 
increased tax increment for redevelopment.

Three proposals went before the CLV City 
Council for the Downtown Civic Center 
Building and Plaza project on June 16, 2021.  
When one of the proposals is selected, they 
must go into three separate phases; phase 
one includes the preparation of the land by 
means of demolition, phase two includes a 
building along Main Street to accommodate 
the Las Vegas offices as construction begins 
and phase three includes the possibility 
of adding a second building to Bonneville 
Avenue. 

Transit Center

Linear public plaza space

TOD and multimodal amenities

Next Steps/Quick Wins:
CLV could host a stakeholder workshop 
to identify a common vision, district 
development potential and key stakeholder 
roles, including an outline of the district’s 
entitlement and development process. CLV 
should work with RTC to ensure all Mobility 
Hub elements listed in the OnBoard plan 
continue to be visible and publicly available 
throughout the BTC property.

Implementation Champions
Lead Champion(s): CLV

Supporting Champion(s): Downtown 
Las Vegas Alliance, RTC, CLV (Economic 
Development,  Planning), capable developers 
focused on this portion of Downtown Las 
Vegas, all vacant property owners within ¼ 
mile of BTC, ULI Nevada Chapter, NAIOP 
Southern Nevada Chapter, Clark County 
(Community & Economic Development)

PRIORITY ACTION ITEMS
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DOWNTOWN PEDESTRIAN CORRIDORS 
Stakeholder Working Group Priority #2  
Phasing: Near-term (1-2 years)/Mid-term 
(3-5 years)

Pedestrian accessibility and safety were 
identified as important elements in the 
BTC Focus Area. While the area has good 
sidewalk, curb ramp and marked crosswalk 
infrastructure, the higher volume of 
multimodal traffic in the area contributes 
to modal conflicts and crashes. Crash rates 
for all modes are showing an increase and 
implementing these Downtown Pedestrian 
Corridors could start with a focus on 
increasing multimodal safety.

Next Steps/Quick Wins
A small demonstration project (such as the 
Festival Street on 1st Street between BTC 
and City Hall) could be quick to implement 
and to prove the concept. The City can 
also review funding sources for multimodal 
safety improvements, such as Highway Safety 
Improvement Program funds, to reduce the 
number of crashes in the focus area.

Streetscape design elements

Elevated public space near rail

Railroad walking path

Implementation Champions
Lead Champion(s): CLV (Public Works)

Supporting Champion(s): RTC, CLV 
(Planning, Economic Development, Cultural 
Affairs, Community Affairs, Parks and 
Recreation), CLV Councilmembers, County 
Commissioners, Southern Nevada Health 
District



61 Section 4: Implementation Strategy

PARCELS ALONG COMMERCE STREET 
Stakeholder Working Group Priority #3  
Phasing: Near-term (1-2 years)/Mid-term 
(3-5 years)

Most of the acreage of the undeveloped/
underutilized parcels along the west side of 
Commerce Avenue next to the railroad tracks 
is already under public ownership. The RTC 
acquired their parcels from the Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR) with the intent to use the 
space as a rail transit maintenance facility.  
Since the current high-capacity transit 
investment is Bus Rapid Transit (BRT), the 
RTC does not need a rail transit maintenance 
facility at this time. The property could 
instead be utilized for a public park with 
a revocable easement. Two of the parcels 
are owned by the public agencies the RTC 
and the State of Nevada, and the other two 
parcels are owned by the American Nevada 
Corporation and the UPRR. The RTC has an 
established business relationship with the 
UPRR from a property acquisition standpoint 
and could potentially acquire the last 
remaining parcel to the south from the UPRR. 

The Hoover Avenue bike/ped bridge has 
identified funding for construction as well. 
Acquisition of the parcel(s) necessary to build 
the bridge would be the first step, as this 
would help connect this area to the other 
side of the railroad while proving the concept 
of a well-connected, large regional park in 
this area.

Next Steps/Quick Wins:
CLV & RTC could identify and build a small 
“pop-up” or “pilot” public space and/or 
linear park along the far western vacant land 
between Commerce Street and the UPRR 
mainline. The public space design should 
be universally accessible for all ages and 
abilities. Because much of the property is 
under public ownership, a small park as a 
proof of concept could be easily constructed 
to help demonstrate potential for a larger 
regional park facility. The Highline Park open 
space/park/public art project in New York 
City is an example of this approach.

CLV could also acquire the parcel(s) 
necessary to extend Hoover Avenue west 
to the RTC’s land to build a park facility and 
a ped/bike bridge over the UPRR Mainline.  
This facility could become part of a larger 
regional park along the railroad.  Of note, 
this ped/bike bridge facility is on the northern 
boundary of the Arts District at Hoover 
Avenue. CLV should use this infrastructure 
opportunity to implement part of the Arts 
District Branding and Wayfinding (Priority 
Action Item on next page) by incorporating 
Arts District branding and wayfinding/art 
elements into the design of the bridge.

Implementation Champions
Lead Champion(s): CLV

Supporting Champion(s): RTC, Downtown 
Las Vegas Alliance, Arts District, County 
Commissioners, CLV Councilmembers, 
State of Nevada Division of Lands, UPRR, 
American Nevada Corporation, CLV (Public 
Works, Economic Development, Parks 
and Recreation), property owners along 
Commerce Street
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ARTS DISTRICT BRANDING AND 
WAYFINDING 
Stakeholder Working Group Priority #4  
Phasing: Ongoing/Near-term 
(1-2 years)

There are already well established, non-for-
profit corporations and businesses, that have 
invested in this area and that have helped 
create the district’s identity and move it 
forward.  There are numerous artists that can 
volunteer to provide aesthetic guidance and 
design to help implement a branding and 
wayfinding program for the Arts District.   

Next Steps/Quick Wins:
Continued implementation of the CLV 
Downtown wayfnding program, with CLV and 
the Arts District teaming up to develop plans 
for how to incorporate Arts District logos/
branding into future public infrastructure 
and amenities in the area, for example the 
Hoover Avenue bike/pedestrian bridge, 
light poles, street signs, trash receptacles 
and bike parking. CLV has already initiated 
a project to establish a wayfinding strategy 
for the district, including design guidelines 
for signage, important routes to identify, and 
connections to the BTC - this effort should 
continued to be moved forward.

Art incorporated into pedestrian bridge

Opportunitiy to play for all ages

Memorable and functional lighting design 

Implementation Champions
Lead Champion(s): CLV, Las Vegas Arts 
District

Supporting Champion(s): Downtown Las 
Vegas Alliance, Arts District businesses/
landowners, RTC, CLV Councilmembers
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PEDESTRIAN-SCALED IMPROVEMENTS 
FOR CROSSING THE RAILROAD 
Stakeholder Working Group Priority #5  
Phasing: Mid-term (3-5 years)

With the funding of the Hoover Avenue 
bridge, the existing underpass along 
Bonneville Avenue, and the existing overpass 
connecting two City of Las Vegas parking 
garages just north of Bonneville Avenue, 
there are multiple opportunities for people to 
safely and comfortably cross the formidable 
barrier that is the UPRR mainline.

Next Steps/Quick Wins:
CLV should apply new wayfinding systems, 
including bilingual signage, floor decals, 
and directions from key destinations on 
both sides of the UPRR mainline (including 
BTC, Discovery Children’s Museum, Clark 
County Government Center, the Plaza Hotel 
and Casino, World Market Center), to direct 
individuals to the existing crossings along 
Bonneville Avenue and between the parking 
garages. Beyond regularly monitoring and 
cleaning all elevators and paths of travel, 
CLV should routinely upgrade all pedestrian-
scaled lighting systems along the walking 
routes. The Downtown Las Vegas Alliance 
and CLV can collaborate to solicit licensed 
vendors to sell produce, soft drinks, and 
essential items at the ends of the walkway 
and/or at the ground floor plazas and 
shuttle stops surrounding garage/walkway 
entrances. This will help add to the number 

of people seeing one another along these 
connective paths of travel.  Other partners 
could solicit designs for new artworks from 
local artisans along the paths of travel, using 
light and place-based iconography and 
history to encourage more incentives to use 
these existing crossings. 

A more formal community design charette, 
with collaboration from the Southern Nevada 
Bicycle Coalition, should help identify 
opportunities to install curbs and additional 
delineators to protect people bicycling 
along the Bonneville Avenue underpass. This 
would be a continuation of other necessary 
proposed protections to the connecting Alta 
Drive bicycle facility in the Medical District 
area, as part of the Red Rocks to Downtown 
Trail project. 

CLV should monitor outcomes and usage 
of both passageways to help inform RTC 
and Clark County toward improved and 
universally accessible designs for the future 
Hoover Avenue crossing and all other future 
crossings. In coordination with RTC, CLV and 
the Downtown Las Vegas Alliance could also 
hold an informal design charette or pop-up 
survey for transit riders waiting at the BTC 
and downtown employers to help articulate 
the desired amenities that would incent more 
routine use of these crossings for walking and 
biking purposes and encourage people to 
“park once” in downtown for all trips. 

CLV, the County, and RTC must collectively 
work with UPRR to advocate for the lowest 
possible height of any future overpass 

crossing of the railroad. This will help reduce 
the expense and time for vertical circulation 
and increase the convenience for people 
walking, bicycling, and using mobility 
devices. 

Implementation Champions
Lead Champion(s): CLV 

Supporting Champion(s): RTC, Downtown 
Las Vegas Alliance, Las Vegas Arts 
District, County Commissioners, CLV 
Councilmembers, State of Nevada Division of 
Lands, UPRR, CLV (Public Works, Economic 
Development,  Parks and Recreation), SNVBC  
(Southern Nevada Bicycle Coalition)
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CHARLESTON BOULEVARD MARKET ANALYSIS
This report provides an analysis of the market demand for and feasibility of transit-oriented 
development (TOD) in the area around the Charleston Boulevard transit station. This analysis 
is conducted with consideration to two market geographies:

FOCUS AREA
The Focus Area is a ½ mile area surrounding the Charleston Boulevard station area at the 
intersection of Charleston Boulevard and Maryland Parkway. This includes residential areas 
south of Charleston Boulevard, and a mix of commercial and residential uses to the north of 
Charleston Boulevard, including performing arts venues near the downtown area. 

MARKET AREA
The Market Area, as shown in the map on the next page, is an 8.2 square mile area bounded 
by Sahara Avenue on the south, S Eastern Avenue and N Bruce Street on the east, Interstate 
515 on the north, and the rail line on the west. As an area with similar market conditions 
and attributes, the Market Area is used to gauge the market strengths and weaknesses for 
various development types (residential, retail, office, hospitality) to characterize the existing 
market potential for TOD in the Focus Area.

The north half of the Focus Area is within the boundary of the Vision 2045 Downtown Las 
Vegas Master Plan. The Focus Area is identified as a “secondary lifestyle hub” within the 
plan and referred to as the Founder’s District. The District is proposed to be a mixed-use 
center serving the surrounding historic neighborhoods. The area is to be anchored by the 
Historic Huntridge Theatre that is currently being renovated as part of a larger mixed-use 
redevelopment project.
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Major Destinations

Las Vegas Academy of the Arts

The Center Community Center

Huntridge Theater (vacant)

Huntridge Circle Park

John S. Park Elementary School

STRENGTHS AND OPPORTUNITIES
The Charleston Market Area is at the 
confluence of the downtown area and the 
surrounding historic neighborhoods. The 
Focus Area once served as a destination for 
nearby residents and the region. The decline 
and closing of the Huntridge Theatre and 
the shifting of retail uses further south and 
east led to disinvestment. Renewed interest 
and investment in the downtown core and 
the appeal of the central neighborhoods 
have generated renewed demand and 
vitality in the area, which is posed to capture 
new investment.  

Charleston Boulevard Market Area
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POPULATION AND HOUSEHOLDS
The Charleston Boulevard Market Area (see map on page 2) is home to approximately 30,400 
residents, an increase of nearly 2,500 residents since 2010. This growth represents 3.4% of 
the City of Las Vegas’s population growth of nearly 67,400 new residents since 2010. Despite 
this capture of growth, the Market Area population has grown at a slower annual rate than 
the City over this time, at 0.8% annual growth compared to 1.2% per year citywide. 

Between 2010 and 2019 the Market Area added 1,100 households, 
an annual growth rate of 1.0%. This accounted for 5.2% of all 
new households in Las Vegas, a higher capture rate than for 
population. A higher capture rate of households compared to 
population indicates that new households in this area are smaller 
than the citywide average household size. 

The Market Area has significantly lower levels of car ownership 
than the City, a factor that correlates with higher transit ridership. 
Over one-third of households in this area do not have a vehicle, 
compared to only 15% of households citywide. 

Market Area residents have a lower level of educational 
attainment than the City average. Within the Market Area 23% of 
the population age 25 and older has completed a post-secondary 
education (Associate’s Degree or higher), compared to 33% in the city. 

SECTION 1: STATION AREA OVERVIEW

City of Las Vegas

2019 Demographics
Population: 652,200
Households: 233,600
Average HH Size: 2.75

Population Growth
The City of Las Vegas grew by an average of 
7,500 new residents per year from 2010 to 

2019.

Income
Median household income of $57,300

Education (Population Age 25+), 2019

Households with No Vehicle, 2019

The population in the 
Charleston Boulevard Market 
Area has strong transit 
ridership characteristics. The 
demographic composition 
indicates a resident base that 
is more transit reliant and thus 
would support new transit 
and TOD. However, the lower 
incomes of area residents 
indicate that the existing 
population in the Market Area 
is less likely to be able to afford 
new housing products. 

DEMOGRAPHIC SNAPSHOT

Market Area

2019 Demographics
Population: 30,400
Households: 11,900

Average HH Size: 2.22 

Population Growth
The Market Area grew by an average of 250 
new residents per year from 2010 to 2019.

Income
Median household income of $25,700 in the 

Market Area is 55% lower than City of Las 
Vegas ($57,300)

Source: ESRI Business Analyst

Source: ESRI Business Analyst
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HOUSING CONDITIONS
There are approximately 14,850 housing 
units in the Market Area, an increase from 
14,000 in 2010. Between 2010 and 2019 the 
Market Area captured 3.5% of the housing 
growth in the City of Las Vegas, which added 
22,800 new units over this time. Overall, 
5.5% of the City’s housing is located in the 
Charleston Boulevard Market Area.

Housing composition in the Market Area is 
characteristic of an urban area and differs 
from the City overall. While 61% of housing 
units in the City are single family detached 
homes, they only account for 29% of homes 
in the Market Area.  
 

Housing Units by Year Built (2019)

Housing Units in Structure, 2019

Source: ESRI Business Analyst

Source: ESRI Business Analyst

Multifamily housing is more predominant in the Market Area than the City 
overall; 26% of homes are in buildings with 50 or more units, compared to 
6% in the City. Another 14% of homes in the Market Area are in buildings 
with 20 to 49 units, compared to 3% in the City. As is typical with a higher 
proportion of multifamily housing, most households in the Market Area are 
renters - 77% rent their homes, compared to 46% of households citywide. 

The housing stock in the Market Area is older than the City overall. Within 
the Market Area, 40% of housing units were built in the 1950s and 1960s, 
compared to 12% of homes across the City. The building boom that the 
City saw in the 1990s (when 32% of homes were built) did not reach the 
Market Area, as only 6% of area homes were built in this decade. The 
Market Area did see new development in the first decade of the 2000s, 
with 18% of its housing stock built during that period (compared to 23% of 
all homes in the City). 
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Market Area Jobs by Wage, 2017

Market Area Top Employment Sectors, 2019

Source: US Census LEHD

EMPLOYMENT
There are 39,000 jobs in the Market Area – 15.7% of the City’s 248,000 jobs. 
Employment in the area is made up of primarily tourism/gaming related 
facilities. The largest industries include Arts/Entertainment/Recreation 
(26% of jobs) and Accommodation & Food Service (17%), which 
combined account for nearly half the employment in the Market Area. 

The prevalence of service jobs is reflected in the wages of jobs. 58.7% 
of jobs in the Market Area are lower paying, with annual earnings 
less than $40,000 per year. This wage distribution is similar to the 
City overall, where 58% of jobs earn less than $40,000 annually.

Within the Market Area, there are jobs available at a variety of 
education levels, with 15% of jobs requiring less than a high school 
education and 20% requiring a Bachelor’s or advanced degree. 
This distribution reflects a diversity of jobs available within the 
Market Area, and is typical of a service- and tourism-oriented area. 

Source: ESRI Business Analyst
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EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY 
SNAPSHOT

Market Area

Major Employment Industries:

1. Arts, Entertainment,& Recreation (26%)

2. Accommodation & Food Service (17%

3. Professional Services (9%)

4. Finance & Insurance (9%)

Typical of a center city area, workers employed in the Market Area live throughout the City of 
Las Vegas and Clark County. While nearly 70% of Market Area employees commute less than 
10 miles to the area, 97% of those employed in the Market Area live outside its boundaries. 

Of the Market Area residents who are employed, 88% work outside of the area, while 13% 
both live and work in the Market Area. As shown in the chart below, nearly one third of area 
workers live in the City of Las Vegas. Employees are also drawn from North Las Vegas (11.6% 
of workers), Henderson (10.3% of workers), as well as Paradise, Sunrise Manor, Spring Valley, 
and Enterprise.

City of Las Vegas

Major Employment Industries:

1.  Retail (13%)

2. Health Care (12%)

3.  Public Administration (11%) 

Source: U.S. Census Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics (LEHD), 2017

Market Area In-Commuting, 2017
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MULTIFAMILY RESIDENTIAL MARKET
There are 8,180 multifamily units in the Charleston Boulevard Market Area, accounting for 
4.5% of the City of Las Vegas inventory. There have been 464 new units built in the Market 
Area since 2015. This growth accounted for 2.6% of the new units constructed across the City 
over this time. 

Market Area rents are higher than the City as a whole, with overall rents averaging $1.50 per 
square foot (compared to $1.16 citywide), and rents for new units averaging $2.29, compared 
to $1.37 citywide. Rents in the Market Area have been keeping pace with the City, even in 
the past 5 years as average annual increases have surpassed 5%. In the Market Area, this has 
meant average increases of $36 per unit per year. Multifamily vacancy is approximately the 
same in the Market Area (7.7%) as the City overall (7.4%), however the Market Area’s vacancy 
rate is currently the lowest it has been in 10 years. 

Multifamily development has been gaining momentum in the Market Area. Two projects 
were delivered in 2018, adding 280 new units. Another project in 2019 added 42 units, and 2 
projects in 2020 brought an additional 142 units. On top of this spate of recent development, 
there is one small (18-unit) project under construction, and another 8 projects proposed that 
if built would add 2,760 additional units to the Market Area. These projects are anticipated to 
be completed anywhere between 2022 and 2026.

Market Opportunity

The recent development activity 
(since 2015) indicates a growing 
and strong demand for residential 
uses near the downtown core and 
its surrounding neighborhoods. The 
residential development activity has 
been occurring in locations similar 
to the Charleston Boulevard Focus 
Area (e.g., Las Vegas Blvd south of 
Charleston and Fremont Street east 
of the downtown core) and there will 
be continued demand for multifamily 
development in this area. 

MULTIFAMILY SNAPSHOT

• 8,180 units

 › 464 built since 2015 (4.7% growth) 

 › 18 under construction

 › 2,760 proposed

• Average rent of $1.50/sf for all units

• Average rent of $2.29/sf for new units

• 7.7% vacancy 

The Market Area has captured 2.6% of 
City growth since 2015

Multifamily Vacancy and Rent, 2005-2020

Source: CoStar
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Recent Multifamily Development
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COMMERCIAL MARKET

RETAIL
There are 4.63 million square feet of retail space in the Market Area, accounting for 5.2% of 
the City’s 89.8 million square feet of retail. The Market Area inventory has grown by 2.0% since 
2015, adding nearly 92,000 square feet of new space. Over this time the City’s retail inventory 
grew by 3.6%. As is typical of a central city area, retail rents in the Market Area are higher 
than the City overall, with average rents in the Market Area nearly 1.5 times the City average 
($27.59 per square foot compared to $18.73). While rents across the City have not yet reached 
the peak that they saw in 2007, they have been steadily increasing since 2014. In the Market 
Area, rents have been steadily increasing since 2012. Retail vacancy rates in the Market Area 
are similar to the city overall, at 6.0% in the Market Area compared to 6.3% citywide. 

HOTEL 
There are 66 hotels within the Market Area, 
with a total of 14,730 rooms. Most of the 
hotel inventory is in the northwest part of 
the Market Area, particularly near Fremont 
St. There has been one new hotel built 
since 2015, with the Lucky Dragon Hotel 
& Casino adding 203 rooms to the Market 
Area inventory. 

There are currently four hospitality 
properties in the pipeline for the Market 
Area, with one under construction and three 
proposed. The Circa Resort & Casino is 
under construction and will add 777 new 
rooms to the area. The three proposed 
developments, totaling 400 new rooms, 
include a Staybridge Suites and Hotel Cloe.

RETAIL SNAPSHOT

• 4.63 million SF 

• 91,870 SF built since 2015  
(4.4% growth)

• Captured 5.26% of City growth

Retail Vacancy and Rent, 2007-2020

Source: CoStar
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OFFICE
There are 5.68 million square feet of office space in the Market Area, accounting for 10.1% of 
the 56.27 million square feet of space in the City. The Market Area office inventory has grown 
by 3.0% since 2015, adding 167,400 square feet of new development; this development 
accounted for 10.1% of citywide growth over this time. The Market Area’s new office space, 
in 5 new projects, included the Federal Justice Tower (131,250 square feet) built in 2016 and 
four smaller developments. 

Office rents in the Market Area have been increasing since 2014, with an increased pace 
since 2018. Rents for office space hit a peak of $24.18 in 2008, and while they have yet to 
recover to that level they are currently close, at $23.79. Office vacancy in the Market Area is 
9.1% and has been relatively consistent at this level, averaging 9.2% since 2015. This is lower 
than the City overall, where vacancy for office space is 10.3% and has averaged 12.1% since 
2015.

Office Vacancy and Rent, 2005-2020

OFFICE SNAPSHOT

• 5.86 million SF 

• 167,150 SF (3.0%) built since 2015

• Captured 10.1% of City growth

Source: CoStar
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Commercial Development Since 2015
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RESIDENTIAL

Growth Trend
Capture rates of housing development in 
the Market Area were used to estimate the 
potential demand for housing based on 
the forecast of countywide growth (growth 
forecasts are not available at the City level). 
Additionally, development trends by type 
of housing (i.e., single family vs multifamily) 
were used to estimate the portion of new 
households likely to create demand for TOD 
housing products (e.g., condos, apartments). 

The Charleston Boulevard Market Area grew 
by an average of 80 residential units per year 
from 2010 to 2019, capturing around 1.0% 
of the County’s overall growth over this time. 
Developments currently under construction 
and proposed in the Market Area indicate 
that demand for residential space is 
strengthening, and the capture of County 
growth will be higher in the future.

Demand Forecast

Clark County population growth forecasts 
(prepared by Center for Business and 
Economic Research) anticipate an additional 
337,000 residents in the County between 
2020 and 2030, an average of 33,700 per 
year (1.3% annual growth). This annual 
growth rate, applied to the County’s housing 
stock, translates to approximately 135,770 
new housing units over the next 10 years. 
Accounting for the 4,090 units currently 
under construction in the County (including 
614 in the Market Area), there is a net 
demand for 131,680 new units, or 13,168 
new housing units per year. Applying recent 
trends, 40% of this growth can be expected 
in multifamily housing (including apartments 
and condos), or an additional 52,700 
multifamily units by 2030. 

Two trends were used to create growth 
scenarios for the Market Area. The first is 
3.0% capture of County growth, reflecting 
the area’s increasingly strong position 
within the County market. The second 
trend is a stronger 4.0% capture of growth, 
accounting for the significant amount of 
proposed development in the area and the 
market strength that implies. Based on the 
projected County-wide growth of 52,700 
multifamily housing units by 2030 and 
applying these capture rates, the Charleston 
Boulevard Market Area could capture 
between 1,600 and 2,100 new multifamily 
housing units over this period. This translates 
to average annual production of between 
160 and 210 new multifamily units per year. 

New Housing Demand 2020-2030

SECTION 2: DEMAND ANALYSIS

The Downtown Master Plan utilized 
multiple forecasts to gauge land needed to 
accommodate future growth in the project’s 
Study Area. A large portion of the Market 
Area for the Charleston Boulevard station 
overlaps with the Downtown Master Plan. The 
Master Plan estimated demand for between 
50 to 150 units per year through 2045. The 
proposed residential development in the 
Market Area indicates a growing demand in 
the center of the city and specifically within 
the neighborhoods near the downtown 
area. This trend of infill housing growth on 
the edges or surrounding neighborhoods of 
downtown areas is occurring in major cities 
across the United States.

Source: Economic & Planning Systems
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RETAIL 
An estimate for future retail space demand 
in the Market Area was developed based on 
anticipated population growth and the related 
growth in retail spending. This analysis of retail 
development potential in the Market Area 
accounts for capture of demand from new 
residents, considering the spending patterns 
for local retail (i.e., inflow and outflow of 
resident dollars). Demand analysis is based on 
the population of the area, per capita income, 
and spending habits for consumers in Nevada 
as reported by the Census of Retail Trade and 
ESRI Retail Marketplace data. To estimate 
retail demand for the area, the total personal 
income (TPI) is calculated by multiplying the 
population by per capita income for the Market 
Area. TPI is used along with spending patterns 
for consumers in the state to estimate retail 
expenditure potential: the amount of money 
that the average resident spends on retail 
goods. After accounting for leakage (outflow 
of dollars to retailers outside of the Market 
Area), this spending potential is converted to 
the amount of retail square footage that can 
be supported by new residents living in the 
area based on sales per square foot by store 
category. 

Based on the housing growth capture 
scenarios from the residential demand 
analysis, there is potential for between 
10,100 and 13,500 new residents in the 
Market Area by 2030. Retail expenditures 
of these residents will create demand for an 
additional 191,000 to 255,000 square feet of 
retail space over this time.

Of this total demand, not all is likely to be accommodated within the Market Area. 
Depending on the retail sector, there is potential for the Market Area to capture between 0 
and 75% of resident spending. The highest capture rates are for convenience goods (e.g., 
grocery stores, pharmacies, liquor stores) and shoppers’ goods (e.g., apparel, electronics, 
sporting goods, etc.), as well as restaurants, while spending in general merchandise stores 
(e.g., Target, Walmart) and more specialized sectors such as building material and garden 
stores is more likely to occur elsewhere in the community. Accounting for the capture and 
leakage of spending across sectors, the growth scenarios for the Market Area project demand 
for between 123,900 and 165,200 square feet of retail space by 2030. 

This new demand is summarized in the chart below. Within the Market Area, the opportunities 
for capture of new spending are approximately equal across Convenience Goods, Other 
Shopper’s Goods, and Eating & Drinking, with support for between 30,000 (conservative 
growth) and 40,000 (optimistic growth) square feet of new space in each retail category. 
These retail sectors with the strongest potential are also the most likely to locate in a TOD 
and downtown area. There will be limited ability to capture sales (and attract stores) within 
large-format General Merchandise stores and Building Material and Garden stores, as TOD 
and downtown locations are more likely to attract local and destination-oriented retailers.

Source: Economic & Planning Systems

Market Area Capture of New Retail Sq. Ft. 2020-2030
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Market Area Capture of New Retail Sq. Ft. 2020-2030

Retail Sales

Description
% of TPI (2019) Capture 

Rate
Expenditure 

Potential
Supportable 

Sq. Ft.
Expenditure 

Potential
Supportable 

Sq. Ft.

Convenience Goods
Grocery Stores 5.6% 75% $7,800,261 19,501 $10,400,348 26,001
Specialty Food Stores 0.2% 50% $226,477 566 $301,969 755
Beer, Wine, & Liquor Stores 0.3% 75% $384,758 1,283 $513,010 1,710
Health and Personal Care 2.7% 75% $3,744,814 9,362 $4,993,085 12,483
Total Convenience Goods 8.8% $12,156,309 30,711 $16,208,412 40,949

Shopper's Goods
General Merchandise

Department Stores (including discount department, 
superstores, and warehouse clubs) 5.3% 75% $7,371,699 24,572 $9,828,932 32,763
Other General Merchandise Stores 2.5% 50% $2,353,123 6,723 $3,137,498 8,964
Subtotal (General Merchandise) 7.8% $9,724,822 31,296 $12,966,430 41,727

Other Shopper's Goods
Clothing & Accessories 3.7% 50% $3,397,934 9,708 $4,530,578 12,945
Furniture & Home Furnishings 1.2% 25% $576,722 2,307 $768,963 3,076
Electronics & Appliances 1.1% 50% $1,050,702 2,101 $1,400,936 2,802
Sporting Goods, Hobby, Book, & Music Stores 1.2% 50% $1,114,524 3,184 $1,486,032 4,246
Miscellaneous Retail 1.9% 75% $2,689,961 10,760 $3,586,615 14,346
Subtotal (Other Shopper's Goods) 9.2% $8,829,844 28,061 $11,773,125 37,415

Total Shopper's Goods 17.0% $18,554,666 59,356 $24,739,555 79,142

Eating and Drinking 7.0% 75% $9,677,737 27,651 $12,903,650 36,868

Building Material & Garden
Building Material & Supplies Dealers 2.0% 50% $1,855,669 6,186 $2,474,225 8,247
Lawn & Garden Equipment & Supply Stores 0.1% 0% $0 0 $0 0
Total Building Material & Garden 2.1% $1,855,669 6,186 $2,474,225 8,247

Total Retail Goods 34.9% $42,244,381 123,904 $56,325,841 165,205

Source: ESRI; Economic & Planning Systems
C:\Egnyte\Shared\Projects\DEN\203013-Las Vegas Maryland Pkwy TOD Corridor Study\Data\Market Analysis\[203013- Market Analysis TPI 7-29-20.xlsx]CH - Summary

Conservative Growth Optimistic Growth
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OFFICE
Employment Growth

Countywide employment growth forecasts (already cited) outline an increase of 43,670 jobs (private 
non-farm employment) in Clark County between 2020 and 2030. This equates to an average of 
4,367 new jobs per year, or 0.3% average annual growth. Over 70% of this growth is expected 
in just two industries – Health Care (36% of growth) and Accommodations and Food 
Services (35% of growth), while nine industries are expected to remain flat or decrease. 

Based on the current capture of County employment, the Charleston Boulevard 
Market Area is expected to grow by 1,700 jobs over this time – 3.9% of County 
growth. Applying the countywide growth rates by industry, 36% of employment 
growth in the Market Area is estimated to be in Arts, Entertainment, and 
Recreation, 20% in Accommodations and Food, with significant growth 
in Finance & Insurance and Professional & Technical Services as well.

Office Demand

Demand for office development in the Market Area is based on employment 
growth in sectors that occupy office space. Accounting for the share of 
employees within each employment sector that utilize office space (e.g., 100% 
of employment in Finance and Insurance, compared to 50% of employment in 
Health Care), over the next 10 years the Market Area is expected to see demand 
for an additional 228,000 square feet of office space. This demand is primarily 
generated by Professional Services (such as Finance & Insurance and Professional & 
Technical Services), accounting for 60% of office space demand. This indicates that major 
development opportunities are likely to be associated with traditional office/commercial buildings.

New Office Demand by Sector

Market Area Office 
Demand 2020-2030

Source: Economic & Planning Systems
10-Year 10-Year New Annual New

Description 2020 2030 Job Growth Office Sq. Ft Office Sq. Ft

Charleston Market Area
Services (Retail & Accommodations) 11,990 12,472 482 12,105 1,210
Professional Services 15,344 16,031 687 137,738 13,774
Education 1,017 1,085 68 10,176 1,018
Health Care 1,397 1,592 194 24,300 2,430
Arts, Entertainment, Recreation 13,404 14,274 870 43,520 4,352
Total 48,621 50,321 1,699 227,839 22,784

* Note: total may not add to sum of industries show n due to exclusion of industries that do not generate off ice demand
Source: Center for Business and Economic Research; Economic & Planning Systems
Z:\Shared\Projects\DEN\203013-Las Vegas Maryland Pkwy TOD Corridor Study\Data\Market Analysis\[203013- County Population and Employment Forecasts - incl. Housing 
and Office Space.xlsx]Char Office  Demand (rolled up)
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DEVELOPMENT SITES
The analysis of development opportunities 
for TOD looks at the Charleston Boulevard 
Focus Area – the ½ mile radius around 
the proposed station. The area is mostly 
developed with a minimal number of parcels 
that are vacant or likely to redevelop in the 
near future. 

PARCEL ANALYSIS
Within the Focus Area, development 
opportunity analysis was conducted at a 
parcel level. Using a multi-layered approach, 
parcels were identified that are:

• Over ½ acre in size (as parcels smaller 
than this likely cannot accommodate a 
development of scale)

And 

• Currently vacant

Or

• Existing development is low value 
(defined as a ratio of improvement value 
to land value of less than 0.5)

As an additional layer of analysis, parcels that did not meet the size threshold but have the 
potential to be assembled for a development site were included as potential development 
sites. There are not many identifiable sites near the intersection of Charleston Boulevard 
and Maryland Parkway. There are some potential development sites along Charleston 
Boulevard and E Fremont Street that could be opportunities for small-scale infill mixed-use 
development and/or more modern retail formats. The demand estimates indicate a growing 
desire for development in the area, however finding development sites may be a significant 
barrier to attracting TOD.

SECTION 3: DEVELOPMENT OPPORTUNITIES

Opportunity Parcels
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DEVELOPMENT FEASIBILITY
Two measures of development feasibility— 
land sale prices and rental rates—were 
applied to the Market Area to gauge the 
supportability of new development by type. 

LAND SALES
For this analysis, land sales are defined as 
property sales that were completed for the 
purpose of development (or redevelopment) 
and include both parcels that are vacant 
and those that are already developed. The 
average sale price per square foot for land 
from property sales completed within the 
Market Area is compared to the average 
countywide. This comparison assesses the 
value of land in the Market Area by use type 
to estimate the strength of the market for 
new development. Land sales for each TOD 
land use category are included. 

There were 30 total land sales within the 
Market Area that were identified in the 
analysis, indicating substantial activity. Of 
these sales, 24 were sales of parcels under 
a half-acre in size, which illustrates the 
small parcel, infill nature of future change. 
There were nine sales documented in 
CoStar that had reported sales price data. 
Of those sales, the average sale price for 
land/development sites in the Charleston 
Boulevard Market Area from 2017 through 
mid-2020 is $21.24 per square foot, 
as shown in the table to the right. This 
average price is 20 percent higher than the 
countywide average of $17.67 per square 

Charleston Boulevard Market Area Land Sales, 2017-2020

foot, but lower than prices in the core of 
downtown (the Bonneville Transit Center 
Market Area). The differences in land prices 
between the downtown core and the 
Charleston Boulevard Market Area show 
that proximity to the center city generates 
greater land value, but the lower prices 
in the Charleston Boulevard Market Area 
may lead to more redevelopment because 
the land is less expensive, and it is easier 
to overcome those costs within somewhat 
similar densities of redevelopment. This is 
particularly true for residential uses. Sales for 
multifamily/residential projects achieved a 
50% higher sale price per square foot of land 
than sites countywide. 

%
Proposed Use Price per SF # of Sales Price per SF # of Sales Diff.

Retail/Commercial $21.28 649 $23.27 2 9%
Unknown $15.32 780 $23.50 3 53%
Multifamily/Residential $12.43 156 $18.55 4 49%

Average/Total $17.67 1,749 $21.24 9 20%

Source: CoStar; Economic & Planning Systems

Clark County Charleston Market Area
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RENTAL RATES
To gauge the feasibility of new 
development, the average rental rates (both 
overall and for new development) for retail 
space, office space, and apartments within 
the Focus Area are compared to the Market 
Area and countywide average. This measure 
gauges if rental rates achieved for new space 
in the Market Area and/or Focus Area are 
high enough to support new development.

Retail - The average rental rates for 
new retail space within the Market Area 
and Focus Area are $29.73 and $28.20, 
respectively. These rates are lower than 
the average for new space throughout the 
county. However, the average rental rates 
for all retail spaces in the Market Area and 
Focus Area are higher than the average 
countywide. The Market Area average for all 
retail space is $27.59 per square foot, which 
is near the rate for new space. The rates 
indicate that new space can achieve rental 
rates that support new development. 

Office - Office rents in the Market Area 
($23.79 per square foot (Gross/Full Service)) 
are higher than the countywide average 
of $20.74 per square foot. The Focus 
Area office spaces have an average rate 
of $18.04 per square foot. There has not 
been significant new office development 
within the Market Area in recent years, and 
the achievable rates of the existing spaces 
indicate that office uses will be difficult 
without being able to command higher 
rents. 

Multifamily - For apartments, the average 
rental rates for all units in the Market Area 
and Focus Area are over $1.50 per square 
foot per month. This rate for all units is 
higher than the countywide average for new 
spaces. These higher-than-average rental 
rates indicate demand for housing in this 
area. New units will likely need to command 
higher rates to support more urban product 
types due to increased cost with land, 
costs of redevelopment, and for structured 
parking. However, the area seems likely to 
achieve the rates that have been achieved 
in the Bonneville Transit Center Market 
Area, which overlaps with the Charleston 
Boulevard Market Area. 

FEASIBILITY FINDINGS
The demand for housing and retail space 
is growing in the Charleston Boulevard 
Market Area, as evidenced by the proposed 
development activity, rental rates, and land 
prices. While the lack of recent development 
near the Focus Area makes proving market 
support difficult, this can likely be overcome. 
New retail, multifamily, and mixed-use 
projects are likely feasible if desirable sites 
can be obtained, and costs related to infill 
and redevelopment can be overcome. 

The biggest challenge to attracting TOD to 
the Focus Area will be creating development 
sites that are large enough to support more 
dense, multistory development. Continued 
infill on smaller lots and reinvestment in 
existing buildings, which is happening 
currently, will help continue to build support 
for new development and help to increase 
activity near the future transit investment. 

Clark County and Market Area 
Average Rental Rates Comparison 

Rent per
Use Sq. Ft. Factor Time-Period New All New All New All

Retail per sf (NNN) Annual $35.16 $18.78 $29.73 $27.59 $28.20 $23.21
Office per sf (Gross) Annual $32.51 $20.74 --- $23.79 --- $18.04
Apartment per sf Monthly $1.38 $1.17 --- $1.50 --- $1.53

Source: CoStar; Economic & Planning Systems

Clark County Charleston Market Area Charleston Focus Area
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TOD MATURITY
A TOD Readiness Spectrum was created to 
categorize Focus Areas along the corridor 
in terms of their readiness to attract and 
support TOD. Focus Areas have been 
organized into four categories (Energize, 
Amenitize, Catalyze, and Strategize) 
based on their market readiness and 
supportiveness of the built environment. 
Overarching strategies for supporting TOD 
were developed for each category. 

The Charleston Boulevard Focus Area is 
within the Catalyze category as shown to the 
right. Strategies for this category include:

• Create development incentives for TOD

• Increase mix of uses within Focus Area

• Identify opportunities to attract additional 
ridership

• Revise zoning to encourage TOD-style 
development

TOD READINESS SPECTRUM
The Charleston Boulevard Focus Area is 
considered in the catalyze category because 
of its scores for both transit supportiveness 
(i.e., the physical environment being transit 
supportive) and market readiness. The larger 
Market Area has been attracting new, higher 
density development projects in recent years 
indicating increasing market support for 
TOD. The Focus Area is planned to serve as 
a community destination and hub of activity. 
Recent reinvestments in existing retail 
centers (e.g., Huntridge Shopping Center) 
indicate increasing appeal of this area. 

The proposed Huntridge Theatre 
Redevelopment will serve as the “catalyst” 
for market activity in the area once 
completed. Support for this project both 
through regulatory changes and incentives 
can help ensure this catalytic project helps to 
generate additional market activity. 
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PRIORITY ACTIONS
Continue to support the rehabilitation 
of the Huntridge Theatre and the 
surrounding redevelopment. 

The reuse of the historic Huntridge Theatre 
and associated mixed use development is 
the catalyst project that can spur further 
TOD in the Focus and Market Areas. 
Support the development of the project 
through regulatory and financial incentives 
to ensure the project becomes a community 
destination and anchor to the area. 

Continue to support the development of 
new transit-oriented housing in the Focus 
Area.

The City of Las Vegas and its partners have 
done a great job of creating a vision for 
the future of downtown and investing in 
non-gaming attractions and amenities (e.g., 
Symphony Park) that broaden the appeal 
of downtown for visitors. However, the 
downtown area lacks housing and vitality 
that is created by residents and non-gaming 
employment in the downtown area. The 
next step in the revitalization of the greater 
downtown area and to attract commercial 
reinvestment is to grow the resident base 
in the area to increase vitality and the 
diversity of people in the area. Use public 
investments and financing tools (e.g., tax 
increment) to help offset costs of urban 
development by participating in the creation 
of public infrastructure and amenities that 
support TOD. Explore incentives to attract 
desired housing developments to the 
downtown area.

Ensure new development projects are 
transit oriented and facilitate improved 
pedestrian mobility. 

The future transit investment on the 
Maryland Parkway transit line will create a 
much-needed mobility option that supports 
higher density development and better 
connects downtown to the rest of the city. 
As this transit investment is made, focus 
is needed on new development in the 
Charleston Boulevard Focus Area to make 
sure it is transit-oriented and supports 
pedestrian movement. The density of 
development that will occur will likely need 
to be higher to be feasible based on land 
values; however, there may still be a desire 
for auto-centric design, especially for retail 
projects. Prioritizing auto movement in the 
Focus Area will hamper the attractiveness of 
the area as a neighborhood destination. 

PRIORITY ACTION RECOMMENDATIONS
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VALUE CAPTURE RECOMMENDATIONS
A value capture toolkit has been developed for this effort and is provided in a separate 
document. Two potential value capture tools were identified that fit the conditions present 
and have the potential to be successful in the Charleston Boulevard Focus Area. 

• Special Improvement/Assessment Districts – Downtown areas typically have an 
overarching Downtown Management Organization to help facilitate the growth of the area 
and support its economic health. The Downtown Master Plan calls for the creation of a 
Business Improvement District (BID) to support with ongoing street cleaning, marketing, 
coordinated event programming as well as supporting development/developers. 
Special improvement districts can help this downtown entity generate funding for 
ongoing expenses but also to help fund capital improvements that further the goals of 
the businesses in the area. The Charleston Boulevard Focus Area is on the edge of the 
Downtown Plan area and may not be considered for the BID given its distance from the 
center of downtown. However, these types of organizations can help support the vitality 
and economic health of neighborhood centers like the one envisioned for the Focus Area.

• Tax Increment Financing – Most of the Charleston Boulevard Focus Area is within the City 
of Las Vegas’s Redevelopment Area 1, which was established in 1986. This inclusion within 
the redevelopment area allows for the potential use of tax increment to support TOD 
projects in the Focus Area. The use of tax increment to support TOD projects, especially 
multifamily residential uses, and the funding of public improvements that enhance 
walkability or create transit infrastructure should be strongly considered. 
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Plan Framework Elements

Building Form and Design
Recommended Transect Zones (see 
pages 22-25 for more detail)

Mobility
Enhanced E-W Active Transportation 
Corridors  (see pages 50; 52-53 for 
more detail)

Huntridge Circle Park Improvements 
(see pages 26-29; 48 for more detail)

Parks, Public Space, Amenities

TOD Readiness Spectrum
Catalyze An area that may be supportive 

of TOD but needs catalytic 
development to spur the market.

Predominant TOD Types - Downtown 
Local, Town Center, Urban 
Neighborhood (see pages 20-21 for 
more detail)

Land Use

Priority Infill Development 
Opportunities near Orleans Square 
(see page 49 for more detail)

Adaptive reuse and focus on local 
shops and restaurants (see pages 26-
27; 50 for more detail)

PLAN FRAMEWORK MAP
The Plan Framework Map presented here 
provides an “at a glance” view of the key 
recommendations from the remainder of 
the Charleston Boulevard Focus Area TOD 
Plan. The map locates key recommendations, 
the legend below references more detail 

CHARLESTON BOULEVARD TOD PLAN FRAMEWORK 
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available later in the Plan, and this page 
provides a high-level review of key priorities. 

Land Use
The most prominent TOD types in the focus 
area are Town Center, Downtown Local and 
Urban Neighborhood. The Town Center TOD 
type is envisioned along Maryland Parkway 
and Charleston Boulevard and is envisioned 
to include mostly retail/commercial uses 
with some housing and public gathering 
spaces. The Downtown Local TOD type is 
envisioned north and west of the planned 
station on the edge of Downtown Las Vegas 
and should include a mix of residential and 
job opportunities. The northeast, southeast 
and southwest quadrants of the focus area 
are envisioned as a medium density Urban 
Neighborhood TOD type.

Building Form and Design 
Community input revealed a host of strong 
preferences for the building form and 
design in the focus area. The community 
prefers a range of medium density mixed 
use and residential development types with 
lower density mixed use and residential 
development (attached single family, 
duplexes and triplexes) in the southern 
portions of the focus area. Input also 
demonstrated strong support for a node of 
dense mixed-use infill development near 
the station and nodes of pedestrian-friendly 
shops and restaurants south of Huntridge 
Circle Park fronting Maryland Parkway.

Park activation and revitalization

Huntridge Theater and entertainment character

Medium-density residential

Mobility
The mobility recommendations for the 
focus area emphasize safer and more 
comfortable connections to the BRT 
Corridor and Charleston Boulevard from 
surrounding neighborhoods and commercial 
nodes. In addition to critical crossing safety 
improvements throughout the focus area, a 
more complete network of bicycle facilities 
is recommended on Clark Avenue (tying into 
existing bicycle facilities), 15th Street, and 
Franklin Avenue. The intersections of Clark 
Avenue and Franklin Avenue with Maryland 
Parkway both have atypical geometries 
and should be a focus of efforts to signal 
to motorists that pedestrians and bicyclists 
are moving across and along the Maryland 
Parkway Corridor.

Parks, Public Spaces, and Amenities
Community input revealed a strong 
preference for adding street trees, shade 
and other pedestrian amenities along 
Maryland Parkway and along Charleston 
Boulevard. In addition, community members 
indicated a desire to create a safer and 
more accessible Huntridge Circle Park. 
The addition of new amenities should be 
coupled with programming that helps to 
sustain welcoming, community-oriented use 
of the park. The results of community input 
demonstrated a strong desire for parks space 
throughout the focus area, and particularly 
north of Charleston Boulevard and along 
Maryland Parkway.
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FOCUS AREA CONTEXT
The introductory chapter of the Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) Plan sets the stage 
for the recommendations and priority projects that follow, providing key takeaways and 
background information developed throughout the Plan process. In addition to a focus area 
profile, containing demographic and ridership information, the pages within this chapter 
highlight market opportunities, land use and network connectivity – all key factors to be 
responsive to in order to catalyze successful TOD.

The market opportunity information included in the chapter is a distillation of the more 
comprehensive Market Readiness Analysis that was performed both corridor-wide, as well 
as customized for each priority focus area. “At a glance” demand analysis and development 
site feasibility are provided as foundational to the development of the focus area priorities 
that follow in Chapter 3.

A summary of a Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats (SWOT) analysis, 
conducted in collaboration with the Stakeholder Working Group, is provided, and helps to 
reinforce many of the key takeaways in the existing land use, built form, and connectivity 
analysis. The connectivity analysis focuses primarily on first and final mile connections to 
transit, through a variety of modes, to quickly highlight a critical component of the transit-
supportive environment that should be achieved through TOD.

1
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INTRODUCTION

FOCUS AREA PROFILE 
Proposed 
Station 
Location

The intersection of 
Charleston Boulevard and 
Maryland Parkway 

Neighborhood Huntridge

Existing Land 
Uses

Primarily single family 
residential in the south 
and commercial in 
the north and along 
Charleston Boulevard

Unique Assets Historic landmarks, future 
high-capacity transit 
along Charleston, and 
an historic entertainment 
character

Major  
Destinations/ 
Landmarks

Las Vegas Academy of 
the Arts, The Center 
Community Center, 
Huntridge Theater 
vacant), Huntridge 
Circle Park, John S. Park 
Elementary School
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OF POPULATION 
IDENTIFYING AS NON-
WHITE OR MIXED/
MULTIPLE RACES

TOD Types 
Nine TOD Types were identified as part 
of RTC’s OnBoard Mobility Plan. The 
applicable TOD Types identified within the 
Charleston Boulevard Focus Area include 
Downtown Regional, Downtown Local, 
Town Center, and Urban Neighborhood. 
More information about these TOD Types is 
available on pages 20-21. 

TOD Readiness Spectrum: Catalyze 
The Charleston Boulevard Focus Area falls 
into the Catalyze category on the TOD 
Readiness Spectrum. This category is 
defined as areas that may be supportive 
of TOD but need catalytic development 
to spur the market. It scored mid-range in 
TOD Supportiveness and Market Readiness 
based on analysis done in the Existing 
Conditions and 
Needs Assessment 
and the Market 
Readiness Analysis. 
The chart below 
shows the entire 
TOD Readiness 
Spectrum, with all 
focus areas plotted 
and categorized.

For more information 
on the TOD 
Readiness Spectrum, 
see the Priority Focus 
Areas Selection 
Memo.

Vision 2045 Recommendations  
DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT
Civic & Business District 
Founders District

MIXED USE TRANSIT HUB
Most of the focus area is identified as a Primary 
Employment Hub, with additional designations 
to the northwest as a Primary Lifestyle Hub and 
to the south as a Cultural Hub.

CENTER OF EXCELLENCE
The focus area overlaps multiple Centers 
of Excellence, including #1 Gaming and 
Hospitality on the northeast, #2 Creative and 
Tech on the south, #3 Medical and Healthcare 
on the west, and #4 Cultural and Learning on 
the north.

Current Ridership 
Four transit routes currently serve this focus 
area. There are currently over 1,700 average 
daily boardings. Charleston Boulevard is a 
future Phase 1 High Capacity Transit corridor, 
with BRT or LRT service planned within the 
next ten years.

Demographics  
The following statistics help us understand 
who lives in this focus area (Source: 2018 
American Community Survey 5-Year 
Estimate).

TOTAL POPULATION
6,770

PERCENT OF 
HOUSEHOLDS WITH NO 

VEHICLE AVAILABLE 22.3%

MEDIAN INCOME

PERCENT OF HOUSEHOLDS AT 
OR BELOW THE POVERTY LINE

25.8%

$39,260

OF POPULATION 
BETWEEN AGES 18-64

70%

55%
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MARKET OPPORTUNITIES

DEMAND ANALYSIS 
As a component of the Maryland Parkway 
Corridor TOD Plan planning effort, a detailed 
Market Readiness Analysis was produced 
for each priority focus area.  Included in that 
report is an analysis of the demand in the 
focus area across three sectors — housing, 
office and retail — to better inform how 
future development can both leverage the 
transit investment and successfully respond 
to market demands and pressures. Findings 
for the Charleston Boulevard Focus Area are 
summarized in the accompanying charts, 
but key findings for each sector include the 
following:

Housing 
Based on the projected county-wide growth 
of 52,700 multifamily housing units by 
2030 and applying these capture rates, the 
Charleston Boulevard Market Area could 
capture between 1,600 and 2,100 new 
multifamily housing units over this period. 
This translates to average annual production 
of between 160 and 210 new multifamily 
units per year. 

Office
Accounting for the share of employees 
within each employment sector that utilize 
office space (e.g., 100% of employment in 
Finance and Insurance, compared to 50% of 
employment in Health Care), over the next 
10 years the Market Area is expected to see 
demand for an additional 228,000 square 
feet of office space. This demand is primarily 
generated by Professional Services (such 

as Finance & Insurance and Professional & 
Technical Services), accounting for 60% of 
office space demand. This indicates that 
major development opportunities are likely 
to be associated with traditional office/
commercial buildings.

Retail
Within the Market Area, the opportunities for 
capture of new spending are approximately 
equal across Convenience Goods, 
Other Shopper’s Goods, and Eating & 
Drinking, with support for between 30,000 
(conservative growth) and 40,000 (optimistic 
growth) square feet of new space in each 
retail category. These retail sectors with the 
strongest potential are also the most likely to 
locate in a TOD and a downtown area. There 
will be limited ability to capture sales (and 
attract stores) within large-format General 
Merchandise stores and Building Material 
and Garden stores, as TOD and downtown 
locations are more likely to attract local and 
destination-oriented retailers.

2,100
1,600

Conservative 
Growth

Multifamily Units

Conservative

Optimistic

Optimistic 
Growth

Source: Economic & Planning Systems

New Housing Demand 2020-2030
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DEVELOPMENT SITES AND FEASIBILITY
The Charleston Boulevard Focus Area is 
mostly developed with a minimal number of 
parcels that are vacant or likely to redevelop 
in the near future.  

As an additional layer of analysis, parcels that 
did not meet the size threshold but have the 
potential to be assembled for a development 
site were included as potential development 
sites. There are not many identifiable sites 
near the intersection of Charleston Boulevard 
and Maryland Parkway. There are some 
potential development sites along Charleston  
Boulevard and Fremont Street that could be 
opportunities for infill small scale mixed-use 
development and/or more modern retail 
formats. The demand estimates indicate 
growing desire for development in the area 
however finding development sites may be a 
greater barrier to attracting TOD.

Development feasibility was assessed based 
upon land sale prices and rental rates, 
yielding the following findings:

• The demand for housing and retail 
space is growing in the Charleston 
Market Area as evidence of the 
proposed development activity, 
rental rates, and land prices. 

• The lack of recent development near 
the focus area makes proving market 
support difficult but can likely be 
overcome. 

• New retail, multifamily, and mixed-
use projects are likely feasible if 

desirable sites can be obtained 
and costs related to infill and 
redevelopment can be overcome. 

• The biggest challenge to attracting 
TOD to the focus area will be 
creating development sites that are 
large enough to support more dense, 
multistory development. 

Opportunity Parcels, Source: Economic & Planning Systems

• Continued infill on smaller lots and 
reinvestment in existing buildings, 
which is happening currently, will 
help continue to build support 
for new development and help to 
increase activity near the future 
transit investment. 
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EXISTING LAND USE AND BUILT FORM

EXISTING LAND USE
The primary land uses in the Charleston 
Boulevard Focus Area are commercial, 
residential, and office uses. The majority 
of commercial uses are along Charleston 
Boulevard, office uses are located along 
Maryland Parkway and in the northwest 
quadrant nearest to Downtown, and the 
residential uses are primarily south and east of 
the station, with the higher density residential 
uses located closest to Maryland Parkway and 
to the west near Downtown.
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Home in Huntridge Neighborhood

Auto-oriented commercial 

Commercial use in focus area

The commercial uses in this area are 
characterized by single-story pad, big box, 
and strip-style developments with surface 
parking lots along Charleston Boulevard. 
These uses are most prevalent near the 
intersection of Charleston Boulevard 
and Maryland Parkway. Their density 
decreases moving east along Charleston 
Boulevard. There is significant opportunity 
for commercial parcels in the focus area to 
redevelop and densify in the future.

There are a variety of residential densities 
in the focus area. Predominantly, there is 
a large area of single family homes south 
of Charleston Boulevard in the Huntridge 
neighborhood, as well as the northeast 
portion of the focus area. There are also 
a variety of multi-family uses along the 
northern portion of Maryland Parkway and 
extending west, with the highest densities 
nearest to Downtown.

The majority of the office uses in the focus 
area are small-scale financial, law, and 
realty offices along Maryland Parkway and 
Charleston Boulevard and in the northwest 
quadrant. Most are in converted residential 
areas. A few larger office uses are located 
closest to Downtown in the focus area.

The other major uses in the area are 
civic and entertainment uses such as 
schools, community centers, and theaters, 
including the Historic Huntridge Theater 
and the Las Vegas Performing Arts 
Center. These are mostly located near the 
intersection of Charleston Boulevard and 
Maryland Parkway and in the northwest 
quadrant of the area.

EXISTING BUILT FORM
The built form of the commercial uses in the 
Charleston Boulevard Focus Area, adjacent to 
the major thoroughfares, is primarily single-
story, automobile-oriented uses and surface 
parking. There are several strip malls, box stores, 
and pad site developments. Most are older 
developments, set back from the street.

The single-family housing in the area is single-
story southwestern ranch style or mid-century 
homes. The Huntridge neighborhood in 
particular is considered a historic area with World 
War Two-era homes. Most of the homes are on 
fairly well-maintained and landscaped lots. The 
quality and level of maintenance is significantly 
lower for the homes in the northeast quadrant.

The multi-family buildings within the focus area 
are primarily two-story stucco apartment clusters, 
duplexes, and quadplexes. Few of these have 
shared open space or other amenities. However, 
several newer, well-amenitized 3-5 story 
townhome and apartment buildings are located 
along E Carson Avenue.

The large majority of office buildings in the focus 
area are relatively small, primarily in 1-2 story 
converted single-family homes. A few larger 
buildings are located in the northwest quadrant, 
generally becoming larger, up to four stories, 
nearest to Downtown.

Most of the civic and entertainment buildings in 
the focus area are institutional buildings, typically 
in recognizable, campus-style clusters. This 
includes the large performing arts complex in the 
northwest corner of the area. The exception is 
the Huntridge Theater which is a iconic historic 
building that should influence design decisions 
and branding within the focus area.
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A Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Threats (SWOT) analysis conducted with the 
Stakeholder Working Group resulted in a lot of insightful comments, key themes of which are 
highlighted on this page. 

WEAKNESSES
While many of the strengths within the focus area are related to its proximity to Downtown, 
many of the weaknesses are as well, including increased crime, homelessness (particularly in 
Huntridge Circle Park), and traffic which are all exacerbated by the busy Downtown-adjacent 
location.

Huntridge Circle Park

Historic Huntridge Theater

STRENGTHS, WEAKNESSES, OPPORTUNITIES AND THREATS

STRENGTHS
Many of the strengths of the Charleston Boulevard Focus Area relate to its unique character, 
as a historic neighborhood and hub for art and culture, and its proximity to Downtown, which 
lends both additional character as well as development momentum and density potential.

Historic 
neighborhoods 
and businesses

Proximity to 
Downtown and 

Arts District

Momentum 
from recent 

development

Problems with 
Huntridge Park

Heavy traffic 
& fast vehicle 

speeds

Safety/Crime/ 
Homelessness



13 Section 1: Focus Area Context

OPPORTUNITIES
Opportunities in the focus area include capitalizing on the area's strengths, particularly around 
the unique and historic character, and specifically the Huntridge Theater site and other small 
local businesses and community-oriented sites. Improving the connectivity in this busy location 
is also a significant opportunity for the area.

THREATS
With the unique character that comes with a historic neighborhood also comes the risks and 
difficulties associated with older buildings and infrastructure, as well as a tenant base that may 
not be able to continue to afford their homes or businesses after improvements are made. 
Intentional steps should be taken to mitigate gentrification in this focus area.

LGBTQ Center, "The Center"

Huntridge neighborhood

Local business in focus area

Huntridge
Theater 

preservation/ 
redevelopment

Growth of small 
businesses

Bike & 
pedestrian 

connectivity

Displacement 
of residents 

& businesses

Aging 
buildings
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EXISTING WALKABILITY

WALKSHED ANALYSIS
A perfect walkshed on a grid street pattern 
would be a complete diamond, centered 
on the origin point. In this focus area, the 
grid rotates diagonally north of Charleston 
Boulevard, meaning the top half of the 
diamond should be rotated as well. The 
walkshed in the northern half of this 
focus area is mostly complete due to the 
grid street pattern. South of Charleston 
Boulevard, the walkshed is primarily 
limited by neighborhood streets that don’t 
connect directly to the arterials, and a lack 
of pedestrian-only facilities to make these 
direct connections. Pedestrian connectivity 
could be increased within the focus area by 
providing direct pedestrian-only connections 
between the neighborhood and the 
shopping areas south of Charleston, and by 
adding dedicated pedestrian facilities within 
the large surface parking lots on the south 
side of Charleston Boulevard. 
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wide travel lanes to access the park. 
Pedestrian-activated signals on each side of 
the park make it possible to do this safely. 
Overall, more than half of all intersections 
within a half-mile of the focus area have 
marked crosswalks or ADA ramps present.

Some challenges for people walking are 
consistent throughout the focus area. Major 
streets are very wide and motorist-focused 
with six lanes of mixed flow traffic. Sidewalks 
are narrow and provide no separation from 
traffic, and opportunities to cross Maryland 
Parkway and Charleston Boulevard are 
far apart. The intersection of Maryland 
Parkway and Charleston Boulevard, the site 
of the future BRT station, is dominated by 
large commercial parcels that are mostly 
devoted to surface parking, which makes 
the pedestrian realm less active and inviting, 
with little shade. People walking must 
negotiate cars entering and existing frequent 
driveways. 

This focus area has five regional destinations 
which are highlighted on the map with black 
numbers. Two of these major destinations, 
the Las Vegas Academy of the Arts and 
the John S. Park Elementary School, fall 
outside the 1/2 mile walkshed, despite 
being within a half mile “as the crow flies” 
from the proposed BRT station. It should 
be noted that both of these destinations 
would be more conveniently accessed from 
other nearby proposed BRT Stations on the 
Maryland Parkway Corridor route. 

PEDESTRIAN NETWORK AND 
INFRASTRUCTURE
Charleston Boulevard serves as the southern 
boundary of Downtown Las Vegas, and 
conditions for people walking differ between 
the northern (downtown) portion of the 
focus area and the southern portion. The 
smaller block sizes, continuous sidewalks, 
and relatively dense street grid north of 
Charleston Boulevard offer multiple route 
options for people walking. On average, 
Block lengths are nearly twice as long south 
of Charleston Boulevard, than to the north. 
With a more curvilinear network, pedestrians 
are forced to travel more indirect routes due 
to the lack of connectivity. Huntridge Circle 
Park sits in the middle of Maryland Parkway. 
While it serves as a key neighborhood 
amenity, people walking must cross three 

Sidewalk in focus area

Street trees along Gass Avenue

Lack of sidewalk in focus area
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OTHER EXISTING FIRST + FINAL MILE CONNECTIONS

BICYCLING
There are currently 13 miles of dedicated 
bicycle facilities within a half-mile of the 
Charleston Boulevard focus area. The focus 
area is served by several east-west bicycle 
lanes north of Charleston Boulevard on 
Carson Avenue, Bridger Avenue, Gass 
Avenue, Bonneville Avenue, and Clark 
Avenue. Bike lanes run north-south on 
6th Street and 15th Street. More than 17 
miles of nearby dedicated bicycle facilities 
are planned, which will increase the bike 
lane density in the area. These planned 
improvements include a north-south bike 
lane on 9th Street, upgrading Maryland 
Parkway from a shared bike bus lane to a 
separated bike lane, and upgrading the 
bicycle route on 13th Street to a buffered 
bike lane.  
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TRANSIT 
The Charleston Boulevard focus area is 
currently served by the 109 – Maryland 
Parkway, which provides connections to 
McCarran International Airport and the 
Las Vegas Strip, and the 206 – Charleston 
Boulevard, one of the highest ridership 
routes in the region. The 208 – Washington, 
and the BHX – Boulder Highway Express stop 
within ½ mile of the proposed station as well. 
Existing bus stops at the Maryland Parkway 
and Charleston Boulevard intersection are 
adequately set back from the sidewalk and 
street and have a relatively high level of 
amenities befitting the high ridership, with 
two shelters, benches, and trash cans at each 
stop. Charleston Boulevard is a future Phase 
1 High Capacity Transit corridor, with BRT 
or LRT service planned within the next ten 
years. 

DRIVING AND PARKING
Charleston Boulevard and Maryland Parkway 
are wide and auto-oriented. There are a 
number of on-street and publicly operated 
off-street parking options in the focus area. 
Some of the on-street parking in Downtown 
is metered.

Gass Avenue bike facility

On-street parking in focus area

Bus in focus area

Clark Avenue bike facility

Parking lot in focus area

Existing transit stop in focus area
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FOCUS AREA RECOMMENDATIONS
Successful Transit-Oriented Development is not achieved by a single catalytic 
redevelopment or streetscape improvement, but rather, by a series of interventions 
over time that encourage the focus area environment to prioritize transit supportive 
characteristics. Such characteristics include a diversity and mix of uses, building frontages 
that activate the pedestrian realm at a human scale, easy access to essential community 
amenities and services, quality and convenient connections to other mobility options, and a 
priority on safety within the public realm for users of all ages and abilities.

The Charleston Boulevard Focus Area is categorized as a Catalyze focus area on the TOD 
Readiness Spectrum. So, although the primary emphasis is encouraging new catalytic 
development and redevelopment, the recommendations that follow aim to supplement 
that infrastructure and development investment by pairing it with intentional, community 
vetted amenities and public spaces that help achieve the transit supportive characteristics 
described above.  Included in this chapter are a mix of broader policy and regulatory 
recommendations, and location-specific amenity, connectivity, parking, and land use 
recommendations, all informed by community and stakeholder input gained through this 
Plan process. 

While the recommendations in this chapter should not necessarily be regarded as a 
first phase in successful implementation of TOD, by providing the policy guidance in 
this document, the hope is that the City can work to get the corresponding regulations, 
amenities and connections in place that will compel corresponding development to respond 
accordingly.

2
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TOD TYPES

WHAT ARE TOD TYPES? 
Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) is a type 
of development located close to high quality, 
high capacity transit, that creates a compact, 
walkable, mixed-use and dense environment. 
TOD areas contribute to liveable communities 
and serve as activity centers that provide 
a range of benefits to the region, local 
community, and individual households.

During RTC’s OnBoard Mobility Plan, nine 
TOD types were established that are context-
specific to Southern Nevada. The density, 
building form, block layout, types of use, time 
of activation and approach to equity differs in 
each of the nine TOD types. The Charleston 
Boulevard Focus Area contains four of the 
nine TOD Types (listed below) including: 
Downtown Regional, Downtown Local, 
Town Center, and Urban Neighborhood. 
Descriptions of these four are on the next 
page. All nine TOD Types from the OnBoard 
Mobility Plan are described in the appendix of 
this report.

URBAN NEIGHBORHOOD

DOWNTOWN REGIONAL
DOWNTOWN LOCAL

TOWN CENTERENTERTAINMENT DISTRICT

EMPLOYMENT DISTRICT
MEDICAL DISTRICT 

EDUCATIONAL CAMPUS
LAS VEGAS STRIP
TOD Types in this focus area:

Please note, TOD Types shown on this page are 
from RTC’s OnBoard Mobility Plan. These are 
different from the TOD/TOC Place Types in the City 
of Las Vegas 2050 Master Plan. See the 2050 Master 
Plan for more information.
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TOD TYPE: DOWNTOWN REGIONAL
Large downtown areas that serve multiple neighborhoods. 
Mix of uses, with abundant housing and job opportunities. 
Grid street pattern creates accessibility by various 
transportation options.

Appropriate Transect Zones in this TOD Type: All T6, all T5

MIX OF USES
The future mix of uses within this focus area should largely match what exists today but have more variation within parcels along and north of 
Charleston Boulevard and along Maryland Parkway. Commercial and residential uses should remain the primary uses, but should be further 
supplemented with employment and entertainment uses as well as parks and open spaces.

TOD TYPE: DOWNTOWN LOCAL
Significant activity center for smaller communities or 
occurring on the edges of regional downtowns. Mix of uses 
including residential and job opportunities. Medium height 
buildings create a less urban atmosphere.

Appropriate Transect Zones in this TOD Type: T5-N, all T4 

TOD TYPE: TOWN CENTER
Mostly retail/commercial uses with some housing and 
public gathering spaces. Local destination for residents and 
visitors. Increased activity when special events take place.

Appropriate Transect Zones in this TOD Type: All T5, all T4

TOD TYPE: URBAN NEIGHBORHOOD
Medium density development that primarily serves local 
residents. Mostly housing with some retail and services. 

Appropriate Transect Zones in this TOD Type: T5-N, all T4, 
T3-N

Residential Commercial/Retail Employment Civic/ 
Institutional/ 
Educational

Entertainment Medical Parks/ 
Open 
Space

30%35% 10% 5% 10% 5%5%



22 CITY OF LAS VEGAS MARYLAND PARKWAY CORRIDOR TOD PLAN | Charleston Boulevard Focus Area

DEVELOPMENT TYPE PREFERENCES

WHAT SHOULD THIS AREA LOOK LIKE 
IN THE FUTURE?
While the TOD Types mapped on page 
20 provide more detailed guidance on the 
mix of uses that each focus area should 
aspire to achieve to best support the transit 
investment along Maryland Parkway, the 
types of development that can occur within 
those TOD Types are still intentionally broad. 
To help better calibrate development type 
recommendations to the Medical Center 
Focus Area, community members were 
asked to provide feedback on a set of visual 
preference images for nine geographic areas 
within the focus area. Candidate images 
were selected that embody TOD supportive 
development characteristics such as limited 
building setbacks and engagement with 
the street, active ground floor frontages, an 
integrated mix of uses, and placemaking 
elements that would encourage transit users 
to linger and activate adjacent public spaces. 
Variation occurred, however, in elements 
such as building height, building type, 
form and configuration of the public realm. 
(Variable characteristics tested, along with 
the community's preference, indicated on the 
next page.) 

As future land use and development 
code decisions are made within the City 
of Las Vegas, these inputs can be helpful 
in informing regulatory mechanisms that 
compel development that is not only transit-
supportive, but also would be well received 
by the community.
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Area #5  
Community Survey Preference: Residential 
Mixed-Use Apartments

3D Model options were calibrated to 
provide input on types of residential uses, 
appropriate density, and how best to 
transition to adjacent neighborhoods.

Areas #2 & #4 
Community Survey Preference: 3-4 Story 
Mixed Use Infill Development

3D Model options were calibrated to 
provide input on building height and 
appropriate upper story setbacks.

Area #6
Community Survey Preference: 3-Story 
Mixed Use (adjacent existing context shows 
houses converted into businesses)

3D Model options were calibrated to 
provide input on building height and upper 
story setbacks.

Areas #8 & #9
Community Survey Preference: Duplexes 
and Triplexes

3D Model options were calibrated to 
provide input on types of residential uses, 
appropriate density, and how best to 
transition to adjacent neighborhoods.

Areas #1, #2, #3, #7 
Community Survey Preference: 1-2 Story 
Mixed Use Infill Development

3D Model options were calibrated to 
provide input on building height and 
appropriate upper story setbacks.
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FORM-BASED CODE

APPLICATION OF FORM-BASED CODE
Applying form-based code (FBC) and 
community-based design standards in this 
focus area will help to build a well-designed 
TOD that reinforces its current identity and 
implements the community’s long-term 
vision. FBC should be used in this focus area 
to create a high-quality, walkable, urban, 
mixed-use place with a vibrant pedestrian 
realm while preserving historic assets and 
existing unique character. 

The recommendations for FBC are intended 
to serve as guidelines that support transit-
oriented development in this location as well 
as help to implement other goals and Plans 
in the community. 
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The map on the previous page shows 
applied FBC transect zone recommendations 
for general areas within the Charleston 
Boulevard Focus Area. In areas outside the 
Downtown boundary, the recently adopted 
2050 Master Plan designations have been 
carried forward. 

Based on the feedback received during 
this process, it is recommended that FBC 
be applied to all the Maryland Parkway 
Corridor focus areas. Alternatively, similarly 
calibrated zoning could also achieve the 
desired outcomes. When the City pursues 
amending the zoning code in this area, it 
is recommended that these transect zone 
recommendations would receive further 
analysis and refinement, before being 
applied to a parcel-based map. FBC has 
already been applied within the Fremont 
East District, as is visible within the northeast 
corner of this map, separated by a white 
dashed line. 

SPECIFIC DISTRICTS 
The Downtown Master Plan identifies 12 
planning districts within the Downtown 
Las Vegas Overlay District and identifies 
standards that are unique to districts. The 
Charleston Boulevard Focus Area includes 
parts of three of those districts. Most 
predominantly is the Founders District, 
covering most of the northern half of the 
focus area and extending approximately 
one parcel south of Charleston. The focus 
area also reaches into the Civic and Business 
District on the northwest and the Fremont 

East District on the northeast.

TRANSECT ZONES
The following section gives context for 
the recommended transect zones within 
the Charleston Boulevard Focus Area, and 
unique considerations within each.

T5 Corridor Zone (T5-C)(T5-C)
Applying T5-C near the intersection of 
Charleston Boulevard and Maryland Parkway, 
two major arterials, can help enhance the 
sense of place at a key gateway between 
Downtown Las Vegas, the Founders District, 
and the Huntridge Neighborhood in the 
other direction. 

T5 Neighborhood Zone (T5-N)(T5-N)

Additional multi-family, high-density 
residential could greatly increase the sense 
of community within Downtown and bring 
more people into the area at all times of day. 
Application of T5-N in the northwest corner 
of the focus area connects this area to the 
rest of Downtown.  

T4 Corridor Zone (T4-C)(T4-C)
T4-C is appropriate along Charleston 
Boulevard, an auto-oriented corridor, and 
along the northern portion of Maryland 
Parkway approaching Downtown. This 
transect zoned can serve as a transition down 
in density to the surrounding neighborhoods. 

Medium density residential facing street

T4 Neighborhood Zone (T4-N)(T4-N)
T4-N may be appropriate in the northwest 
quadrant south of Clark Avenue, as the 
current character of this area is less dense 
than areas to the north and west within 
Downtown, but may be suitable for higher 
density than south of Charleston and east of 
Maryland Parkway. In this area it will be key 
to consider the single-family homes that are 
converted into businesses, and how the FBC 
may allow for this unique and characteristic 
condition. 

T3 Neighborhood Zone (T3-N)(T3-N)
The application of T3-N within the existing 
neighborhood northeast of the Charleston 
Boulevard station can help preserve it's 
character, with the possibility of increased 
density and a mix of uses along the edges 
and at key intersections.
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As part of the Maryland Parkway Corridor 
community surveys, participants were asked to 
identify where they would like to see additional 
community amenities and infrastructure. The 
map to the left represents the community input, 
aggregated into some key recommendations. 
Additional feedback regarding community 
amenities and infrastructure is outlined in 
the text on the following pages. The full 
survey results can be found in the Charleston 
Boulevard Survey Results Memo. These 
preferences, in combination with TOD best 
practices and an analysis of access to existing 
community amenities and infrastructure, 
informed the recommendations below and on 
the following pages.

COMMUNITY AMENITIES, SERVICES, AND PUBLIC REALM IMPROVEMENTS

1. Dense mixed-use node with 
ample amenities near station 

2. More affordable housing and 
diversity of housing options 
between station and Downtown

3. Grocery store and healthy food 
options near Maryland Parkway and 
Carson Avenue

4. Reopening of and safety/
infrastructure improvements to 
Huntridge Circle Park 

5. Increased tree canopy and shade 
along Maryland Parkway throughout 
focus area

6. Nodes of increased shops and 
restaurants, and pedestrian realm 
and connectivity improvements, 
south of Huntridge Circle Park 

Key Recommendations
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Shops and Restaurants
Intent: Ground-floor retail and dining options 
support and benefit from increased density 
and foot traffic and create a local destination.

Public input indicates a clear desire for 
additional retail uses around the intersection 
of Maryland Parkway and Charleston 
Boulevard and south along Maryland Parkway. 
While the intersection is already occupied by 
retail uses, both the survey results and best 
practices indicate the retail in this area may 
not be best serving the community's needs 
and should include more variety and density, 
including non automobile-oriented uses.

Office Spaces
Intent: Flexible office spaces are included as 
part of new vertically mixed-use development 
and provide diverse employment options. 

The community survey results indicate some 
desire for additional office space south 
and west of Maryland Parkway. New office 
developments in this area should consider 
more density than what exists here currently.

Grocery Stores/Healthy Food Options 
Intent: Food access is prioritized in focus 
areas that are currently lacking healthy food 
options, improving access for the whole 
transit corridor. 

The mapping exercise showed a strong desire 
for access to more food options, which the 
area is currently completely lacking. Given the 
density of residential uses in the area and the 
proximity to Downtown a full-sized grocery 
store is highly recommended, particularly 
north or west of the station.

Daily Services
Intent: A variety of neighborhood supporting 
daily goods and services allow nearby 
residents and transit riders to meet their 
needs without additional vehicle trips.

Findings from the survey highlighted the area 
immediately around the intersection, where 
there is dining, retail, and auto-oriented uses. 
Given the strong community desire and the 
current uses, additional services (such as a 
pharmacy, salon, day care, a gym, etc.) should 
be considered in this area.

Educational Facilities
Intent: Quality education facilities are easily 
and safely accessible from high frequency 
transit stations.

The community did not express much 
need for additional educational facilities in 
the focus area, likely due to the multiple 
elementary, art, and other learning institutions 
in the immediate vicinity. The biggest priority 
for educational access in the area should be 
ensuring safe walking paths for students to 
and from the schools.

Health Care/Social Services Facilities
Intent: Transit users and focus area residents 
have proximate access to health care and 
social service facilities, enhancing access for 
the whole transit corridor.

The survey showed some community desire 
for health care or social services, particularly in 
the northern portion of the focus area. Given 
the proximity to Downtown, low-income 
housing, and homeless populations, increased 
access to these uses is recommended. 

Housing Options/Affordable Housing 
Intent: Focus areas have a variety of housing 
types and styles at multiple price points that 
benefit from new and improved amenities 
and support additional uses and density.

Community feedback indicates a strong 
desire for more affordable housing options 
throughout the neighborhoods in the focus 
area. With the proximity to two major transit 
lines and Downtown, this area is a prime 
opportunity for affordable housing.

Recommendations from the Workforce 
Housing Plan 
Based on the guidance provided for the 
City in the Workforce Housing Plan and the 
specific needs of the focus area, the priority 
housing types for the Charleston Boulevard 
Focus Area are quadplexes, townhomes, and 
mid-rise mixed use. Effective tools for the 
area include incentives, process and zoning 
accommodations, enacting rent control, joint 
public/private development, and property 
deed restrictions.

Typical Lot: 
2-4,000 SF

Density: 
12-20  
du/acre

Height: 
2-4 stories

TownhomesQuadplexes

Typical Lot: 
2+ acres

Density: 
20-35  
du/acre

Height: 
3-5 stories

Mid-Rise  
Mixed Use

Typical Lot: 
2+ acres

Density: 
20-35  
du/acre

Height: 
3-5 stories
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Pedestrian-scale lighting in park

Community park with walking path

Plaza with trees and landscaping

Shade Trees
Intent: Major pedestrian and bicycle routes 
throughout the focus area have shade trees 
to allow comfortable travel, mitigate urban 
heat island effect, and encourage non-
automobile trips.

The tree canopy in the focus area, particularly 
in the commercial areas and along the transit 
lines, is quite minimal. More trees can be 
found in the neighborhoods and converted 
single family areas but many of the most 
traveled portions of the focus area lack any 
shade trees. Survey responses show a strong 
community desire for trees along Maryland 
Parkway and especially near the intersection 
with Charleston Boulevard. 

More trees in this area would positively 
impact the health and comfort of the many 
users of the Charleston Boulevard Focus 
Area. Trees would encourage non-automobile 
trips and improve air quality and urban heat 
island effect in the area. New trees can be 
collocated with new green spaces, included 
in publicly accessible private open spaces, 
parking lots, vacant parcels, and along 
pedestrian routes and roadways. 

Safety and Security Infrastructure

Intent: Adequate safety and security 
infrastructure is provided for pedestrians and 
cyclists to remove barriers to traveling to and 
from the station.

While there is street lighting throughout 
the focus area it is neither consistent nor 
pedestrian-oriented. The regularity of 

Community Parks and Open Spaces
Intent: Residents and transit riders can safely 
access parks and open spaces in the focus 
area via multiple modes.

Apart from Huntridge Circle Park, which has 
not yet reopened, there is very limited access 
to publicly accessible community parks and 
open spaces in the Charleston Boulevard 
Focus Area. The majority of public space 
within the focus area is associated with the 
educational campuses and not completely 
open to the public. Public green space would 
provide a considerable benefit to the many 
residents and visitors to this focus area, 
particularly given its density and proximity to 
major destinations.

This major need was reflected in the 
community survey results, which showed a 
strong desire for parks space throughout 
the focus area, and particularly north of 
Charleston Boulevard and along Maryland 
Parkway. The results also indicated a desire 
for the re-opening of the Huntridge Circle 
Park in the middle of the focus area, which 
is currently being updated to improve safety 
and security. However, more parks should 
be added to the focus area, in addition 
to the reopening of the existing park, to 
accommodate the many people living and 
working here.

Large parking lots and vacant parcels within 
the focus area provide an opportunity to 
incorporate new public spaces. By reducing 
or restructuring some parking areas and 
adding pop-ups on empty lots several smaller 
green spaces could be added to this area.



29 Section 2: Focus Area Recommendations

the lighting along the side streets and 
particularly in the neighborhoods, which have 
almost no street lighting, creates an unsafe 
pedestrian experience. While the lighting 
along Charleston Boulevard and Maryland 
Parkway is more consistent it is only oriented 
to the street and does not provide a safe 
environment for pedestrians. While safety 
and security infrastructure was not a top 
requested improvement in the community 
survey, it is a key factor in improving 
pedestrian comfort and safety, which is very 
important in an area that sees as much traffic 
as the Charleston Boulevard Focus Area. For 
more information on safety and security see 
CPTED and Safety on page 44 of this Plan.

Public Art Opportunities
Intent: Opportunities for public art are 
included in focus areas, and particularly near 
transit stations, to cultivate a unique sense of 
place and community pride.

The Charleston Boulevard Focus Area has a 
strong historical arts/entertainment character, 
making it an excellent area for public art. 
Art and artistic elements will help this area 
establish and strengthen its unique identity 
and benefit the many residents, employees, 
and visitors to the area. New public art should 
tie into the major theater and historical 
destinations like the Performing Arts Center 
and the Huntridge Theater. While it was 
not shown to be a top community priority, 
several community members requested new 
art around Huntridge Circle Park, in addition, 
the major intersections particularly in the 
northwest quadrant are ideal art locations. 

Pedestrian/transit wayfinding

Bike parking

Public art with entertainment theme

Signage and Wayfinding
Intent: Clear signage and wayfinding allow all 
users, regardless of mode, to easily locate the 
transit station and nearby destinations.

While signage and wayfinding was not 
included in the online survey it is a key part 
of creating a successful, easy-to-navigate 
focus area, especially given the many 
destinations, Downtown proximity, and 
density of the Charleston Boulevard Focus 
Area. New signage and wayfinding should 
be both functional for pedestrian navigation 
and also unique to the area's character to 
help establish a sense of place. Signage, 
particularly near transit stops should direct 
people to nearby destinations including the 
Huntridge Theater, Huntridge Circle Park, the 
Performing Arts Center, the LGBTQ Center, 
the many schools in the area, and further 
destinations within Downtown. 

Street Furniture
Intent: Street furniture is provided along 
major pedestrian routes within the focus area 
to create a comfortable pedestrian realm, 
moments of respite, and encourage non-
automobile trips.

There are few pedestrian amenities present 
within this focus area. Pedestrian amenities 
should be priority improvements, particularly 
near transit stops and major intersections. 
Furnishings in this area should include 
benches, trash/recycling receptacles, bike 
parking, planters, and pedestrian-scaled 
lighting. The proximity to Downtown and 
major transit lines increases the number of 
people walking in this area and it should be 
amenitized to match this level of use.
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THOROUGHFARE TYPES
Adopted Complete Streets policies and guidelines provide the baseline for enhancing thoroughfares in the focus area. The City of Las Vegas 
adopted Complete Streets standards and roadway cross sections tied to functional classification under Unified Development Code 19.04 
“Complete Streets.” RTC adopted a Complete Streets policy and a report, including design guidelines, in 2012. The 2013 RTC Complete 
Streets Design Guidelines for Livable Communities expands upon the guidelines in the report and establishes a typology for complete 
streets that facilitate mobility for all modes of transportation, with a particular focus on people walking. Land use context and specific modal 
functions such as transit routes and bikeways are also important drivers of street design. The Draft 2050 Master Plan for Las Vegas provides 
a framework for a “Layered Complete Streets” approach to street design that includes designated bike streets, transit streets, and complete 
streets that accommodate all modes. The Master Plan identifies NACTO’s Urban Bikeway Design Guide as the design resource to determine the 
appropriate bike treatment for all bike streets.

THOROUGHFARE TYPES AND MODAL PRIORITIES

AvenueBoulevard

The southern portion of the Charleston 
Boulevard Focus Area and the area east 
of 13th Street are dominated by Streets in 
an Urban Neighborhood TOD type. These 
streets should be designed to anticipate a 
high volume of pedestrian traffic coming 
from existing and future multi-family housing, 
as well as people biking through the 
neighborhood.

Corridor-wide recommendations: 
Boulevards are designed for higher motor 
vehicle volumes and moderate speeds. 
They traverse and connect districts and 
cities and serve as primary transit routes. 
High-speed boulevards function as 
regional connectors and are often truck 
routes.

Corridor-wide recommendations:  
Avenues have moderate to high motor 
vehicle capacity and low to moderate 
speed. They act as connectors between, 
or the main streets of, urban centers. 

The Charleston Boulevard Focus Area 
includes a portion of Downtown. The majority 
of thoroughfares in Downtown are Avenues 
that balance the needs of many modes. As 
part of the retail and commercial heart of 
Las Vegas, they serve as Main Streets, which 
should have a wide sidewalks, pedestrian 
lighting, and streetscaping. Many of them are 
also transit routes and bikeways, including 
Carson Ave, Clark Ave, Bonneville Ave, and 
13th Street. Design for these Avenues should 
consider the tradeoffs between modes. For 
example, many streets do not have room 
for both curb extensions at intersections 
and protected bike lanes; buses must stop 
frequently, which can lead to blocking the 
bike lane. An assessment of traffic volumes 
and parking utilization should be carried out 

Corridor-wide recommendations:  
Streets are local and neighborhood 
facilities that serve all uses. They should 
have wide sidewalks, on-street parking, 
and landscaping. They can be either 
residential or commercial. They are not 
typically transit routes, and are suitable 
for bikeway treatments in which bikes 
share the lane with motor vehicles, such 
as Bike Routes and Bike Boulevards.

Charleston Boulevard and Maryland Parkway 
south of Clark Avenue are Boulevards within 
a Town Center TOD type. These streets 
function as retail and commercial spines. 
Both Boulevards prioritize transit and should 
be enhanced to support people walking to 
access transit. Maryland Parkway is a low-
speed boulevard and should be designed as 
a Main Street, with a higher level of priority 
for people walking and streetscaping, 
including shade trees and pedestrian scale 
lighting. As a planned protected bikeway as 
well, Maryland Parkway balances the needs 
of all modes.

on Avenues with a high level of multimodal 
priority to explore re-purposing parking 
and traffic lanes for transit, bikes, or the 
pedestrian realm.

Street
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TRANSIT ATTRIBUTES SUPPORTING MULTI-MODAL CONNECTIVITY

Off-board fare payment speeds boarding

TRANSIT SPEED AND  
RELIABILITY ELEMENTS
As future high-capacity transit corridors, both 
Maryland Parkway and Charleston Boulevard 
will include transit speed and reliability 
elements. 

Bus Lanes
Exclusive or semi-exclusive lanes for transit 
are one of the most effective ways to reduce 
delays due to traffic. Business Access and 
Transit (BAT) lanes are planned on Maryland 
Parkway. BAT lanes allow only buses and cars 
that are turning right. 

Charleston Boulevard is likely to be designed 
with a high level of transit priority as 
well, ranging from BRT lanes to exclusive 
guideways for light rail, depending on 
which mode is chosen during FTA project 
development.

In-Lane Stops
Stops in the focus area are already located on 
the far-side of the intersection, which allows 
the bus to clear the traffic light before it 
stops to drop off passengers. 

CONNECTIONS
All Maryland parkway transit stations 
should facilitate direct, easy-to-navigate 
transit connections. Wayfinding signs and 
informational kiosks, including real-time 
arrival information, help people transfer from 
BRT to local bus service. Stops on Charleston 
Boulevard at Maryland Parkway are good 
candidates for upgraded connection 
information. 

• Real-time information on transit arrivals 
and the availability of shared-mobility 
services helps people understand their 
options, make informed decisions, 
and optimize their travel experience. 
Basic information on transit arrivals, 
delays, and travel alternatives should 
be prominently displayed. Interactive 
kiosks and smart-phone apps provide 
the opportunity for customized real-time 
information and mapping

• Clear directional signage allows people 
to navigate between transit lines and 
other mobility services within the area 
surrounding the station, as well as to 
nearby destinations

• Paper or interactive transit route maps 
should be prominently displayed at 
stops. Area maps featuring nearby 
destinations and bike and pedestrian 
routes can be displayed on informational 
totems or kiosks

Real-time information helps transit passengers make 
informed decisions

Maps of the focus area aid navigation
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Signal Prioritization
Coordinated signal prioritization should be 
explored for the intersection of Charleston 
Boulevard and Maryland Parkway. Signal 
prioritization is a component of intelligent 
transportation systems (ITS). One form 
of signal prioritization is to optimize and 
synchronize the signal timing along a 
corridor for the average operating speed of 
a bus. Transit signal priority (TSP) involves 
technology on the bus and in the traffic 
signal that trigger the light to turn green, 
or stay green for longer, when the bus 
approaches.

TRANSIT SERVICE DESIGN
Maryland Parkway BRT schedules should be 
coordinated to the greatest extent possible 
with other bus routes to minimize connection 
times for the predominant transfer flows.

A signal in Seattle gives priority to buses and bikes

Bus lanes are effective at reducing transit delay

In-lane stops on the Sahara Express



34 CITY OF LAS VEGAS MARYLAND PARKWAY CORRIDOR TOD PLAN | Charleston Boulevard Focus Area

FIRST AND FINAL MILE ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION

PEDESTRIAN ACCESS

Corridor-wide recommendations:  
Pedestrian safety is a priority throughout 
the corridor, and all focus areas must make 
commitments to safe access. This includes 
the following key components:

• Incorporation of high-visibility 
crosswalk design elements in all 
crosswalks

• Requirements that construction and 
excavation permits be granted upon 
ensuring continued pedestrian traffic

• Prioritizing new crosswalks in locations 
with a relatively high rate of pedestrian-
vehicle conflicts and crashes

Connections must be guaranteed in the 
most direct and convenient way possible. 
Riders will be encouraged – not dismayed – 
by the experience getting to and from the 
station. The following measures can help 
ensure direct access:

• Allowance of proposed crosswalks 
placed along direct pedestrian routes 
to transit stops, schools, parks, 
senior centers, community centers, 
hospitals, as an exception to any 
crosswalk warrant/minimum demand 
requirements

• Where parking facilities exist, a clearly 
demarcated walkway connecting 
all access and egress points to one 
another

Wide sidewalks, benches, and pedestrian lighting 
(Photo credit: SDOT)

Any new curb cuts coming off Charleston 
Boulevard should be limited and not 
the primary car entrance to parcels. The 
sidewalks along Charleston will also have to 
be consistent and level to allow all users to 
safely transfer to existing RTC buses along 
Charleston. 

With relatively high ridership expected at 
this transfer point between the Maryland 
Parkway Corridor and the popular Charleston 
Boulevard corridor, the design of stations 
facilities -- and rights-of-way to access the 
facility -- must maintain capacity in the event 
of sidewalk crowding. As transfers are timed 
and coordinated, there may be a significant 
movement of multiple people walking in a 
single direction to access a connecting bus. 
These pedestrian flows should not overcrowd 
the sidewalk to the detriment of anybody 
wishing to walk in the opposite direction. 
Thus, sidewalks directly accessing bus 
stops at this intersection must be extended 
in width beyond 10 feet. Due to the face 
that surface parking lots current front all 
four corners of this intersection there is still 
available room to significantly expand the 
protected pedestrian realm. 

As noted above, the opportunities to cross 
Charleston Boulevard outside of Maryland 
Parkway are limited. Where they do exist; 
such as at 11th Street, more pedestrian-scale 
lighting over the crosswalk and within the 
median is necessary to increase visibility of 
people walking. The unsignalized crossing 
of Charleston at 13th Street should include 
additional pedestrian-scale lighting but also a 

A high-visibility crosswalk

Pedestrian signal at a mid-block crossing
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pedestrian-activated signal or beacon (RRFB) 
that alerts drivers to people crossing on foot 
or on bicycle. 

The design of Huntridge Circle Park in the 
center of Maryland Parkway creates a split 
in the roadway design with two separate 
roadways surrounding the park with one-way 
vehicle traffic on each side. The adjacent 
sidewalks along Maryland Parkway during 
this stretch should be designed to not only 
enable safe and direct access to the park, 
but also accommodate the paths of travel 
for people wishing to continue straight 
through along Maryland. To that end, 
sidewalks on the far western and eastern 
sides of the Maryland Parkway couplet 
south of Charleston all the way to Franklin 
Avenue must have continuously wide paths 
of travel, marked direct crosswalks at every 
crossing of side streets Francis, Jessica, and 
Norman Avenues, and include sufficient 
pedestrian-scale lighting, especially at each 
street corner. In this area, the construction 
of continuous sidewalks along local streets 
and reduced curb radii (to reduce distance 
required for people to cross the street) 
should be strongly considered.

Pedestrian-scale lighting, seating, and wide walkways at a high-ridership transit stop

Reduced curb radii can be achieved with low-cost materials like paint and bollards
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ADA ACCESS
Corridor-wide recommendations:  
The transportation experience set by 
the Americans with Disabilities (ADA), 
includes minimum dimension standards 
for barrier-free access, like an 8-foot-
by-5-foot level pad at the head of the 
bus stop. Upgrading all sidewalks in the 
focus area to be continuously paved, 
level, and connected to curb ramps can 
ensure independence for people who may 
otherwise need to wait for an operationally 
expensive paratransit vehicle. 

Universal design beyond compliance 
starts by listening to -- and centering the 
experience of -- the disability community 
in every single design choice. Every focus 
area must emulate this practice. Some of 
the following examples of universal design 
are intended to provide an environment of 
safety and inclusion beyond compliance:

• Defining “pedestrian access” as 
“reasonable access for disabled 
persons in wheelchairs and similar 
devices” – to be consistent with 
Las Vegas standards for pedestrian 
malls  

• Maintaining at least an 8-foot-wide 
platform at all bus stops, not just 
at the front

• Touchless signalization that 
does not require the pushing of 
pedestrian and bicycle crossing 

indicators (aka “beg buttons”) to 
receive a walking signal. Either 
a walking and biking signal shall 
occur at least once every single 
traffic signal cycle, or it must be 
activated using a motion sensor. 
Extend touchless access to water 
fountains, doors, and lighting, 
and keep at least one sensor and 
switch within reach of people of 
all possible heights

• Step-free access for all principal 
walkways along the most direct 
path of travel. And where there 
are ramps, multiple handrails with 
varying heights and embedded 
directions in braille must be 
included

• No unnecessary distractions 
in materials. For example, any 
changes to pavement texture 
should only be to indicate a 
change in the pedestrian realm 
or to direct people to and from 
station entrances

An ADA accessible path through a UNLV parking lot

An accessible RTC bus stop 

ADA compliant curb ramp
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With relatively high ridership expected at 
this transfer point between the Maryland 
Parkway Corridor and the popular Charleston 
Boulevard corridor, the design of stations 
facilities -- and rights-of-way to access the 
facility -- must embrace tenets of universal 
design and ensure that the path of travel 
can be sufficiently wide and straight to 
require no unnecessary maneuvering around 
obstructions. 

The southern side of Charleston Boulevard 
is flanked by a series of high-tension power 
lines running the length of the corridor west 
of 10th Street. The massive posts for these 
lines are typically placed in the center or 
the edge of the sidewalk along Charleston 
Boulevard. These posts, on top of other 
utilities such as traffic signals, street lamps 
illuminating the roadway, create additional 
barriers to clear access along the sidewalk. 
On Charleston Boulevard between Maryland 
Parkway and 15th Street alone (which 
includes a bus stop for eastbound buses 
along Charleston), there are over 10 such 
obstructions to the right-of-way caused by 
the placement of these utilities. 

It is strongly advised that the sidewalk width 
is extended into the outside lane along 
Charleston, or easements are created to 
extend a path of travel that is sufficiently 
wide, level, straight, and unobstructed 
in the setback areas on private property. 
At corners, bulbouts used to expand 
the clearance between curb ramps and 
sidewalks (similar to what is deployed along 

the Gass Avenue corridor and other areas 
north of Charleston) would help increase the 
accessibility of this area. 

Surrounding Huntridge Circle Park on the 
south side of Charleston are predominantly 
residential streets with incomplete sidewalks 
and local street intersections with generous 
curb radii. For example, in just a 600-foot 
walk from the station site, going south on 
Maryland Parkway and then west on Francis 
Avenue, the sidewalk immediately ends 
upon entering a residential area. If a person 
using a wheelchair were to take this route, 
they would need to rely on an existing curb 
ramp with minimal space to turn into the 
roadway of Francis Avenue. Extending a 
new continuous sidewalk into the roadways 
along all local streets -- connected by curb 
ramps at intersections providing ample room 
for a person to turn their wheelchair -- is the 
most direct way to ensure that people using 
wheelchairs and living in this residential area 
can get to and from the station.

Sidewalk obstructions on Charleston

Sidewalk ending in residential area

Curb bulbs on Gass Ave
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BIKE ACCESS AND SEPARATION

Bike facilities should be considered to allow for 
travel by other micromobility users

Bike lanes should continue through intersections

Bike signal phases are used on one-way streets with 
two-way bike traffic

Corridor-wide recommendations:  
Bicyclists are not all the same and what 
is required to make them feel safe and 
comfortable will vary. For example, some 
bicyclists travel much slower than vehicles, 
while others travel at higher speeds. 
On average, bicyclist speeds range 
from 12 to 20 mph. Some experienced 
bicyclists (a very small percentage of the 
total potential bicycling population) are 
comfortable sharing a lane with cars. 
For the rest of the population, the type 
of bicycle facilities that feel safe and 
comfortable vary based on a combination 
of motorist speed, traffic volume, roadway 
width, presence and location of on-street 
parking, and other design elements. Using 
traffic volume thresholds to recommend 
a specific type of bicycle facility is a good 
starting point; guidance can be found in 
the NACTO Urban Bikeway Design Guide. 
Bicycle facilities physically separated 
from motor vehicle traffic are effective in 
attracting people of all ages and abilities, 
who may not feel comfortable bicycling 
with vehicle traffic.

Over time, expanding the definition 
of protected infrastructure for bikes to 
include scooters, and small motorized 
carts may become vital for continued 
safety in route to transit. These measures 
also protect pedestrians, because in 
locations where there is not a protected 
bicycle lane, people may choose to ride 
on the sidewalk instead, thus increasing 
the discomfort of people simply walking 
on the sidewalk.

As Maryland Parkway transitions north of 
Charleston Boulevard into a more enclosed 
set of streets composing greater Downtown 
Las Vegas, the density of future protected 
bicycle lanes and buffered bicycle lanes 
increases. People bicycling should be 
directed via wayfinding signage to these 
facilities. North of Charleston Boulevard, 
there are planned separated/buffered bicycle 
lanes running along both Maryland Parkway 
and 13th Street, which are a couplet of two 
streets with one-way vehicular traffic. To 
increase the convenience of bicycling along 
these facilities, the protected facilities on 
both streets should be designed to allow for 
two-way bicycle traffic.

Signage directing people bicycling to 
destinations and existing facilities should 
be set up at the beginning and end of each 
facility. Although there are new painted 
bicycle lanes going northeast along Gass 
Avenue originating from Charleston 
Boulevard, there are no through painted 
facilities directing people bicycling across the 
intersection of Gass, Charleston, and South 
10th Street. 
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RTC Bike Share

A designated TNC pick-up/drop-off zone

Standing zones for connecting shuttle 
vehicles and buses along Charleston 
Boulevard, one of the busiest corridors 
for Las Vegas residents, is a priority to 
consider, especially in areas already with a 
curbside lane not used for travel (e.g., on-
street parking).

An existing RTC bikeshare station about two 
blocks to the north of the future BRT station 
could be relocated or supplemented with an 
additional station closer to the intersection 
of Charleston Boulevard and Maryland 
Parkway to make transit riders more aware 
of this first-final mile option.

SHARED-MOBILITY SERVICES

Corridor-wide recommendations:  
Shared mobility can require the use of 
curbside space in static and temporary 
ways. In visible and accessible locations 
with sufficient sidewalk space, nascent 
shared mobility users safely identify and 
unlock their vehicle. Placing vehicles 
along a local street next to an intersecting 
arterial or collector road can help drivers 
feel comfortable pulling into traffic. At 
a dockless location, users should have 
sufficient space to park their vehicle 
without interfering with sidewalk or 
curbside traffic.

In locations with a high volume of pick-
up and drop-off activity, as well as bus 
stops with high frequency, a definitive 
placement of where one goes to be 
picked up/dropped off by a transportation 
network company (TNC) vehicle is vital. 

Co-location of mobility services
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TDM AND CURB SPACE

TDM programs can be targeted to employees, 
residents, and visitors

When travel behavior shifts, less parking is needed

TDM programs provide incentives to take transit

TRANSPORTATION DEMAND 
MANAGEMENT (TDM)

maintaining on-site parking be reduced 
through less demand, but developments 
that incentivize biking and walking and 
highlight the proximity and accessibility of 
nearby transit services are well positioned 
to attract tenants desiring a unique livable 
experience in the Las Vegas Valley. 

Club Ride is an RTC program to reduce 
commute trips be vehicle through 
incentives and reporting. Participants in the 
free program report their daily commute 
choice (including the choice to work from 
home) and enter a monthly raffle for 
gift cards and free RTC bus passes. All 
participants also receive discounts from 
merchants and services throughout the Las 
Vegas Valley region.

Corridor-wide recommendations:  
When parcels in the TOD Station Areas go 
through the development or redevelopment 
process, a concern may be how proposed 
buildings and spaces – and the people 
who live, work, or visit them – can exist 
without contributing to traffic congestion, 
compromised air quality, and unreliable 
neighborhood parking availability. To 
ameliorate this concern, building owners 
and managers along the Maryland Parkway 
Corridor must be prompted to enact 
transportation demand management 
(TDM) programs targeted to tenants and 
visitors alike. TDM programs and policies 
create incentives for people to choose 
environmentally sustainable modes of 
transportation.

• For employers, it may help increase 
employer satisfaction to directly 
subsidize the cost of commuter transit 
passes

• For residents, a bicycle storage room 
conveniently placed on the ground floor 
can encourage more people to use their 
bike regularly

• For visitors, people who ride transit may 
receive a discount on their purchases

Building owners and tenants can benefit 
from this behavior shift as well; not only 
will the expense of constructing and 

The Charleston Boulevard Focus Area 
contains sites that are destinations for 
employees and volunteers, including Savers, 
99 Cents Stores, and the LGBTQ Center of 
Southern Nevada. As a starting point for 
transportation demand management, the 
human resources and management divisions 
of these entities should distribute a packet 
to every new employee and volunteer, which 
lists out all the possible public transportation 
options to access the location. There should 
also be additional amenities included on-site 
to support people walking and biking to the 
site, including secure bicycle rooms indoors 
and accessible showers. 
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MODAL DESIGNATIONS FOR CURB 
SPACE USE 

Corridor-wide recommendations:  
The curbside lane is a valuable segment 
of infrastructure; it is used for bus stops, 
curbside parking, loading, and travel. 
As emerging uses, such as parklets, 
transportation network company (TNC) 
loading, bicycle parking corrals, scooter 
zones, and curb extensions have gained 
in popularity across cities, developing a 
plan to accommodate them requires an 
innovative approach which optimizes the 
curbside to meet an evolving “highest 
and best use” from an access and mobility 
perspective. A well-planned a flexible 
multi-use curb zone responds to different 
demands over time (such as bus-only travel 
lanes at rush hour and essential service 
pickup/delivery during midday).

Curb extensions and bike parking are emerging uses

Landscaping and bike parking in the public realm

Curbs serve many uses including stormwater 
management and parking

Curbside regulation would ideally be 
phased in, starting with clarifying existing 
regulation (such as pavement markings), 
communicating the economic and mobility 
benefits of a more dynamic curbside and 
working with the community to define 
priorities. 

As noted, priorities would shift depending 
on the time period, but also the street 
type. A predominantly commercial block 
defined by commercial loading in the 
morning may evolve to accommodate 
short-term visitor parking in the midday, 
and then a valet stand or passenger 
loading in the evening. Because of the 
nascent nature of dynamic curbside usage, 
it is advised to refer to NACTO and ITE 
sources on curb management.
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PARKING MANAGEMENT

PARKING STRATEGY
Over the long-term along the Maryland 
Corridor, it is important to anticipate that 
parking needs may evolve over time, 
especially if high-quality transit service 
is added, land values increase, and 
consumer preferences continue shifting 
towards walking, biking, and riding transit 

An illustration of the “park once” experience, in which patrons can park once and 
frequent shops, dining, and entertainment all within a single trip

Principles of Parking
The key principle of parking is to maximize 
supply efficacy while ensuring a space is 
available. All parking policy, regulation, 
and management practices should be 
designed to fill at least 85% of all on-street 
parking spaces at any given time and 90% 
of off-street parking spaces. To reach that 
goal, a variety of tools should be made 
available at the disposal of the public and 
private sectors alike, including:

• Pricing existing curbside parking to 
meet occupancy goals

• Pricing off-street parking at a relatively 
lower rate per hour to incentivize more 
long-term usage in garages and more 
turnover on curbside parking

• Encouraging shared parking agreements 
at off-street parking facilities to expand 
the supply of publicly available parking 
at minimal expense

Another principle of parking is to support 
a “park-once” experience where patrons 
can park once and frequent shops, dining, 
and entertainment all within a single trip. 
This requires using parking as a means 
to support multimodal transportation 
options. Strategies to meet this principle 
include:

• Priority placement of parking spaces 
closest to destination front doors for 
ADA vehicles, electric/hybrid vehicles, 
carpool vehicles, and car share vehicles

• Consolidating curb cuts and parking 
entrances 

to all essential goods and services within a 
short distance of home. Thus, any parking 
strategies for the area should recognize 
all factors of a multimodal transportation 
network and abide by a series of 
principles.

Corridor-wide recommendations: 
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The area immediately surrounding this 
proposed station (particularly along 
Charleston Boulevard) is full of existing 
surface lots serving standalone land uses. 
Before any new parking is constructed, deals 
between neighboring landowners should 
be explored to open up existing parking 
supplies for multiple needs. To improve 
the likelihood for seamless shared parking, 
barriers between immediately adjacent 
surface lots should be considered for 
removal (which would also help increase the 
walkability between locations).

Commuters driving to this station should be 
directed to a specific location for parking. 
Sites with parking supplies located within 
a very short walk of the station could take 
advantage of the new premium on transit 
proximity and monetize their supply for 
commuters going off-site.

The current utilization of curbside parking 
lanes (regulated as 2-hour parking) along 
Charleston (and south of Charleston) 
should be measured. If on-street parking is 
consistently and chronically underutilized, 
it may help justify repurposing the curbside 
lane to meet other needs in the area, such as 
wider sidewalks along streets and bulbouts at 
corners to help make the Charleston corridor 
ADA-accessible.

• Requiring all new parking to be 
structured (to maximize the utilization 
of land, improve pedestrian conditions, 
and reduce the heat island effect of 
surface pavement)

• Requiring ground-floor frontage with 
retail uses at all parking structures

Regarding parking requirements, the 
establishment of minimums – particular 
in areas intended to facilitate more urban 
and multimodal transportation needs 
– create the unintended consequence 
of oversupplied parking, reduced 
developable spaces, and increased 
development capital costs. Parking 
requirements should be simplified to 
allow developers greater flexibility and 
maximize buildout potential of mixed-
use transit-oriented developments. Key 
aspects of this principle include:  

• The elimination of minimum parking 
requirements 

• The institution of maximum parking 
requirements

• The consolidation of land uses in 
defining any parking requirements 
(e.g., combining all office, retail, 
and institutional uses under “non-
residential”)

• If parking minimum requirements still 
exist, there must be:

 - allowance of incorporating curbside 
parking spaces, shared and 
designated off-site parking spaces 

within a quarter mile to meet parking 
requirements

 - elimination/reduction of 
requirements for all senior housing, 
affordable housing, and student 
housing

 - reduction of requirements for 
developments enacting a TDM plan 

• Encourage the “unbundling” of 
residential-serving parking spaces from 
residential units by requiring landlords to 
lease parking spaces separately so that 
those who do not own vehicles are not 
paying for an unused services and can 
opt out of this expense, thus increasing 
housing affordability. The same concept 
can be applied for employment areas 
with constrained resources in the form of 
a parking “cash-out.”

A final principle of parking is that it 
should be customer-friendly. Too often, 
overregulation and mismanagement 
of parking supplies in high-demand 
areas results in customer frustration and 
discouragement from the visitor. To meet 
these needs, the public and private 
sectors should consider:

• Consolidating time limits to fewer 
options, such as 2 or 4 hours only

• Consider allowing all priced parking to 
have unlimited time limits, allowing the 
user to pay to park for as long as they 
wish

• Allowance of shared parking for uses 
across multiple locations



44 CITY OF LAS VEGAS MARYLAND PARKWAY CORRIDOR TOD PLAN | Charleston Boulevard Focus Area

CPTED AND SAFETY

CRIME HOT SPOTS
There is a relatively small amount of crime 
in the Charleston Boulevard Focus Area 
compared to the rest of the Corridor. 1,235 
Calls for Service were recorded in this focus 
area between June 2018 and December 2020. 
The top types of crime recorded included 
“Other Disturbances” (58%) and various types 
of Assault/Battery (11%). Crime is assessed 
based on Calls for Service reported by the 
Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department 
(LVMPD), aggregated to the nearest block face. 

Within this focus area, crime is particularly 
prevalent along Charleston Boulevard 
between 10th Street and Maryland Parkway, 
near 13th Street and Clark Avenue, and near 
the intersection of Charleston Boulevard 
and 17th Street. There is also a significant 
amount of crime northeast of the focus area 
along Fremont Street between 14th Street 
and 17th Street.

It should be noted that while identified by the 
community as an area of high crime, Huntridge 
Circle Park has been closed since Fall 2018, or 
most of the time frame this data includes.
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STRATEGIES 
The Charleston Boulevard Focus Area would 
benefit from application of all of the CPTED 
principles, particularly along Charleston 
Boulevard, Clark Avenue, and Bridger 
Avenue where crime hot spots are indicated. 
Pedestrian lighting oriented to the sidewalks 
would improve the natural surveillance, 
particularly in the neighborhoods where 
there is little to no lighting. More clear paths 
and entries to businesses for pedestrians 
as well as more intentional curbs, striping, 
and crosswalks along the streetscape would 
improve access control. Clear, decorative, 
and well-maintained buffers between the 
street and private businesses and particularly 
around transit stops would improve 
territorial reinforcement and the area’s 
image. Ensuring that the built environment is 
not degrading, particularly along the major 
thoroughfares, and removing graffiti and 
trash would also deter crime.

DESIGN ELEMENTS
Design elements that should be added 
throughout the focus area, and particularly 
along Maryland Parkway and Charleston 
Boulevard, near Downtown, and at improved 
transit stops, include more consistent 
and pedestrian-oriented lighting fixtures, 
landscaped buffers and planting, crosswalks, 
and clear pedestrian paths to and through 
private parcels. Elements such as improved 
landscaping and public art, which could 
tie into the historic character, would also 
contribute to the safety of the area by 
improving the image, and therefore people’s 
pride and ownership, in the area.

Corridor-wide recommendations: 
CRIME PREVENTION THROUGH 
ENVIRONMENTAL DESIGN (CPTED)
CPTED is a set of strategies to mitigate crime 
and promote safety through design. The 
four main principles are natural surveillance 
(making sure areas are visible and well lit), 
natural access control (guiding people and 
vehicles clearly through a space), territorial 
reinforcement (creating a sense of ownership 
over spaces by delineating public from 
private), and maintenance (preventing 
deterioration to create a more positive 
community image, i.e. the Broken Windows 
Theory). These principles can be applied to 
the Charleston Boulevard focus area to allow 
residents, employees, visitors, and transit 
users to feel secure and create a more vibrant 
pedestrian realm.

HOMELESSNESS
While specific design interventions, such 
as lighting, clear sight lines, and station 
amenities and improvements, can help 
people feel safer using transit, they do not 
mitigate an underlying issue: the reliance of 
those experiencing homelessness on transit. 
Helping homeless people requires targeted 
policies and programs such as: collocating 
social services at transit hubs and along transit 
corridors (see Hub of Hope); using trained 
"rangers" or formerly incarcerated attendants 
with specific soft skills for norms enforcement 
rather than ticketing or arrest (see Urban 
Alchemy); integrating social workers into 
enforcement efforts; and training transit 
enforcement officers in crisis intervention.

Lack of natural surveillance

Lack of territorial reinforcement

Lack of maintenance
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FOCUS AREA PRIORITIES3 The Charleston Boulevard Focus Area has many unique assets and opportunities that 
can be leveraged to enhance the pedestrian realm, add density and an increased 
mix of uses, expand upon the character of the area, improve mobility, and make the 
focus area more transit-supportive. The priority projects for the Charleston Boulevard 
Focus Area are focused around improving and reopening Huntridge Circle Park; infill 
and redevelopment near Orleans Square and along Charleston Boulevard; connecting 
nodes and neighborhoods; and leveraging/continuing the historic entertainment 
character of the area. 

This chapter provides an overview of and recommendations for the highest priority 
projects for this focus area, as determined by community feedback, anticipated impact, 
and feasibility. Projects range from mobility improvements to infill and redevelopment. 
Recommendations are supported by precedent imagery, diagrams and case studies to 
help provide a guide for the City in implementing these priority improvements.

Infill and redevelopment projects prioritize increasing density and the mix of uses 
including a focus on the pedestrian realm. Transportation projects should prioritize 
bikeability and walkability, including crossing treatments, to increase comfort for residents, 
employees, visitors, and in particular, transit riders. All improvements aim to realize the 
opportunities near the transit stations and create a walkable, safe, and vibrant TOD.
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REVITALIZING A COMMUNITY DESTINATION 
The Huntridge Circle Park closed in the Fall of 2018 for maintenance and improvements. Prior to its closure, the park was considered more 
of a hazard than an amenity to the surrounding neighborhood due to history of crime, trash, drug use, and camps of people experiencing 
homelessness living in the park. The park itself has nice amenities in an area without much public open space, including an amphitheater with a 
shaded stage, a playground, jogging/walking paths, and a restroom. Recent improvements include art, fencing, landscaping, and signage. 

The resounding sentiment in the neighborhood is that people would like the park to be a place they can safely gather and recreate with their 
families and neighbors. Nearby residents feel that this won't be the case unless management and security are provided, which could be done 
by the City, or if cost-prohibitive, potentially through a shared-use agreement with a private, or non-profit partner. The problematic history of 
Huntridge Circle Park points to a larger issues of addressing homelessness, the role of the City in managing public parks and open spaces, and 
the user conflicts that arise from a non-homogeneous community.

PRIORITY PROJECT - HUNTRIDGE CIRCLE PARK IMPROVEMENTS

More than Just "Cleanup"

There is a growing number of people experiencing 
homelessness in the United States. Due to parks and 
public spaces typically being comfortable for people 
experiencing homelessness, the conflict is not unique to 
Las Vegas. The issue of homelessness is largely outside 
the purview of this Plan, but if the park is to reopen, the 
following strategies are recommended: 

• Long-term solutions rather than short-term 
actions

• Regular security, maintenance, and management 

• Utilization of the four principles of CPTED 
(Access Control, Natural Surveillance, Territorial 
Reinforcement, and Maintenance)

• "Soft enforcement" approach and use of non-
police personnel for enforcement when possible 
(e.g. social workers, park rangers, etc.) 

• Directing those in need towards existing 
community resources rather than locating 
resource events (e.g. meal distribution) within 
the park

CASE STUDY: WOODRUFF PARK, ATLANTA
Woodruff Park in Atlanta is an example of a park with similar challenges as 
Huntridge Circle Park. The Atlanta Downtown Improvement District (ADID), 
alongside its community partners, states that it is "committed to working 
toward long-term, sustainable solutions for park users who are underserved 
and/or experiencing homelessness." Strategies utilized by ADID for this 
effort include a mobile social impact safety team of trained social workers, a 
community resource guide for people experiencing homelessness or other 
related issues, and a social impact program that conducts outreach in the 
park and other homeless communities to provide holistic support. More 
information on this case study can be found at www.atlantadowntown.com/
woodruff-park/support/social-impact.

http://www.atlantadowntown.com/woodruff-park/support/social-impact
http://www.atlantadowntown.com/woodruff-park/support/social-impact
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PRIORITY PROJECT - DEVELOPMENT NEAR ORLEANS SQUARE

MIXED USE INFILL DEVELOPMENT
Multiple parcels east of Orleans Square are currently vacant 
or partially underutilized. This area is in close proximity to the 
station and existing commercial and residential uses. The area 
surrounding and containing the historic Huntridge Theater is 
just across Charleston and is planned for near term infill and 
redevelopment, hopefully serving as a catalyst for other new and 
reinvestment in the focus area. 

Outreach during this process indicated a public preference 
for 3-4 story mixed use infill development including shops, 
restaurants, residential, daily services, and healthy food options. 
Building off the upcoming nearby development and leveraging 
the investment of the high capacity transit corridor, this area 
provides a big opportunity to capture the community's vision 
for increased density within a vibrant mixed use hub around the 
proposed BRT station near Charleston Boulevard and Maryland 
Parkway.

New development in this area should be sensitive to the existing 
surrounding neighborhood, stepping down in height when approaching 
low-density residential neighborhoods. The area currently contains some 
cultural businesses and Spanish language services, which should be 
provided opportunities and resources to remain and/or relocate on site 
within new development of a more transit-supportive format. Affordable 
housing provisions should be mixed in with new residential that is 
developed in this area. Lastly, any new commercial development should 
include an active street edge that enhances the pedestrian realm and 
helps the sense of place in this area. 

Opportunity 
Parcels near 
Orleans Square 
(see Market 
Analysis for more 
information)

Other partially 
underutilized 
parcels
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along Maryland Parkway that exist south of 
Huntridge Circle Park.

Along Maryland Parkway, in particular, there 
is a distinct lack of street trees.  Finding 
opportunities for developing a robust tree 
canopy, especially along concentrations 
of local business uses, would further 
communicate the prioritization of pedestrians, 
bicyclists and transit users in the public realm.

Continued House to Business 
Conversions Along Maryland Parkway
A number of former single-family homes have 
been converted to small businesses, south 
of Huntridge Circle Park along Maryland 
Parkway. As expressed in the community 
survey, residents would like to see this 
adaptive reuse continue along this portion of 
the corridor as it helps to retain the unique 
local character of the neighborhood while still 
allowing for additional desired uses, such as 
shops and restaurants, to find opportunities 
here in the future. The City should be 
strategic in its use of regulatory mechanisms 
and potential financial incentives to facilitate 
this type of walkable, transit supportive 
growth.

PRIORITY PROJECT - CONNECTING NODES AND NEIGHBORHOODS

PRIORITIZED PEDESTRIAN AND 
BICYCLE ROUTES
The street grid is mostly complete in this 
area, as seen represented by the station 
walkshed shown on page 14 of this report. 
Rather than creating additional connections 
and routes, the focus of this priority project 
is enhancing the pedestrian and bicycle 
experience, providing safer and more 
comfortable connections to the BRT Corridor 
and Charleston Boulevard from surrounding 
neighborhoods and commercial nodes. 

Although bicycle facilities currently exist 
on Clark Avenue and along the one-way 
section west of Maryland Parkway, a more 
complete, intentional and bi-directional 
network connecting to new facilities on 
15th Street and Franklin Avenue would 
provide stronger connectivity from the more 
residential neighborhoods into Downtown, 
and to local businesses that are diversified 
and strengthened by the transit investment. 
Similarly, 15th Street, a bike route through 
the area, currently has speed bumps to 
slow traffic through the neighborhoods 
and prioritize pedestrian safety, however, 
more expansive sidewalks, added street 
trees, and the inclusion of enhanced bicycle 
facilities could accomplish similar goals 
while providing more connectivity options.  
Finally, Franklin Avenue, as recommended on 
pages 52-53 to follow, should be explored 
as a bicycle connection that parallels 
Charleston Boulevard, more directly serving 
the neighborhoods and local businesses 

Nodes within and 
near the focus 
area

Prioritized 
pedestrian and 
bicycle routes Example of home converted to restaurant
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PRIORITY PROJECT - ENTERTAINMENT CHARACTER 

HISTORIC HUNTRIDGE THEATER 
The Huntridge Theater opened in 1944 and is on the National 
Register of Historic Places. Over the years it was open, its use 
ranged from a movie theater to hosting on-stage theatrical and 
dance performances to a concert venue. It was the first non-
segregated theater in Las Vegas and contributed to the character 
of the neighborhood, the arts, entertainment, and music scene in 
Las Vegas, and was a valuable asset to the community. 

NEAR-TERM AND RECENT REDEVELOPMENT
As previously mentioned, mixed-use redevelopment is planned 
for the area around the historic Huntridge Theater. Final plans are 
not yet available but preliminary plans include refurbishment and 
reopening of the theater, as well as inclusion of some new uses 
within the parcel. The same developer has also recently invested 
in other properties near the proposed station location, including 
installing a new sign for the Huntridge Center, as seen to the right. 

CELEBRATE ENTERTAINMENT HISTORY AND CHARACTER
A strong, genuine sense of place and branding is possible in this 
area based on both the rich history and the recent development 
and investments. Embracing the historic arts/entertainment 
character of the Huntridge area is in line with the larger brand of 
Downtown and Las Vegas as a whole. In addition to providing 
placemaking in this TOD, an entertainment character can help tie 
this area to the greater Downtown and Arts District. 

Elements in the public realm to further embrace this identity 
include banners on sign posts, public art, branded site furnishings, 
and community events. Station branding unique to this area is also 
recommended. 

Historic photo of the Huntridge Theater and adjacent businesses.

New signage at the Huntridge Center Capriotti's Sandwich Shop

Neon sign at Circle K Gas Station
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MAJOR STREETS
Charleston Boulevard and Maryland 
Parkway are busy arterial streets with 
high traffic volumes and a historically 
high volume of pedestrian- and bicyclist-
involved collisions. Both corridors are high 
priorities for multimodal improvements 
to accompany transit corridor design. A 
Complete Streets approach to improvements 
should be taken, including design that adds 
separation between pedestrians, bicyclists, 
people accessing transit, and motorists. 
Improvements for people walking are the 
priority—wider sidewalks, more shade, and a 
driveway strategy. The City of Las Vegas has 
already made some of these investments on 
Charleston Boulevard and other major streets 
in Downtown.

One of the major challenges for people 
walking on Charleston Boulevard is the 
number of closely-spaced commercial 
driveways. Drivers making right turns in and 
out of driveways may not see people walking 
on the sidewalk. Driveway consolidation 
can be an effective strategy for reducing 
the number of potential conflict points 
by creating a single egress that serves 
the parking lots of multiple businesses or 
reducing the number of entrances to lots that 
have multiple driveways.  

PRIORITY STREETSCAPES, INTERSECTIONS AND CROSSINGS

BIKEWAYS
Several miles of planned bicycle facilities 
exist and are planned to support bicycle 
travel in the area. The planned protected 
bike lane on Maryland Parkway is the 
highest priority. When planned facilities are 
constructed, an evenly spaced grid of bike 
lanes, paths, and boulevards will extend from 
the focus area to the north, making bicycling 
a more appealing first-final mile option. 
15th Street is the only existing bike route to 
provide a continuous north-south connection 
through the focus area. It should be a priority 
for wayfinding and other bike boulevard 
enhancements to create a more appealing all 
ages and abilities alternative for those who 
feel less comfortable biking near heavy motor 
vehicle traffic. To the south of the proposed 
station, an additional bike connection parallel 
to Charleston Boulevard would be a valuable 
link in the network. Franklin Avenue and 
Oakey Boulevard should be evaluated as this 
link.

CROSSINGS
Additional pedestrian crossing opportunities 
along Maryland Parkway south of Huntridge 
Circle Park should be considered, particularly 
at mid-block locations. The distance between 
the intersection of Franklin Avenue and the 
intersection of Oakley Boulevard is roughly 
¼ mile and there are no marked crossing 
opportunities between them. Similar to the 
crossing at Maryland Parkway and Franklin 
Avenue, mid-block crossings should include 
high visibility crosswalks and pedestrian 
signals. 

Marked crosswalks on Charleston at 11th and 
13th Streets are well-located, but should be 
upgraded with a beacon or signal, given the 
width and traffic volumes of the road.

Intersection of Charleston and Maryland ParkwayExisting bike lane
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IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGY
The implementation strategy that follows summarizes several key action items from Chapters 
2 & 3 of this document, in order to provide the City with actionable steps to begin to 
implement Transit-Oriented Development within the Charleston Boulevard Focus Area. 
These recommendations represent catalytic investments and improvements that should be 
undertaken to generate new development activity that is transit-supportive, walkable, and 
vibrant. The vision that has been expressed by the community for the Maryland Parkway 
Corridor can be realized through the successful completion of these priority action items, as 
well as through implementation of other recommendations included in this Plan.

While these priority action items have been listed in an order that was informed by 
Stakeholder Working Group feedback, they are intended to be flexible enough to be 
achieved non-sequentially, and at a time when the political and economic climate can 
support them. Each item also identifies a set of Next Steps/Quick Wins, in an effort to 
provide lower cost, momentum-generating efforts that can build toward achieving the 
broader goals, should they prove to be challenging due to unforeseen circumstances.

4
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Priority Action Item Category Phasing Lead Champion(s)

ENTERTAINMENT 
CHARACTER/ADAPTIVE 
REUSE OF HISTORIC 
HUNTRIDGE THEATER

Capital Project, 
Public/Private 
Partnership

Ongoing

Developers, City 
of Las Vegas 

(Planning, Economic 
Development, 

Community Services, 
Cultural Affairs)

CROSSINGS AT 11TH AND 
13TH STREETS 

Capital Project Near-term  
(1-2 years) City of Las Vegas, RTC

CONNECTING NODES & 
NEIGHBORHOODS

Capital Project, 
Policy/Regulation 

Mid-term 
(3-5 years) 

City of Las Vegas 
(Public Works, 

Planning)

HUNTRIDGE CIRCLE PARK 
IMPROVEMENTS 

Capital Project, 
Public/Private 
Partnership

Long-term   
(6+ years)

City of Las Vegas 
(Community Services, 
Planning, Economic 
Development, Parks 

and Recreation)

DEVELOPMENT NEAR 
ORLEANS SQUARE

Policy/Regulation, 
Public/Private 
Partnership

Long-term   
(6+ years)

City of Las Vegas 
(Economic 

Development, 
Planning, Public 

Works)

OVERARCHING PRIORITIES 
The Priority Action Items in this chapter 
each contain information intended to help 
guide implementation - Phasing, Lead and 
Supporting Champions, and Next Steps/
Quick Wins.  However, in addition to 
those details that help inform each priority 
action recommendation, the following 
set of overarching priorities should be 
considered as a basis for all Transit-Oriented 
Development along the Maryland Parkway 
Corridor:

• Focus on projects that have identified 
funding and are moving forward—
time is of the essence to incorporate 
TOD principles into project planning;

• Identify Key Stakeholders and their 
roles to deliberately include TOD 
in future planning, design and 
construction;

• Maximize inter-agency cooperation 
and funding between the City of 
Las Vegas (CLV), Clark County, the 
Regional Transportation Commission 
(RTC) and focus area landowners to 
meet mutual goals; and

• Provide preferences for projects that 
enhance the accessibility, safety, and 
comfort of people who are using 
active transportation and transit.

IMPLEMENTATION PRIORITIES SUMMARY
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PRIORITY ACTION ITEMS

ENTERTAINMENT CHARACTER/
ADAPTIVE REUSE OF HISTORIC 
HUNTRIDGE THEATER 
Stakeholder Working Group Priority #1 
Phasing: Ongoing 

The historic Huntridge Theater propoerty 
is part of an active effort with a highly 
motivated developer to accomplish a 
challenging redevelopment in conjunction 
with CLV. As part of the developer 
interviews for the TOD study, the project 
team interviewed representatives from 
this development company. Development 
representatives said that medium 
density, podium style, mixed use TOD 
(similar to Fremont 9) is a very important 
component planned for the overall 
Huntridge redevelopment. Additionally, the 
recommended elements to establish the 
“Entertainment Character” for this focus area 
(banners on signposts, public art, community 
events, branded site furnishings, etc.), are 
relatively inexpensive and could be provided 
as part of a public private development 
between CLV and the developer.

Next Steps/Quick Wins:
Large cities typically contain a budget 
category of things such as banners, 
signposts, special events, etc. Things such 
as branded site furnishings are typically 
provided by private developers. CLV could 
pursue an amendment to their agreement 

with the developer to outline responsibilities 
for which party will take on various portions 
of the “Entertainment Character” program of 
projects. 

Implementation Champions
Lead Champion(s): Local developer, 
CLV (Planning, Economic Development, 
Community Services, Cultural Affairs)

Supporting Champion(s): CLV, Las Vegas 
Arts District, CLV Councilmembers, Las 
Vegas Historical Society, Downtown Las 
Vegas Alliance, SHPO, Historic Preservation 
Commission

The historic Huntridge Theatre

Interactive art installations 

Branding and wayfinding alternatives
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CROSSINGS AT 11TH AND 13TH STREETS  
Stakeholder Working Group Priority #2 
Phasing: Near-term (1-2 years) 

The width, speed, and traffic volumes on 
Charleston Boulevard present a barrier to 
people walking and biking in the station 
area. Enhancement of the existing marked 
crossings at 11th Street and 13th Street 
will go a long way to improving safety and 
comfort for people accessing the future Bus 
Rapid Transit station.

Next Steps/Quick Wins:
• Refer to the Federal Highway 

Administration Field Guide for 
Selecting Countermeasures at 
Uncontrolled Pedestrian Crossings 
to determine appropriate crossing 
treatments based on the size, speed, 
and traffic volumes on Charleston 
Avenue  

• Identify funding sources for 
pedestrian-activated signals or 
beacons (anticipated to be the most 
appropriate treatment)

Implementation Champions
Lead Champion(s): CLV, RTC 

Connectivity through alleys 

Active park space

Marked crosswalk

CONNECTING NODES & 
NEIGHBORHOODS   
Stakeholder Working Group Priority #3 
Phasing: Mid-term 3-5 years)

In the blocks just south of the busy motor 
vehicle traffic and mixed uses along 
Charleston, there are exclusively residential 
neighborhoods. Through a combination of 
pilot designs and new zoning, the distinct 
land uses in this area can be integrated 
with consideration for the safety of people 
walking and biking.

Next Steps/Quick Wins:
• CLV could do a pilot project to do 

a temporary test of the feasibility of 
converting Franklin, Oakey and/or 
Ogden to a bike boulevard with the 
use of temporary delineations and 
barriers to establish the bike lane, 
roadway width.

• CLV should implement Title 
19.09 Form-Based Code with 
its development standards and 
incentives, and implement new Title 
19.07 zoning standards for the new 
land use placetypes created under 
the 2050 Master Plan. 



59 Section 4: Implementation Strategy

Implementation Champions
Lead Champion(s): CLV (Economic 
Development, Planning, Public Works)

Supporting Champion(s): CLV 
Councilmembers, local developers, Latin 
Chamber of Commerce, Urban Chamber of 
Commerce, Metro Chamber of Commerce, 
ULI Nevada Chapter, NAIOP Southern 
Nevada Chapter

Implementation Champions
Lead Champion(s): CLV (Public Works, 
Planning)

Supporting Champion(s): CLV 
Councilmembers, local developers, CLV 
(Economic Development), Southern Nevada 
Bicycle Coalition

HUNTRIDGE CIRCLE PARK 
IMPROVEMENTS   
Stakeholder Working Group Priority #4 
Phasing: Long-term (6+ years)

Renovate Huntridge Circle Park and 
incorporate recommendations from 
upcoming Imagine LV Parks plan as part of 
CLV 2050 Master Plan

Next Steps/Quick Wins:
• Meeting with stakeholders to discuss 

security issues of the park, come 
up with consensus on park use, 
programming, steps and schedule, 
homeless outreach and strategy.

• Homeless Outreach to connect 
homeless with services and possible 
relocation

CLV could explore the creation of an non-
profit organization (NPO) (similar to other 
NPO's that operate parks in major cities such 
as Brooklyn Bridge Park and Bryant Park in 
NYC) to operate/maintain/secure this park Huntridge Circle park

and to provide improvements. As part of the 
Huntridge Entertainment District, a not for 
profit could monetize the space to generate 
funds to secure and maintain the space. 

Implementation Champions
Lead Champion(s): CLV (Community 
Services, Planning, Economic Development, 
Parks and Recreation)

Supporting Champion(s): Huntridge 
Neighborhood Association, CLV 
Councilmembers, local developers

DEVELOPMENT NEAR ORLEANS 
SQUARE   
Stakeholder Working Group Priority #5 
Phasing: Long-term (6+ years)

New development opportunities in this area 
exist on vacant and underutilized lots in close 
proximity to the station. New development in 
this area should be sensitive to the existing 
surrounding neighborhood, stepping down 
in height when approaching low-density 
residential neighborhoods.

Next Steps/Quick Wins:
CLV could lead a stakeholder driven urban 
design/design charette, that would outline 
preferred urban form, connectivity and 
desired common vision, incorporating Title 
19.09 Form-Based Code transect zones.
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